Abstract

Self-respect and the Demands of Equality

The main objective of the article is to explore the relationship between self-respect and (liberal) equality through the analysis of their conflicting requirements. This implies two tasks. First, we have to give a detailed account of the Rawlsian account of self-respect by trying to overcome the obscurity of the notion applied by him. We will see that (1) Rawls uses a broader category, self-esteem which demands more from the person than self-respect; and as a result (2) it is more like appraisal self-respect grounded in the excellencies of a person’s character and not only in his recognition of himself as a person; and finally (3) his account is inherently subjective, that is it does not require any objective standard against which we can examine the validity of a person’s self-respect. On the ground prepared by this analysis we can proceed to get a closer look on the relationship between self-respect and the demands of equality. I will argue that we can have two options in this respect. Either we assign priority to one of them or we can regard them as equals, having no overriding demands over each other. However, and this constitutes the second part of my argument, liberal egalitarians such as Rawls, or Dworkin cannot make the latter step exactly because of their equality-centered conceptions. Since, as I will show the incorporation of a pure and overwhelming role of subjective self-respect would force them to open the door to the subjective evaluation people has of their self-respect – and this is exactly what liberal equality tries to avoid.

I. Introduction

Recognition theory, the possible remedy for the shortcomings of Rawlsian contract theory may seem to bring into focus another feature of justice as fairness: respect that we have for other persons and self-respect that we have for ourselves. It may also serve as a redefinition of the core notion of justice: instead of equality, in recognition-based justice self-respect seems to have the leading role. This would be a crucial move within the theory since, as well shall see, the priority of self-respect can easily lead to the severe violation of the demands of equality by making obscure the border between circumstances and ambitions. Therefore, the importance of analyzing the relation between the notions is indisputable and implies a variety of tasks. 


First, we have to give a detailed account of the Rawlsian concept of self-respect. Although, Rawls defined the content of certain important moral sentiments (shame, pride, dignity etc.) and their relation to self-respect his treatment of the subject is not clear enough.
To clarify his standpoint we make three distinctions and examine his account in the light of these. I will argue that the concept of self-respect Rawls applies in his theory 

(1) Uses a broader category, self-esteem which demands more from the person than self-respect and as a result; 

(2) It is more like appraisal self-respect grounded in the excellencies of a person’s character and not only in his recognition of himself as a person and finally
; 

(3) His account is inherently subjective, that is it does not require any objective standard against which we can examine the validity of a person’s self-respect.  

After having clarified the content of self-respect we can advance to the second part of our argument, which is strongly related to point (3). We shall see that it is not a coincidence that Rawls uses the subjective account of self-respect and rejects the possibility of any objective standard. In this part we will examine the place self-respect has in justice as fairness by distinguishing two options: either self-respect is regarded as one among the other primary goods, or it is the most important primary good, one that has priority over the others. I will argue that in the case of envy and in the argument for the priority of liberty Rawls moves very close to the first option, whereas in the rest of the book he does not pay extra attention to self-respect.

Finally, the objective of the third part is to argue that Rawls cannot move into the direction of the first option without giving up his core notion, that is equality. This last part of our argument is intended to show that equality and (self-) respect may conflict for placing the latter into an overriding position would lead to applications in conflict with Rawlsian equality. I will show that self-respect can either have an objective or a subjective interpretation and none of them is acceptable for Rawls in its pure form. Whereas objectivism would lead to perfectionism, which contradicts the whole concept of justice as fairness, subjectivism, as I noted earlier, is adopted by Rawls but only with restrictions embodied in the requirements of equality. I will argue that the incorporation of a pure and overwhelming role of subjective self-respect would force us to open the door to the subjective evaluation people has of their self-respect. This possibility, however, is not in accord with Rawlsian (and Dworkinian) equality – and therefore, in my view, we can have two options. Either we accept that both the requirements of self-respect and that of fairness are equally important and therefore we should rather talk about an egalitarian ethos of conflicting principles, sacrificing certain demands on both sides. Or, we stay committed to the original version of liberal egalitarianism by assigning priority to fairness, thus creating a relatively closed system of equality.
   

II. The Rawlsian conception of self-respect
According to Rawls self-respect has two important features:

(1) “it includes a person’s sense of his own value, his secure conviction that his conception of his good his plan of life, is worth carrying out and

(2) self-respect implies a confidence in one’s ability, so far as it is within in one’s power, to fulfill one’s intentions.”
  

This is, of course, an undoubtedly Kantian idea. In Kant’s view, the supreme principle of morality requires us to “act in such a way that you always treat humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any other, never simply as a means, but always as the same time as an end.”
This shows that the notion of self-respect always presupposes the respect of others, and that our self-respect very much depends on the respect and treatment of others. We can only respect others if we respect ourselves, and in turn, our self-respect is strongly related to the respect and recognition others express towards us. Rawls also acknowledges this when he says that one of the most important circumstance of the confirmation of our worth is the finding “our person and deeds appreciated and confirmed by others who are likewise esteemed and their association enjoyed.”
This intersubjective feature of self-respect is further highlighted by the connection it has with another basic notion, namely with autonomy. Both Rawls and Kant treat autonomy as the ground of morality without which it is impossible to talk about self-respect. If a person is not the author of her life, that is her values are not her own, but rather they are alien to herself; when someone’s life plan is not hers but forced on her from outside then she cannot be capable of making moral laws for herself and thus she cannot feel respect for something which she does not have. As John Deigh puts it:

“I suggest we take one’s having a settled constellation of aims and ideals as a precondition of self-esteem: when one is the author of one’s actions, one is an appropriate object for esteem or disesteem; when one is only an instrument of alien forces, one is not.”

In a rigidly stratified society the majority of people live a life without integrity and autonomy: they try to live up to the requirements of their class and their community, they occupy social roles without critical reflection of the values and principles these roles force on them. The choices and evaluations of such a person are not her own, her identification with her desires are distorted and subject to unconsidered change. Such a person is not capable of autonomy, not capable of giving moral laws to herself, and therefore cannot feel dignity either. This is because dignity (Werde) is a kind of intrinsic worth that something has insofar as it has value not for someone (for a class etc.) or a purpose, but in and of itself. But, if someone cannot feel dignity, she cannot feel respect for herself as a person either, for this sentiment is exactly the response to her dignity. However, this does not mean that an autonomous person is an asocial person, someone who leads her life regardless the responses of her ambient. To the contrary, Kantian (and Rawlsian) individualism rejects this kind of individualism and emphasizes the importance of the community, which we live in
. The development and maintenance of self-respect is based on ‘a community of shared interest to which he belongs and where he finds his endeavors confirmed by his associates.' (TJ,442) It only states that an autonomous person’s life is not determined by the members of his community, her respect for herself is only conditional on their beliefs, and reactions, that is it is partly influenced by them. Such a person would always pay attention to the people around him, and thus she would express respect towards them as persons capable of the same self-respect she has for herself. Respect and self-respect go together and autonomy is their mutual ground on which they embody the pillars of Kantian (and Rawlsian) morality.


Nevertheless, the picture is not at all so clear and evident. Rawls is not completely straightforward in his account of self-respect and rather gives a mixture of different kinds of self-respect, neglecting certain approaches and preferring other accounts. Like Kant, he does not simply see our self-respect, our evaluation of our worth as a projection of our being a person and as such equal with others but he also talks about excellences, a sort of appraisal of our character and personality. In the following part of our argument we will take a closer look at the constitutive elements of the Rawlsian notion of self-respect.

II.1. Self-respect and self-esteem: can appraisal and recognition fit together?

Kant defines another type of self-respect, which is evaluative and conditional on the usefulness and worthiness of our persons. He maintains that we have dignity and deserve respect insofar as we exercise our autonomy in morally worth actions. This kind of respect has two components: pride (Stolz) on the one hand and humility on the other. “When a person who has acted morally well judge herself by the standards set by the moral law, recognition that he nevertheless falls short engenders humility, which is the limitation of the high opinion we have of our moral worth.”
In contrast, pride is an emotion, a feeling that we feel when we engage in morally good actions, with the word of Kant pride is a consciousness of ‘having honored and preserved humanity in his own person and in its dignity.’ Rawls seems to apply a somewhat similar interpretation of self-respect when he talks about the occurrence of shame:

“[…] natural shame…arises not from a loss or absence of exclusive goods, or at least not directly, but from the injury to our self-esteem owing to our not having or failing to exercise certain excellences. […] Thus someone is liable to moral shame when he prizes those virtues that his plan of life requires and is framed to encourage. He regards the virtues, or some of them anyway, as properties that his associates want in him and that he wants in himself.”

He defines excellences as ‘attributes of our person that are good both for us and for others as well’, they are ‘characteristics and abilities of the person that it is rational for everyone to want us to have’ (TJ,443). From this and from his definition of self-respect we can infer that for Rawls shame, that is injury to one’s self-respect or a blow to one’s self-esteem can occur in two cases. Either one can loose one’s belief in the worthiness of one’s ideals, values and plan of life or one can loose the belief in one’s capacity of achieving them. However, as we can seen from the above definition, the worthiness of one’s plan of life and values is constituted by the excellences, by goods that are goods from everyone’s point of view and are conditions of human flourishing (TJ,443) one possesses. This can easily lead to the statement that Rawls’ concept of self-respect makes it conditional for human beings to have self-respect, that is those who do not posses excellences cannot be regarded as objects of self-respect just because of their being persons and therefore valuable ‘in and of itself.’


What we are arriving at here is regarded by many authors as two different kinds of self-respect, two different way of viewing our respect for others and for ourselves. This ambiguity, as I noted earlier, was already present in the writings of Kant who defined self-respect both as something we owe to every other person as embodiments of an unrepeatable autonomous being - and at the same time, as a duty we have only towards those who merit in the virtue of their excellences. According to the latter interpretation of self-respect, only those individuals whose character and conduct have merit deserve to respect themselves. Stephen Darwall calls this kind of respect appraisal respect that of which objects “are persons or features which are held to manifest their excellence as persons or as engaged in some specific pursuit.”
Such a respect consists of the positive appraisal of the person, it is conditional on the features of one’s character or in other words on the excellences of persons which we delimit as character. We express appraisal respect for somebody when we have a favorable opinion of her, when we find her character valuable and meriting respect. And in turn, we have appraisal respect for ourselves when we not only think of ourselves as persons with dignity, but as persons who are proud of themselves, who have a favorable opinion of themselves. Accordingly, appraisal respect admits of degree and it is possible that someone does not have this kind of self-respect. 

In contrast with this, the other type of respect, recognition respect is identical to the Kantian unconditional respect we owe to every person as beings who are entitled to respect just on the ground of being persons.
Recognition of others requires us to give them weight in our deliberations and thus to place restrictions on what it is permissible for one to do. In terms of self-respect it requires us to have respect for ourselves, to recognize the rights and responsibilities of being a person. Recognition of ourselves does not necessarily mean that we have a favorable evaluation of our character, it can perfectly fit together with a rather low opinion of ourselves. The same distinction can be made between self-respect and self-esteem that are both used by Rawls without differentiation. To have self-respect does not necessarily mean to have self-esteem – just like the possession of recognition respect does not imply the appraisal of our character. As Gabriele Taylor rightly puts it:

“[…] to respect oneself is to have a sense of one’s own value, and this requires also a degree of self-confidence, a belief that he has got his expectations right. But such person who has such confidence in himself and whose expectations are fulfilled need not therefore have a favorable attitude towards himself, for he thinks of the matter at all he may just think that to behave in such ways or to be so treated is the least a person can expect, and so is not something to be proud of.”

The difference between the two can be better demonstrated in an example.
Imagine a young tennis player who was regarded as a huge talent both by his coach and by his friends and members of family. He was confident in his talent and in his future as a big tennis star. He was in possession of this excellence and the members of his milieu also have a favorable opinion of him. In the light of what was said before we can say that he had appraisal self-respect for himself. He held a fairly favorable opinion of himself, grounded in the conduct and qualities of his character and arising from the belief that he met those standards that he believed he was ought to meet. However, one day our young hero had to participate in a very important championship, which was virtually the first occasion that he left his native home town in the countryside. Unfortunately, the championship proved to be a disaster for him: he was beaten in the first match and consequently had to leave right after the start. His defeat and the talent of other players showed him that he is not that much talented and he does not have the excellence of a great tennis player he was supposed to have. He surely felt humiliation and disappointment: he surely realized that he had a lot to improve in order to regain his self-confidence and appraisal of the others and of himself. In Rawlsian terms, all this would cause shame since the young tennis player suffered a blow to his self-esteem and thus now he is not so much confident in the worthiness of his life and of his abilities to achieve what he wanted to achieve. 

However, notwithstanding the significance of he feels, it is hard to believe that he sees his life as deprived of value and regards his abilities as useless and valueless. In other words, although he feels humiliation
 he does not necessarily feel shame, since he did not necessarily suffer an injury to his self-respect. He can still view his life as a life of value despite his present disappointment and he can start to train more in order to get back to state he was before the championship. Self-esteem, and appraisal self-respect, though not identical
are similar at least in one respect: they constitute an attitude to oneself, which one may have in different degrees at different times, and accordingly one can even loose it. And this leads us to an important fact, which may be a bit obscured in the Rawlsian theory, namely that though Rawls defines self-respect very close to appraisal (or with Elizabeth Telfer's term, estimative) self-respect it does not mean that only those can have self-respect who merit it. 


This very important momentum may get lost in his theory due to the simultaneous use of self-respect and self-esteem. In my view, Rawls’ account of self-respect, instead of being discriminative by excluding certain forms of self-respect (namely those that have no merit in our eyes) is, on the contrary, gives us a broader concept of (self-)respect.
Although he defines shame and self-respect in connection with excellences such a concept presupposes the existence of a minimum standard, or in other words it is conditional on the existence of recognition self-respect. In order to express appraisal for others, or for ourselves, in order to have a favorable opinion of ourselves and of our lives we have to possess dignity, that is we have to be conscious of our special status as a person. Someone who has self-respect has the feeling that he has attained at least this minimum standard, while in the lack of it he would not see his life as worth of pursuit any more. The existence of self-respect presupposes that someone is aware of the fact that she is entitled to certain things that these things are due to her. In addition, it presupposes that these expectations are based on something, which the agent sees as having great importance, of great value to himself and to the life he envisages himself as leading. This is what dignity is all about: we think of our life as valuable and therefore we experience shame whenever something occurs that results in the loss or violation of this consciousness. 

Appraisal of ourselves (and virtually self-esteem) only comes into the picture when we see our life not simply as carrying value but as something above what others can have, as something outstanding and extraordinary. When we feel pride we not only think that our actions, our life plan, our values are of value, but that they are cut above the line, that we are better at living up to them than others are. The words of Gabriele Taylor brings well this difference out:

“To respect the self, then, is not think either favorably or unfavorably of the self, but is rather to do that which protects the self from injury or destruction, just as to respect others is not to think well  or badly of them, but it is at least to abstain from injuring or destroying them, whether physically or morally. And shame is the emotion of self-protection: it may prevent the person concerned from putting himself into a certain position, or make him aware that he ought not be in the position in which he finds himself.”
               

Self-esteem or, in a narrower sense, appraisal self-respect is based on this minimum standard, the connection between the two types of self-respect is twofold. First, as Rawls said excellences ‘are goods that it is rational for everyone to want us (including ourselves) to have, that is the striving for these goods are based on the recognition respect for them as virtues. We all try to possess the excellence of honesty because we recognize it as an excellence, something that is good from everyone point of view. Secondly, and most importantly all this presupposes that we are beings who are capable of this recognition, who think of themselves as persons of dignity, who have the consciousness of their life being of great value. In other words, only those can feel pride who are capable of feeling dignity: “the only beings who are appropriate objects of appraisal respect are those who are themselves capable of recognition respect, that is, of acting deliberately.”
 It may help to summarize these terms in a table

	Self-esteem  ≈  appraisal self-respect  = >  pride (Stolz) versus humility:  excellencies  

	Self-respect  ≈  recognition self-respect  = >   dignity (Werde) versus shame:  respecting humanity 



However, we can still maintain that Rawls’ concept of self-respect is discriminative, that he excludes certain types of self-respect on the ground of not having overcome the minimum standard, that is recognition self-respect. Or to put it more provocatively, dignity, though a precondition of pride is not enough since only those individuals whose character and conduct have merit (possession of excellences) deserve to respect themselves. But this conclusion disregards a very important, and in fact, the central characteristic of Rawls' conception, its subjectivity.

II.2. Subjective and objective concepts of self-respect and their relation to autonomy

To begin our argument it is worth citing Rawls in length here:

“Thus natural shame is aroused by blemishes in our person, or by acts and attributes indicative thereof, that manifest the loss or lack of properties that others as well as ourselves would find it rational to have. However, a qualification is necessary. It is our plan of life that determines what we feel ashamed of, and so feelings of shame are relative to our aspirations, to what we try to do and with whom we wish to associate. […] Thus we should say that given our plan of life, we tend to be ashamed of those defects in our person and failures in our actions that indicate a loss or absence of the excellences essential to our carrying out  our more important associative aims.”

What this passage shows is that though excellences do count in the formation of our self-respect, what we regard as excellences is subject to our choice: we, the agents are those who determine in the light of their aims and plan of life the meaning and content of excellences. It is then perfectly possible – although Rawls would not like it - that someone would regard honesty as excellence while others would not think of this virtue as excellence. In the so-called psychological account of self-respect it is possible for a vicious person to have self-respect since, no matter how important Rawls think excellences to be, they are not objective – instead they are subjectively determined by the agent herself. From this perspective the difference between pride and dignity (or between humility and shame) cannot form the ground of determining who deserve to have self-respect and who does not. To do this we should crate an objective standard against which evaluation is possible – but this is explicitly denied by Rawls. Excellence is important, undoubtedly, but it is important for our self-evaluation and self-confidence and not because of its correspondence to some sort of objective standard lying outside of us.


The distinction between these two kinds of self-respect we have just described was already present in the writings of Kant.
As I mentioned earlier he distinguished unconditional and conditional respect (and self-respect), the former being a duty we owe to everyone as persons and a feeling (reverence for oneself), the latter being an assessment of merit (who deserve to feel pride) and a motivation for the admiring respect of others. The first two constitutes the subjective interpretation of self-respect stating that no matter what their actions and values are every person has self-respect just because of their status as human and autonomous beings. According to this interpretation a person who respects herself believes that she acts in accord with his conception of worthy behavior and has confidence that he will continue to do so. There is no independent standard of worthiness, as Rawls said ‘it is our plan of life that determines what feel ashamed of.’ Stephen Massey lists four criteria of (subjective) self-respect:

1. A person who respects himself identifies with a project, activity, or a status which he regards as having value;

2. Identification with a project, activity, or a status provides both a standard of worthy or appropriate conduct and a desire to act in accordance with it; 

3. A person with self-respect believes that he has acted in accordance with his conception of what is worthy;

4. A self-respecting person is confident that he will continue to act in accordance with his standard of worthy behavior.

In sum: according to the subjective concept a self-respecting person has his own standard(s), determined by his plan of life, a standard formed by him with the influence but not determination of what others think.


In contrast with this view, the proponents of the objectivist interpretation apply what Kant called the conditional concept of self-respect. According to them it is not enough for a person to value herself, but she has to value herself properly, that is in correspondence to an independent standard of moral worthiness. Her conduct and character can be judged appropriate or inappropriate depending on her abeyance of this standard. In other words, while in the view of the subjective concept it is necessary and sufficient for a person to have her own standard of worthiness, which she pursues, in the objective concept this is necessary but not sufficient. To be sufficient, she has to obey the duties set by an objective standard of what morality requires.
A simple example can well demonstrate this.
Consider Skip who has built one of the largest hamburger chains in the world by bribery, corruption, force, misinterpretation of his product etc. However, his favorable opinion of himself based on his achievement, he respects himself, what is more he is proud of the results of his actions. He satisfies the requirements of the subjective concept since he has his own standard of worthiness (profitability and fame regardless of its price) and he acts in accordance with this standard. We can cite lots of other examples, examples of evil leaders (Hitler, Stalin) who were surely convinced of their own value, but no matter how many examples we have – say the proponents of the objective view – they all seem counterintuitive. They claim the existence of objective standards and maintain that persons, such as Skip or Hitler, although they think that they respect themselves, in fact they do not, since their attitudes toward themselves fail to satisfy the appropriate objective standards. 


The distinction between the two concepts of self-respect is related to different conceptions of autonomy. Kant himself distinguished two forms of autonomy. On the hand we all have a capacity for autonomy, that is we are all capable of giving moral laws to ourselves, choosing those principles that are the best reflections our person as a free and equal being. However, the existence of this capacity does not entail its realization. Accordingly, we are autonomous in the second sense when we not only possess the capacity for autonomy but also exercise it in morally good action. This corresponds perfectly to the objective concept: the capacity for autonomy (giving laws to ourselves and thus having a standard of our own worth) is a necessary, but not a sufficient condition of ‘full’ autonomy. According to this account, we only behave autonomously when we exercise this capacity in morally good action – and what counts as morally good is in turn determined by an appropriate objective standard. From this perspective moral autonomy requires this objective standard, without it we cannot speak either of self-respect or of autonomy. 

Such a view is one of the cornerstones of Joseph Raz’s liberal perfectionism. For him “a person’s well-being does not depend upon her living the life that she believes to be of value, it depends upon her living a life that is valuable for reasons independent of her belief in its value.”
Her autonomy though consciously endorsed is not necessarily endowed with value for it can be based on a mistaken belief of the worthiness of her life, which in turn affects heavily its success. Therefore - claims Raz - ‘belief in itself is not enough, we need an objective standard against which we can evaluate the particular life plans person have’. In sum, Raz adds two important points to the conditions of autonomy. Besides the Rawlsian requirements (capacity of forming and revising our conception of the good) it is also necessary for autonomy to have value: autonomy is not valuable per se, in order for a life to be valuable it must consists of choices that are themselves valuable. However, the conditions, which are the array of valuable choices at hand, are not there, therefore they have to be created and offered. Hence the task of the government is to create the conditions for society’s culture to be able to offer these choices.    


Raz’s theory sounds very plausible and it is also a quiet persuasive one. We can ask the question: why does Rawls endorse a subjective account of self-respect and of autonomy when at least certain elements of the objective concept seem very intuitive?
We can put the question in a more general (and I think for us more illuminating) form: why not try to create a unified theory of equality and (self-)respect? In the previous chapter I argued that equality and fairness are those elements of the Rawlsian theory, which we have to keep intact. By now, I also hoped to show that self-respect and respect are also crucial part of the liberal credo. However, a last important question still remained unanswered: can we reconcile the demands of equality with the requirements of self-respect?  

III. Fairness and (Self-)Respect: the ethos of egalitarianism
Our central question is this: can self-respect have an overriding role in a theory whose other basic feature is equality (fairness)? We have two possible options: a subjective concept of self-respect endorsed by Rawls, and an objective concept such as Raz’s perfectionism. Which of them is capable of reconciling the requirements of the two values?


Rawls himself is very ambiguous in the question of the role of self-respect. As Frank Michelman pointed out
we can find two different roles of self-respect in Rawls’ book. It is usually treated as one among the other social primary goods, which are goods neutral and instrumental among human aims and desires (TJ,15§). In the case of envy
, however, Rawls talks about these goods as the most important primary goods whose importance can, if necessary, overrule the requirements of the difference principle. It is possible – says Rawls – that “envy is a reaction to the loss of self-respect in circumstances where it would be unreasonable to expect someone to feel differently." (TJ, 534) This type of envy, Rawls calls it excusable envy, as Scanlon noted, can be the only possible reason for putting constraints on inequalities resulting from the application of the difference principle. This seems to suggest that Rawls takes the requirements of envy as having priority to the demands of fairness and thus of equality.
We have to see how strong this claim is. If self-respect really enjoyed priority in a theory, and provided that it is determined as subjective in nature, it would have important implications for the design of our institutions. It would simply mean that a society promoting self-respect more than an other should be preferred, even if this was achieved by a huge decline in other primary goods. Moreover, it would also result in the simple fact that no gains in terms of other primary goods could outweigh losses in self-respect.
       


Now, Rawls of course could easily downturn this problem by simply saying that his claim is connected with excusable envy, envy which occurs when “a person’s lesser position as measured by the index of objective primary goods may be so great as to wound his self-respect. (TJ, 534)”And he can add (and he explicitly does so, TJ 536-537) that his theory does not allow for such amount of inequalities and therefore there is no reason to quarrel. However, the fact is that with such a move he cannot avoid the problems for the possible proponents of a theory based on the primacy of subjectively defined self-respect see the problem from the opposite angle. They take self-respect to have the priority over fairness, and not fairness over self-respect: this means that we evaluate the different institutional designs from the point of view of self-respect and not from fairness. Once we say that the requirements of self-respect can override the demands of fairness we begin a journey with disastrous consequences for equality. Since each person has a different conception of what makes valuable her life, her self-respect will have different demand on our institutional system and consequently our redistributive mechanism will be designed on a subjective basis whose denial was the main idea of the proponents of fairness.

Fairness would demands us, as we have seen in the preceding chapter, to eliminate any factors that would put a morally arbitrary burden on the individuals. Therefore we have to distinguish between “those beliefs and attitudes that define what a successful life would be like […] and those features of body or mind or personality that provide means or impediments to that success..(Dworkin, ER 305)”, or as Rawls would say between morally arbitrary social and natural contingencies and non-arbitrary elements resulting from our choices.
 This, the argument follows, requires us to establish an independent theory of fair distribution based on the distinction between choices and circumstances with the objective of eliminating differences arising from circumstances and leaving intact those that are consequences of our choices. Everyone has to pay the price of her life –says Dworkin – and therefore none can demand redistribution for the consequences of her choices. However, at this point the arguments of Dworkin and Rawls take different directions. 

In the case of Dworkin, it can easily shown that assigning any role to self-respect would undermine his conception of equality, for – as Jonathan Wolff rightly noted – “belief in lowered respect-standing (and consequently in self-respect) is not the lack of a resource, internal or external: it is far closer to a welfare than resource deficiency.”
This simply means that there are numerous elements of an egalitarian institutional system which, if we accept that lowered self-respect must be taken seriously, work against the plausibility of Dworkin’s resource-based equality. Wolff gives three examples of lowered self-respect: failures of common courtesy, distrust and shameful revelation (Wolff, 13-17)- and all of these are typical concomitants of any redistributive regime. Shameful revelation, for example, is a normal consequence of any information gathering with the objective of examining the validity of the demand (e.g. for unemployment benefit). If we want to construct a theory that takes into consideration not only the demands of Dworkinian equality, but also the requirements of maintaining self-respect then we have to accept the fact that fairness (in terms of resources) and respect may severely conflict with each other. Accordingly, giving priority to self-respect would be even more disastrous from Dworkin’s point of view. 


In the case of Rawls we does not necessarily have to face such problems because, as we have seen, in his theory self-respect is included in the set of social primary goods. Unfortunately, this fact does not save him from further problems, because our initial aim was to show that within a subjectivist theory there is no place for the priority of self-respect. Therefore, from our perspective it is enough to show that justice as fairness cannot reconcile the demands coming from the priority of self-respect. We can demonstrate this on the distinction Rawls makes between liberty and the worth of liberty. Liberty in his system is distributed equally (the first principle of justice) and is ‘represented by the complete system of the liberties of equal citizenship (TJ, 204).’The distribution of the worth of liberty, on the other hand, ‘is proportioned to their [the individuals] capacity to advance their ends within the framework the system defines’ and thus unequal. Rawls’ system works as follows. The first principle distributes the basic liberties (e.g. freedom of speech, freedom of association) in a way that it be compatible with a similar liberty of others. After the principle has been satisfied the second principle eliminates all those inequalities influencing the worth of liberty that are arising from our morally arbitrary circumstances. The remaining inequalities are justified and thus the remaining differences in terms of the worth of liberty are justified too. This allows Rawls to say

“The inability to take advantage of one’s right and opportunities as a result of poverty and ignorance, and a lack of means generally, is sometimes counted among the constraints definitive of liberty. I shall not, however, say this, but rather I shall think of these things as affecting the worth of liberty, the value to individuals of the rights that the First Principle defines.”

All this would change, however, were we to introduce self-respect as the main social primary good. As Norman Daniels convincingly argued
, such a move would also imply the extension of the equality requirement to our worth of liberty, which would in turn bring about the rejection of the difference principle as well. To understand his point we have to look at the argument Rawls makes in favor of the equal distribution of basic liberties. He uses two cases as examples: liberty of conscience and liberty of political participation. For us the latter is important because in this case Rawls’ argument is based on the demands of self-respect. He argues
that since (1) self-respect is one of the main primary goods; and (2) after reaching a certain level of these goods self-respect becomes crucially important and parties in the original position would want ‘to avoid at almost any cost the social conditions that undermine self-respect (TJ, 440)’; therefore (3) in order to secure equal self-respect for all it should be based on ‘the public affirmation of just institutions’ and ‘the publicly affirmed distribution of fundamental rights and liberties’. 

However, says Daniels, the process does not stop here because once we stated that at a certain level of primary goods the parties would do anything just to avoid the diminishing of their self-respect we could construct the same argument for the case of the worth of liberty as well. According to Rawls, ‘shame arises … from the injury to our self-esteem owing to our not having or failing to exercise certain excellences (TJ, 444)’ and the public recognition of our incapability of exercising our right to participate in political life would have exactly this humiliating and shameful effect. Therefore it seems legitimate to say that the parties in the original position ‘would reject the idea that their self-respect would be enhanced and secured by the public affirmation of equal liberties which they know they cannot exercise equally with others (Daniels, 276).’To this, in my view, Rawls can have only one, though very persuasive, answer. Our self-respect, in its subjectivist version, can demand very different resources to enable us to exercise those liberties, which we regard as excellences. This could mean the opening Pandora’s box, making our belief the determinant element in cases of justice. This would lead us to the problems characteristic of the welfare (utilitarian) theories which Dworkin and Rawls both wanted to eliminate. 

In Razian terms we could say that self-respect in the subjectivist sense is a non-diminishing principle (perhaps insatiable as well), which provides no guidance as to the way any conflicts of distribution are to be resolved.
If, for example, we have 10 thousand dollars and two candidates for this amount and our task is to distribute the money so as to maximize their self-respect we would have no standard for deciding between the two options. How could we resolve such a conflict? I think there is no reasonable way of doing this, simply because we should have to rely on people’s beliefs, their subjective judgements on what their self-respect requires. This, in turn, makes impossible for us to create an independent ground on which the validity of the different demands can be judged. This independent ground, at least in the concepts of Rawls and Dworkin, is embodied in the requirements of fairness. In other words, Rawls would have to state as answer to Daniels’ proposal that fairness has priority over respect and thus over the demands of self-respect and therefore self-respect cannot be the most important social primary good. To sum this part up as a preliminary conclusion we can say that (1) every liberal egalitarian theory whose aim is to regard each individual with equal concern and respect has to include among the resources the good of self-respect; but (2) even if it is done, a subjective interpretation of self-respect and the requirements of fairness can only be reconciled partially: the priority of fairness have as a consequence the partial violation of self-respect and vice-versa; and that is why (3) Rawls insisted on the term ‘social basis of self-respect’, which helped him to avoid problems of subjective evaluation.                


Can objective theories incorporate self-respect as the most important primary good? It seems that the answer is yes. Suppose we accept the version of objectivism requiring that a self-respecting person properly value his capacity to act morally and act in ways characteristic of the virtuous person (which is defined independently of their ideas). Something similar is proposed by Raz, saying that though everyone can have autonomy (and thus self-respect) only those possess autonomy endowed with value who exercise this capacity in ways and for values which are valuable independently of their beliefs. We can then conclude that a society promoting self-respect in this sense to a greater degree than another one is preferable, even if the society with high self-respect has significantly less of other primary goods. I am afraid, however, that this means sacrificing equality on the altar of the intrinsical goodness of self-respect – and Raz admits this explicitly. His argument, in a nutshell, is the following. (1) Principles that promote equality as such are strictly egalitarian principles, because they imply that equality has an independent, intrinsic value
 - otherwise equality is only a by-product of other principles (rhetorical individualism); (2) A theory is egalitarian in this sense if it is dominated by strictly egalitarian principles; (3) ‘A theory is dominated by a group of principles if and only if the principles are never or rarely overridden by other considerations and, secondly they apply to the main cases to which the theory applies. (Raz, 233)’; (4) Morality is not based purely on egalitarian principles because there must be other principles regulating the well-being of people and our responsibility towards others; (5) The role of egalitarian principles in morality is to supplement and control the application of these other principles; (6) The principles subject to the control of egalitarian principles can only be non-diminishing and insatiable principles such as ‘maximize the net amount of pleasure’ or ‘maximize our self-respect in the subjective sense’(see above and footnote); (7) However, principles of equality always depend on ‘other principles determining the value of the benefits which the egalitarian principles regulate – equality is said to matter where it affects what is valued for independent reasons. (Raz, 241).’ 

This is the key move in Raz’s argument. Since he is a perfectionist he presupposes the existence of such independent values on the ground of which an evaluation is possible. As he puts it

“But wherever one turns it is revealed that what makes us care about various inequalities is not the inequality but the concern identified by the underlying principle. It is the hunger of the hungry, the need of the needy, the suffering of the ill, and so on. The fact that they are worse off in the relevant respect than their neighbors is relevant. But it is relevant not as an independent evil of inequality. Its relevance is in showing that their hunger greater, their need more pressing, their suffering more hurtful, and therefore our concern for the hungry, the needy, the suffering, and not our concern for equality, makes us give them priority.”
           

(8) If these principles are themselves satiable, diminishing ones then equality can only have a complementary role if it is to have any role at all since there is no use relying on them in combination with such principles. (9) Equality can only be a by-product of these underlying, independent, diminishing principles.   


To draw a balance we can conclude that by accepting Raz’s objectivism, that is the existence of independent, underlying values we can secure a society promoting the creation of valuable autonomy and self–respect, but then equality can only be a by-product whose requirements are overwhelmed by those core principles. We cannot have it both ways. We cannot have a perfectionist state, promoting the pursuit of an intrinsically good self-respect and at the same time, guaranteeing the priority of strict equality. This chapter, then ends with two questions: (1) Is it feasible to accept the existence of such independent values, is it not the case instead that Rawls has right and there are certain reasonable disagreement in society whose resolution is, at least in the short run, is not probable without applying coercion?; and (2) If our answer is yes, that is we accept the Rawlsian demand for a neutral state, what sort of liberal ideal do we have to promote then: a conception based on the priority of one of these core ideals (respect and fairness) or an ethos, ‘a collection of values, which may sometimes conflict and among which there are no universal priority rules’ (Wolff,30)? So far we were dealing with the subject of the second question, and now we have the main elements of the theory we are looking for at hand. However, before turning to the point of the relation between them, first we have to face with the challenge of perfectionism which has two forms: communitarianism and liberal perfectionism. I will argue that the demands of communitarianism are severely unfounded and liberal perfectionism has much more a case in this issue. The first question therefore leads us to face the problem of value pluralism, and the feasibility of a perfectionist state. This has to be the topic of another essay.
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� Of course, this has its explanation within his theory. As we shall see, in Rawls’s view, his two principles of justice are the best reflections of our autonomy and thus serve as the best guarantee of our self-respect. Whether this claim is well established or not is an open question, and needs further elaboration.    


� Here we have to mention two things. First, there is a significant similarity between (1) and (2), though they are not by any means identical. Second, appraisal and recognition self-respect such as self-esteem and self-respect are interdependent, the former is based on the latter. The elaboration of these points will partly form the topic of the next section.  


� This basic idea comes from Jonathan Wolff’s very illuminating article, Justice, Fairness and the Egalitarian Ethos in. Philosophy and Public Affairs 1999, pp. 1-33


� John Rawls: A Theory of Justice, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1971, pp. 440.  From this point I will use the abbreviation TJ.    


� Immanuel Kant: Grunlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten, in. Kants Gesammelte Schriften, Vol. 23. pp. 429. Translated as Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, 1964, NY, Harper Torchbooks. 


� Rawls, ibid. pp. 440. See also David Sachs: Self-respect and Respect for Others: Are They Independent?, in. O.H. Green (ed.): Respect for Persons, Tulane Studies in Philosophy, Vol .31. New Orleans, Tulane UP, 1982 


� John Deigh: Shame and Self-esteem, A Critique, in. Robert S. Dillon (ed.): Dignity, Character and Self-Respect, Routledge, New York, pp. 137.


� This is an important point, although I do not elaborate on it in length. Liberal individualism is not identical with asocial individualism, it also endorses the idea of a community’s importance for its members. Moral or ethical individualism only rejects the concept of non-derivative values (communitarianism), values that cannot be derived from individual values. From this standpoint a community is useful and valuable insofar it contributes to the freedom and well being of its members, whose acceptance is a matter of personal choice and rest on individual decisions at the last resort. It is a very broad concept, which can include perfectionist theories (Joseph Raz) and neutralist concepts as well (John Rawls, Ronald Dworkin). A good defence of this view can be found in Will Kymlicka: Liberalism, Community and Culture, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1991 and in Jean Hampton: Citizenship, Nationalism and Culture, in. Political Philosophy Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado, 1998 pp. 217-253. 


There is an important methodological side of this question. For this see J.W. N. Watkins: Historical Explanation in the Social Sciences, in. M. Martin and L. C. McIntyre (eds.): Readings in the Philosophy of Social Sciences MIT Press, Cambridge Mass., 1994  pp. 441-450. and Harold Kinciad: Reduction, Explanation and Individualism, in. op. cit. . pp. 497-513.          


� For a similar and more detailed account of autonomy and integrity see Bernard Williams: A Critique of Utilitarianism, in. Williams and J.J. C. Smart: Utilitarianism For and Against, Cambridge, Cambridge UP, 1973 and also from him Persons, Character and Morality, in. Williams: Moral Luck, Cambridge, Cambridge UP, 1981 as well as Peter Winch: Moral Integrity, in. Ethics and Action, Routledge, London, 1972. 


� Robert S. Dillon: Introduction in. Dignity, Character and Self-respect pp. 17.


� Rawls, ibid. pp. 444.


� Stephen L. Darwall: Two Kinds of Respect, in. Dillon (ed.) ibid. pp. 184. Originally it appeared in Ethics 88, 1977. 


� Recognition respect is the most important ground for having equal rights. For this see Aurel Kolnai: Dignity, in. Dillon ibid. pp. 53-76. (originally it appeared in Philosophy 5, 1985), Thomas E. Hill, Jr.: Servility and Self-respect, in. Dillon ibid. 76-93. (originally in The Monist 57, 1973) and Autonomy and Self-respect, Cambridge UP, Cambridge, 1991 as well as Self-respect in. Lawrence E. Becker and Charlotte B. Becker (eds.): Encyclopaedia of Ethics, Garland Publishing Inc., New York, 1992. For an interesting account of the relation between protest and self-respect Bernard R. Boxill: Self-respect and Protest in. Dillon (ed.) ibid. pp. 93-107. (originally Philosophy and Public Affairs 6, 1976).   


� Gabriele Taylor: Shame, Integrity and Self-respect, in. Dillon (ed.) ibid. pp. 159. (originally in Pride, Shame, and Guilt: Emotions of Self-assessment, Oxford UP, Oxford, 1985, Chs. 3 and 5.). 


� For the example see John Deigh ibid. pp. 139 though note that he uses it for different reasons.


� As Elizabeth Telfer defines humility: “Humility is rather the recognition that there is infinite room for improvement and that the minimum standard which is connected with self-respect is no great achievement.”


See Elizabeth Telfer: Self-respect, in. Dillon (ed.) ibid. pp. 116-117 (originally The Philosophical Quarterly 18, 1968).   


� As Darwall puts it: “Those features of a person which form the basis for his self-esteem or lack of it are by no means limited to character traits [which is the subject of appraisal self-respect-author], but include any feature such that one is pleased or downcast by a belief that one has or lacks it. One’s self-esteem may suffer from a low opinion of, for example, one’s appearance, temperament, wit, physical capacities, and so forth.” Darwall ibid. pp. 194. For the distinction between self-respect and self-esteem see David Sachs: How to Distinguish Self-respect from Self-esteem?, in. Philosophy and Public Affairs 10, 1981 pp. 346-360 and Larry L. Thomas: Morality and Our Self-concept, in. Journal of Value Inquiry 12, 1978 pp. 258-268. 


� The other line, namely exclusion is the core of the concept of Hume and Aristotle. For this see for example the notion of megalopsuchia in Aristotle's writings.   


� Gabriele Taylor ibid. pp. 161.


� Stephen Darwall ibid. pp. 193. 


� John Rawls ibid. pp. 444. Rawls actually refers to William James here in his book, to an author who is regarded as one of the most important proponent of the psychological or subjective theory of self-respect.  


� These elements can be found in different writings of Kant. The Doctrine of Virtue: Part II of the Metaphysic of Morals, Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania, 1964; Critique of Practical Reason, Indianapolis, Bobbs-Merill, Library of Liberal Arts, 1956 and Lectures on Ethics, Indianapolis, Hackett Publishing Company, 1963. See also interpretations from Stephen J. Massey: Kant on Self-respect, in. Journal of the History of Philosophy 21, 1983 pp. 57-73.  


� See Stephen J. Massey: Is Respect a Moral or a Psychological Concept?, in. Dillon (ed.) ibid. 201. (originally in Ethics 1983, 83) 


� Certain philosophers interpret this distinction as one between self-esteem and self-respect. They identify self-esteem with the subjective or psychological concept while in the case of self-respect they talk about moral requirements. However, in my view, the real difference lies along subjective-objective border and not between self-esteem and self-respect.  For the opposite account see Trudy Govier: Self-trust, Autonomy and Self-esteem, in. Hypathia 8, 1993, pp. 99-120; Mike W. Martin: Everyday Morality, An Introduction to Applied ethics, Wadsworth, Belmont, California, Suchs ibid.; Axel Honneth: Integrity and Disrespect, Principles of a Conception of Morality Based on the Theory of  Recognition in. Political Theory 20, 1992 pp. 187-201.    


� Elisabeth Telfer calls this view conative self-respect, “the desire to behave worthily for its own sake where the fulfilment of our role is to be tested by an objective standard, even if the choice of the role is a personal one.”


See Telfer ibid. pp. 110-112.


� The example is from Massey ibid. pp.204-205. A similar example can be found ion Hill: Servility and Self-respect.


� Adam Swift – Stephen Mulhollan: Liberals and Communitarians, Routledge, London pp. 255.  For the theory of Raz see his The Morality of Freedom, 0xford UP, Oxford.


� Certain philosophers have tried to give a unified account of objective and subjective theories. See especially the very inspiring essay of Diana T. Meyers: Self-respect and Autonomy in. Dillon (ed.) ibid. pp. 218-251. (originally in. Self, Society and Personal Choice, Columbia UP, New York, 1989). Meyers, having recognised the advantages of both concepts of self-respect introduces a unified account. She distinguishes between compromised and uncompromised self-respect, and states that only the latter has the intrinsic goodness we tent to regard as belonging to self-respect. A respect is uncompromised if all the three conditions hold: it has to have an appropriate attitude, an appropriate conduct and an appropriate object. If any of these conditions does not hold the self-respect in question is compromised, that is it cannot be intrinsically good. As a consequence, even immoral persons can have self-respect, but this self-respect is compromised lacking intrinsic goodness. In her view, objective theories are underexclusive (they exclude personal autonomy, which is the exercise of our autonomy competency), subjective theories, on the other hand, are overinclusive (they include the non-autonomous self as well). With the appropriate restrictions we can then give a unified account of self-respect, but we have to see that moral and personal autonomy are both necessary for uncompromised self-respect. In any other cases, although we can talk about respect for ourselves, but it cannot be uncompromised.        


� Frank Michelman: Constitutional Welfare Rights and A Theory of Justice, in. Norman Daniels (ed.): Reading Rawls, Basic Books, New York, 1975


� According to Rawls there are three conditions of envy. The first is the psychological condition itself: “the main psychological root of the liability of envy is a lack of self-confidence in our own worth combined a sense of impotence. Our way of life is without zest and we feel powerless to alter it or to acquire the means of doing what we still want to do.” Rawls ibid. pp. 535. The second is that many conditions arise when we this is experienced as painful and humiliating. Finally, those with this condition (usually the worst off) see “their social condition as allowing no constructive alternative to opposing the favoured circumstances of the more advantaged.” Rawls ibid. pp. 535.  The result can be disastrous: “we are willing to deprive them [the more advantaged – a.] of their greater benefits even if it is necessary to give up something ourselves.” Rawls ibid. pp. 532.    


� See Thomas Scanlon: Rawls' Theory of Justice, in. Norman Daniels ibid. pp. 200. 


� For this see Ronald Dworkin: What is Equality? Part II in. Philosophy and Public Affairs 1981 Winter pp. 286-345; and also Justice, Insurance and Luck, Manuscript; Rawls ibid. 11-14.§. For a similar account of equality see Thomas Scanlon: Preference and Urgency, in. Journal of Philosophy 73, 1975 and On Ways of Justifying Equality, Manuscript.  


� Here I cannot avoid noting that a more sophisticated theory of liberal equality does not draw the line between arbitrary and non-arbitrary inequalities according to people's choices. 


� Jonathan Wolff: Fairness, Respect and the Egalitarian Ethos, in. Philosophy and Public Affairs, Autumn, 1999, pp. 25.


� Rawls ibid. pp. 204.


� See Norman Daniels: Equal Liberty and Equal Worth of Liberty, in. Daniels (ed.) ibid. pp. 253-281. Here we have to note that Daniels’ argument is supposed to hold regardless of the priority of self-respect, but I think this view is mistaken because of the mentioned ambiguous use of self-respect by Rawls. 


� Here I follow the argument see Daniels ibid. pp. 273-278. See also Henry Shue: Self-respect and Liberty in. Ethics 85, 1977, pp. 195-203, especially pp. 202-203.


� Raz gives the following definitions of satiable and diminishing principles. “Satiable principles are marked by one feature: the demands the principles impose can be completely met. When they are completely met then whatever may happen and whatever might have happened the principles cannot be, nor could they have been, satisfied to a higher degree. An insatiable principle is one, which it is always possible in principle to satisfy to a higher degree. Satiable principles are invariably also diminishing principles, i.e. according to them the more G an F has the weaker becomes the reason to give him more G. This property makes them diminishing principles." Raz ibid. pp. 235-236.


In my view, the conceptions of G.A. Cohen and Richard Arneson suffer from exactly this problem. From our perspective Cohen’s version (equal access to advantage) is more adequate since it wants to incorporate both the resourcist and the welfarist elements while Arneson’s theory (equal opportunity for welfare) defines advantages and disadvantages in purely welfarist terms. However even Cohen’s theory deficient because of the mentioned problem of indeterminacy, its incapability for conflict resolution. For more see G.A. Cohen: On the Currency of Egalitarian Justice, in. Ethics 99, 1989 pp. 906-944. And Richard Arneson: Equality and Equal Opportunity for Welfare, in. Philosophical Studies 56, 1989 pp. 77-93. For a similar account see Amartya Sen’s capability theory in. Amartya Sen: Equality of What?, in. McMurrin (ed.): Freedom, Equality and the Law, The University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City, 1979, pp. 139-162.          


� For instance the following principles are strictly egalitarian. General form: ‘All F’s who do not have G have a right to G if some Fs have G’. In a more specific form this principle can mean (A) All are entitled to equal welfare or (B) All are entitled to equal opportunities or in a more Rawlsian form  (C) Inequality in the distribution of any benefit is justified only if it benefits all.  Raz ibid. pp. 225 and 230-232.  


� Raz ibid. pp. 241.





5
5

