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ABSTRACT: In this paper, | defend the claim that individuate not necessarily mistaken
to believe themselves bound, in some way, to pdatigolitical societies. First, | concede to
philosophical anarchism, and | accept that stateswathout legitimacy rights, and that
citizens are without political obligations. Rathitean admit that citizens are not bound to
states, though, this concession actually cleary aeme of the conceptual debris, and, thus,
it enables us to focus more clearly on other waysvhich individuals can be bound to
particular political societies. Next, | argue thdtwe take seriously the right of self-
government, it is not unreasonable to believe iddials have a responsibility to belong to
associations which help foster and develop thgwaciies to exercise this right. Assuming
that political societies are among such associstime can then think of this responsibility as
one of the moral requirements capable of groundiveg duties of citizenship. Finally, |
consider how this responsibility measures up agaeseral possible objections, and | argue
that it not only provides grounds for believing iWiduals are bound to particular political
societies, but that it also leaves room other mpraciples, as well as the political realities

these other moral principles tend to ignore.



Associative Responsibilities,

Or Reconceptualizing Political Obligation

On November %, 2008, President-Elect Barack Obama addressedtamaged one hundred
thousand supporters, who had gathered to hear p@ksat a rally in Grant Park, Chicago,
lllinois.* Throughout his victory speech, Obama spoke, agaihagain, of “change,” a word
that had become one of the leitmotifs of his presihl campaigii. “It's been a long time
coming,” Obama said, “but tonight, because of wikatdid on this day, in this election, at
this defining moment, change has come to Americ&hat’s the true genius of America, that
America can change. Our union can be perfectettl what we’ve already achieved gives us
hope for what we can and must achieve tomorrowrhidst these expressions of hope and
change, though, Obama was careful to caution tppaters: “This victory alone is not the
change we seek; it is only the chance for us toemthé&t change ... And that cannot happen if
we go back to the way things were. It can’t happathout you, without a new spirit of
service, a new spirit of sacrifice. So let us swnma new spirit of patriotism, of
responsibility where each of us resolves to pittlamd work harder and look after not only
ourselves, but each other ... Let us remember th&in.this country, we rise or fall as one
nation; as one peoplé.”

For some, this “new spirit” might indeed come awedlcome change from “the way
things were”. For others, though, this talk of tfp@tism” and a “responsibility” to “our
union” as “one nation” and “one people” may souiké little more than an old idea dressed
up in rhetoric and sophistry. What gives Obafmaright to implement policies that would
require Americans to participate in “service” t@ithcountry? And why would Americans

have an obligation to make such a “sacrifice” for their country? John Simmons, for
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example, concludes hMoral Principles and Political Obligations, by claiming that “citizens
generally have no special political bonds whichures that they obey and support the
governments of their countries of residence. Mitstens have neither politicabligations
nor ‘particularized’ politicalduties, and they will continue to be free of such bondsrihg
changes in political structures and conventionsnsoflar as we believe ourselves to be tied in
some special way to our country of residence, mbsts are mistaken . If [this position]
runs counter to normal feelings about the citizixtesrelationship, | think there are better
explanations for this fact than the falsity of ngnclusion [concerning political obligation].
For what belief can better serve the interestsnefpolitical leaders than the belief that all
are specially bound to support their governmentabey the law?’

In this paper, contra Simmons, | defend the cldiat tndividuals are not necessarily
mistaken to believe themselves bound, in some wagarticular political societies. First, |
concede to philosophical anarchism, and | accegitstates are without legitimacy rights, and
that citizens are without political obligations.atRer than admit that citizens are not bound to
states, though, this concession actually clears aome of the conceptual debris, and, thus,
it enables us to focus more clearly on other wawysvhich individuals can be bound to
particular political societies. Next, | argue thdtwe take seriously the right of self-
government, it is not unreasonable to believe iddials have a responsibility to belong to
associations which help foster and develop thgwaciies to exercise this right. Assuming
that political societies are among such associstise can then think of this responsibility as
one of the moral requirements capable of groundireg duties of citizenship. Finally, |
consider how this responsibility measures up agaegeral possible objections, and | argue
that it not only provides grounds for believing iWiduals are bound to particular political
societies, but that it also leaves room other mpriciples, as well as the political realities

these other moral principles tend to ignore.

EXPLAINING PHILOSOPHICAL ANARCHISM
Although philosophical anarchism has been the tamferecent criticisnf, the present

discussion relies upon the terminology developed @eployed by Simmons to defend his
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own position’. It is fitting to defer to Simmons’s terminologyot only because he is a self-
described anarchist, but also because he is afipralitic: for nearly thirty years, his
anarchism has posed a constant challenge to coatargpheories which have attempted to
defend justified political obligation.

According to Simmons, anarchists are united in dbéetral claim that “all existing
states are illegitimaté’” Legitimacy, here defined, is “the complex morght [the state]
possesses to be the exclusive imposer of binditiggdon its subjects, to have its subjects
comply with these duties, and to use coercion tiorea the duties™ and “consists in a
certain, normally limited kind of authority or righo make binding law and state policy.”
The logical correlate of this legitimacy right, palal obligation, is “the (defeasible)
individual obligation to comply with the lawfullyriposed duties that flow from [the staté},”
and includes “the obligation of citizens to obey thw and to in other ways support the

state.??

Political legitimacy and obligation arise fromtizéns entering into a moral
relationship with the state, for example, the farroensenting to the authority of the latter.
Simmons contrasts this notion of legitimacy witheatfamiliar notions, such as institutional
stability and conformity to the rule of law, arggithat these notions and others like them are
better understood as grounds for justification aoed legitimacy. Whereas stability and
lawfulness are qualities that may speak to thee'stajoodness or desirability, they say
nothing about the relationship which gives theesgatthority over its citizenry?

The most basic division between anarchist theoties), is between those that judge
the state’s legitimacy oa priori grounds and those that judge it @posteriori grounds. A
priori anarchism holds that the state is necessarilgitileate due to an essential flaw,
fundamental to its character or conduct. If tharahist is committed to voluntarism, he may
argue that the state is, by definition, brutallyemve; if he is committed to egalitarianism,
that it is unnecessarily hierarchical; or if hecemmitted to communitarianism, that it is

hostile to the existence of authentic, meaningtwhmunities; etc. Accordingly, there never
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could be a legitimate stateA posteriori anarchism, on the other hand, holds that the’state
legitimacy is contingent upon its actual, manifgsaracter or conduct. An anarchist holding
such a view might argue that, in theory, the statdd be a legitimate institution, but that no
existing state has ever approximated the theotettpirements. Such an anarchist may
appeal to the same principles whieh priori anarchists appeal to, e.g., voluntarism,
egalitarianism, communitarianism, etc., or he mayp$y find a priori anarchist accounts of
the state’s illegitimacy unconvincirtg.

In addition to the divide betweenpriori anda posteriori anarchism, Simmons makes
a further division between weak and strong anarcthieories. Both weak and strong
anarchism hold that, because all existing statesllagitimate, and, thus, all citizens without
political obligations, individuals have a right disregard the laws and policies of the state.
However, strong anarchism also holds that the iillagcy of the state entails a duty to
oppose the state’s laws, its policies, and, whessiple, its existence. The weak anarchist,
then, claims that the state is just a “powerfulyjuvhom we are free to ignore, whereas the
strong anarchist claims that we ought to oppos&ehg existence of all such bulliés.

Regardless of the anarchist’s position, wheghariori or a posteriori, weak or strong,
the aforementioned right and duty are not the oahgons for action, nor are they necessarily
final or absolute. Anarchists accept, if not ifstBat individuals can and do have further
obligations and duties, as well as other moral@mdential reasons for acting; moreover, any
and all such reasons can be taken on a balan@asbms approach, as opposed to being
treated as final or absolute. If the anarchidbie the latter approach, and treats his right to
disregard or duty to oppose as an absolute reasacfing, he will feel perfectly justified in
disregarding the law or opposing the state, witlotther consideration or justification. If he
follows the former approach, however, he will feempelled to weigh all of the appropriate
reasons for acting against one another, before dttimgrhimself to actiort®

According to Simmons, the most defensible anargosttion, the position that is “not
just distinctive and initially plausible, but alsorrect,” is ana posteriori, weak anarchism
that accepts the balance-of-reasons apprbachThus, what is distinctive about the
philosophical anarchist is that he denies thatsthge’s illegitimacy entails a strong, absolute

duty of opposition. Despite its illegitimacy, tkemay be moral reasons for not opposing the
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state, for instance, if it is just or nearly just,if its laws prohibit wrongful acts. All things
considered, then, the anarchist cannot plausiljyeathat he always ought to oppose such
states. Similarly, it would be wrongheaded for #uearchist to argue that the state’s
illegitimacy is reason enough to oppose it: illegacy simply entails the lack of authority to
make binding law and state policy. Although tharahist could argue that he has a duty to
oppose the state, this duty would have to be gredind something more than the state’s
illegitimacy, for example, it being thoroughly usju And, finally, the anarchist must allow
for at least the possibility of legitimacy, othes&ihe risks arriving at potentially odd and
embarrassing conclusions. For example, ah@iori anarchist, who appeals to voluntarist
principles, but is forced to reject even an ideatesthat is founded in a genuinely consensual

social contract®

ACCEPTING PHILOSOPHICAL ANARCHISM

Accepting the claim that states are without leggitm rights, and that citizens are without
political obligations, may seem fatal to defendihg belief that individuals are bound to
particular political societies. However, by clgiifg the scope of this claim, we can see just
how far Simmons’s anarchism really goes towardsipgpthat citizens are not bound to
states, and we can determine just how useful Simstaarotions of political legitimacy and
obligation really are for understanding the relasioip between individuals and particular
political societies.

Although Simmons argues that states are withoutitegcy rights, and that citizens
are without political obligations, it would not beaccurate to describe him as a consent
theorist. To borrow a phrase from s the Edge of Anarchy, we could call him a Lockean
anarchist® Like Locke, and consent theorists more gener&@iyamons accepts that the
principles of consent and fidelity are the cleargsbunds for political legitimacy and
obligation?® But unlike Locke, and most other consent thesriStmmons acknowledges the
obvious problem with these principles, namely, t@isent and fidelity cannot explain how
citizens are bound to existing states, becauseitfieividuals have ever consented to the

authority of the staté"

18 |bid, 108-112. Cf., Robert Paul Wolffy Defense of Anarchism (New York: Harper & Row, 1970).
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The principles of consent and fidelity nonethelessin an explanatory role, even
though they are deprived of their justificatoryder Simmons explains, “At least since
Locke’s impassioned defense of the natural freedbmmen born into nonnatural states, the
doctrine of personal consent has dominated botmany and philosophical thinking on the
subject of our political bond$? This doctrine of personal consent holds thatvildials
cannot acquire obligations to support and comph wie governments of particular political
societies unless they have knowingly, intentionalyd voluntarily granted the state a right to
create binding laws and policies. The assumptigepsrting this claim is twofold, and it
concerns the aforementioned natural freedom ofviddals, and the nonnatural states into
which they are borrf*

First, it is assumed that individuatgja rational persons, are capable of possessing the
full complement of rights and duties that are priéged by natural law, which is in some
sense objective and discoverable through the eseex reason. Of particular importance,
individuals possess a right of self-government, clwhentails the freedom to act as one
chooses, without undue interference, so long asdmes not violate the bounds of natural
law. Barring such violations, this right can oitlg restricted by a deliberate and voluntary
act, such as consent, which generates both amatibligto perform some other act, as well as
a correlative right to the performance of this otaet. Second, it is assumed, quite simply,
that political societies are artificial and coeeigrrangements, which lack the rights, and
presumably the duties, that are prescribed by abtaw. Only individuals are capable of
possessing these rights, and only they are capafbEmpowering political societies by
surrendering a portion of these rights, thus gdmgya new right to create and enforce laws
and policies, as well as a correlative obligatiocomply with the enforcement of these laws
and policies. This assumption dovetails with thst fto support the doctrine of personal
consent: if the natural state is one of freedomguaonscribed only by the bounds of natural
law, and political society is a nonnatural statéjol limits this freedom through coercive
government, then political obligations cannot baured and can only be justified by willingly
acceptance. Such willing acceptance not only lendsal content to our political
relationships, it also ensures that our personrésts are being served and that we are
safeguarded from injury by the state. Individualgen, have an obligation to support and
comply with the governments of their particularipodl societies, if, and only if, they have

2bid, 57.
2 \bid, 75-77.



knowingly, intentionally, and voluntarily consentealthe authority of the state. Since they
have not, states are without legitimacy rights, eitidens are without political obligatioffs

In response, we can make two points, which shoelg klarify the scope of this
claim. First, Simmons’s notion of the politicallatonship only explains why political
societies do not have wluntarily generated, moralight to create and enforce laws and
policies, and why individuals do not haveahuntarily generated, moralbligation to support
and comply with the creation and enforcement ohslasvs and policies. Beyond this, it
explains very little, at least in regard to theatieinship between individuals and particular
political societies. Second, Simmons’s notionha political relationship is neither necessary
nor sufficient to explain why political societiesagnbejustified in creating and enforcing laws
and policies, or why individuals may have reasoegohd political legitimacy and obligation
to support and comply with the creation and enfoxeet of such laws and policies.
Simmons’s anarchism commits him to the belief tlher moral and prudential
considerations can both justify the creation anfdreement of laws and policies, as well as
provide reasons to support and comply with thetmeaand enforcement of such laws and
policies. What is more, and, perhaps, more telliegen if political societies possessed
legitimacy rights, and individuals possessed paltiobligations, these other moral and
prudential considerations could restrict, and, ts very least, would conflict with, the
exercise of legitimacy rights, and the fulfilment golitical obligations. In short, talking
about political legitimacy and obligation is onlya very limited way of explaining the
relationship between individuals and particulantprl societies. It is not the only way, and,
given the realities of political life, it may noelhe most useful way either.

EXPLORING ASSOCIATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES

Simmons’s emphasis upon voluntarism and the righdedf-government, in regard to the

relationship between individuals and particularitpal societies, reflects an exceptionally

narrow view of moral and political life, a view thean be characterized by what Charles
Taylor calls “the primacy of rights.” According tdaylor, “Theories which assert the

primacy of rights ... accept a principle ascribinghts to men as binding unconditionally,

binding, that is, on men as such. But they doagotpt as similarly unconditional a principle

of belonging or obligation. Rather our obligatimnbelong to or sustain a society, or to obey

2 1bid, 61-70.



its authorities, is seen as derivative, as laidusnconditionally, through our consent, or
through its being to our advantadg.”

Taylor argues that such a view of moral and padalitiife is woefully incomplete.
Ascribing natural rights depends upon affirming therth of certain capacities, which are
necessary for the exercise of these rights, anthowi which, the ascription of these rights
would not make sense. To ascribe the right ofgallernment, on Taylor's account, is to
affirm that we are morally required not to intedewith the actions of individuals, because
they have developed certain threshold capacitiegdtonality, which entail an ability to
govern themselves, within the bounds of natural Eeecording to some chosen conception of
the good life?® Taylor adds, though, if ascribing natural rigdepends upon affirming the
worth of certain capacities, then it is not unreedide to believe that this affirmation could
have other consequences, such as affirming a megairement to foster and develop these
capacities in others and ourselves. What is mamg, proof that these capacities are only
fostered and developed within certain kinds of aesgimns, for example, political societies,
would provide reasons to believe that individuaésréh a responsibility to belong to these
kinds of associations, to particular political ®ti@s. For Taylor, such a responsibility would
be just as important as our natural rights, amebitld not make sense to ascribe natural rights
without ascribing such a responsibility, or claigithat such a responsibility derived its moral
importance from surrendering a portion of our naitrghts to particular political soceitiés.

Although such a responsibility would not ground itiegacy rights, or political
obligations, it is conceivable that it could groucertain “positional duties,” specifically,
what Simmons refers to as the “duties of citizgm$hiSimmons defines positional duties as
“tasks or performances which are intimately cone@etith some particular office, station, or
role which an individual can fill ... An individualoenes to have a positional duty only by
filling the position to which it is tied, and théne coming to have certain performances
expected or required of him within the scheme irgiion.”® “The existence of a positional
duty,” according to Simmons, “is a morally neufi@dt. If a positional duty is binding on us,

% Charles Taylor, “Atomism,” ifPhilosophy and the Human Sciences: Philosophical Papers 2 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1985), 188.

% cf., A. John Simmonghe Lockean Theory of Rights (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1992),
79-87.

" Taylor, Philosophy and the Human Sciences, 190-200
% SimmonsMoral Principles and Political Obligations, 12-13.



it is because there are grounds for a moral reopgng to perform the positional duty which
are independent of the position and the schemetwdetines it*°

We can think of the duties of citizenship, thentresrequirements that individuals are
expected to recognize, as citizens, for examplsufgport and comply with the creation and
enforcement of laws and policies, to be good aiszestc. Assuming that political societies
are among the kinds of associations which helpefostd develop the capacities to exercise
the right of self-government, we can think of assiive responsibilities as one of the moral
requirements capable of grounding these duties.atWwshmore, we can say that, the greater
the role particular political societies play intexsng and developing the capacities to exercise
the right of self-government, then the greaterjtigtification for certain institutions within
these particular political societies, and the gre#ite responsibility for citizens to belong to
these particular political societies. Thus, evestates are without legitimacy rights, and
citizens are without political obligations, statesn be uniquely justified in creating and
enforcing laws and policies within particular pigietl societies, and citizens can have moral
reasons to support and comply with the creationemfdrcement of such laws and policies

within these particular political societies.

DEFENDING ASSOCIATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES

So far, | have offered a very rough sketch of omg W which individuals may be bound to
particular political societies. It is far from cepiete, but it should be enough to consider
several possible objections against this sort cbact. By answering these objections, we
can add some depth to this account of associatisygonsibilities, as well as make good on
the claim that individuals are not necessarily aksh to believe themselves bound, in some
way, to particular political societies.

The main problem with associative accounts, acogrdd Simmons, is that “claims
about our moral duties or obligations made by Asdve theories are (and need to be) either
too strong to be plausible or too similar to thairals made by Transactional or Natural Duty
theories to be interestingly distinguishable fréranh. Thus, Associative theories are hung on
the horns of a dilemma. They must either makenwathat are counterintuitive and
indefensible, or (once their claims are renderedigible) they must collapse into some kind

of non-Associative theory*®
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Given this claim, one objection against this actooihassociative responsibilities
could be that these responsibilities are actuadlyel described as some sort of natural duty.
This objection might run as follows: if we accelpat individuals have a moral requirement to
foster and develop the capacities necessary t@isrehe right of self-government, that these
capacities are only fostered and developed witldrtac kinds of associations, and that
political societies are among such associationscfwlgranted, is a lot to accept, without any
kind of argument or justification, at this stage)hy should we then accept that such a
requirement is a responsibilitg belong to these kinds of associations,particular political
societies? Why not just say, for example, that individuladre a natural duty to support any
and all associations which help foster and devéh@pcapacities necessary to exercise the
right of self-government, at least when such suppan be offered without too much cost or
inconvenience? To put it more pointedly, does sactesponsibility really satisfy, what
Simmons calls, “the particularity requiremerit™?Or, in trying to satisfy this requirement,
have we not committed a mistake similar to the akistJohn Rawls committed when he
tacked the “application clause” onto his naturalycf justice??

There are at least two reasons for believing thah sa responsibility would not be
better described as a natural duty. First, wherswstitute notions of duty and supporting,
for notions of responsibility and belonging, we dothe normative dimensions that this
account was meant to capture. This requiremembtigust a moral requirement to foster and
develop the necessary capacities; it is also a lmmecmirement to foster and develop the
necessary capacities in othersl ourselves. Similarly, and, perhaps, more importantly, this
requirement does not just assume that the necessggcities are only fostered and
developed within certain kinds of associationgl$o assumes thatr capacities, which are
necessary fous to governourselves, have been and continue to be fostered and deactlop
within our particular associationsour particular political societies. Second, when we
substitute notions of duty and supporting, for oasi of responsibility and belonging, we lose
the descriptive dimensions that this account waani capture. Associations, specifically
associations like political societies, do not oftistribute benefits to individuals they do not
count among their members, nor do they often expelividuals they do not count among
their members to offer any kind of substantial supp However, association, especially
associations like political societies, often distite benefits amongst their members, benefits

31 SimmonsMoral Principles and Political Obligations, 30-35.
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which are vital for fostering and developing th@aeities necessary to exercise the right of
self-government, benefits like recognition, edumatiand safety and security. What is
more, such associations often expect their memtoerecognize both formal and informal
requirements, requirements like following certaiies, offering some sort of substantial
support, being good members — in other words, gdtke membershbelonging. Thus, when
we substitute notions of duty and supporting, fotions of responsibility and belonging, we
lose the essentially associative dimensions thgittount was meant to capture.

This response, though, now makes this accountsofczative responsibilities look less
like some sort of natural duty, and more like s@oe of transactional account. According to
Simmons, if this observation is correct, then, likenvoluntarist contract theories, this
account of associative responsibilities is bountaiic® This objection might run as follows:
Insofar as associative responsibilities depend uporal requirements arising from benefits
provided by political societies, they plainly ralpon some sort of principle of reciprocation,
like fairness or gratitude. And insofar as asdoaresponsibilities appeal to requirements
arising from expectations, they either rely upomeasort of consequentialist principle, like
utility or necessity, or are simply non-explanatosince expectations alone do not impose
moral requirements, unless they are justified asoaable.

This objection, in regard to associative respohsés, could be dismissed rather
quickly. Although associative responsibilities ded, to a certain degree, upon benefits
provided by political societies, the moral requiggrhto belong to particular political societies
neither arises from these benefits, nor relies ugoy kind of principle of reciprocation.
Rather, these benefits play a justificatory rot@ttis, the greater the role particular political
societies play in distributing these benefits, tliba greater the justification for certain
institutions within these particular political seties, and the greater the responsibility for
citizens to belong to these particular politicatisties. Principles of fairness and gratitude, as
well as other moral and prudential consideratiomay affect these justifications, but they do
not ground our associative responsibilities. Sanhyl although associative responsibilities
depend, to a certain degree, upon expectationshefsy the moral requirement to belong to
particular political societies neither arises frtmase expectations, nor relies upon any kind of
consequentialist principle. Rather, these expectatplay an explanatory role, that is, they
partially define the formal and informal requirerteenf citizenship, for example, which laws

3 Cf., Michael WalzerSpheres of Justice: A Defence of Pluralism and Equality (Oxford: Martin Robertson
& Company Ltd., 1983), 64-83, 197-226, 249-280.
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are our laws, what sort of suppose should offer, howwe can be good citizens aijur
particular political societies, etc. Principlesutitity and necessity, as well as other moral and
prudential considerations, may affect these expiams, but they do not ground our
associative responsibilities. Thus, although #gsount of associative responsibilities may
look like some sort of transactional account, éacly is not.

The emphasis uponotir particular political societies,” throughout the tlasvo
responses, illustrates an important aspect ofatté®unt of “our associative responsibilities.”
Much of this account hangs on the claim that pmltisocieties help foster and develop
certain capacities, but | have said very little wbloow political societies actually foster and
develop these capacities, aside from claiming pldtical societies distribute certain benefits
amongst their members, and that these benefitssaneehow vital for fostering and
developing the capacities necessary to exercisegheof self-government.

On the one hand, using the language of distributiaturally leads to talking about
concrete and tangible goods. Without some levehaterial welfare and physical security,
for example, it is hard to imagine how individualsuld develop the capacities necessary to
govern themselves. On the other hand, politicaiesi@s also distribute goods which are
neither concrete nor tangible. So in additionriteriests in material welfare and physical
security, individuals have interests in, what wegimi call, psychological welfare and
ontological security. Meeting the latter, the reeflthe human condition, is just as important
as meeting the former, the needs of human natdred, more often than not, meeting the
former considerably predetermines how we can jablif meet the latter.

One way political societies meet the needs of thadn condition, then, is by telling
stories, what Rogers M. Smith calls “stories ofgdebood.”  According to Smith, political
societies tell “economic stories,” which show “thiais in the interests, usually the economic
interests, of particular groups of leaders andrtbenstituents to advance each constituent’s
economic well-being® Political societies also tell “stories of poldlcpower,” which
promise that the leaders and members of partiqoéaples “will exercise their powers
through institutions and policies that give sigrafit power to each member, often via some
system of alleged virtual or actual representati8n.And, finally, political societies tell
“ethically constitutive stories,” which “present mbership in a particular people as somehow
intrinsic to who its members really are, becausetraits that are imbued with ethical

% Rogers M. SmithStories of Political Peoplehood: The Politics and Morals of Political Membership
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 60.

% bid, 62.



significance. Such stories proclaim that membeutture, religion, language, race, ethnicity,
ancestry, history, or other such factors are ctuiste of their very identities as persons, in
ways that both affirm their worth and delineateirtlubligations. These stories are almost
always intergenerational, implying that the etHicalonstitutive identity espoused not only
defines who a person is, but who her ancestors haea and who her children can Bé.”
These stories tell individuals that they share ifant similarities, which they have not
strictly chosen, and which they cannot simply cleotss give up or trade away. Moreover,
and perhaps more importantly, these stories presembership within particular political
societies, and the similarities that individualsargh with on another, as members, as
something inherently valuabf&. Thus, insofar as individuals see themselveslasgaart in
these stories, insofar as individuals identify tselmes as being members of these political
societies, whether for economic, political, ethical other reasons, these stories will partially
constitute what it means for them to be membef®uaf particular political societies.”

Given these claims, one could ask why identificat@s members of particular
political societies, or identification with beingembers of particular political societies, has
any moral relevance. Membership within politicalcieties entails all sorts of social
practices, some of them morally justified, someth@dm morally unjustified, and some of
them morally irrelevant. Simmons argues, “Absemy aompelling argument for general
political obligations (of the sort to which traditial theorists aspire), and absent any
compelling argument for the independent binding @owaf local rules requiring obedience
and support (of the sort to which proponents ofrtbemative independence thesis aspire), it
seems plausible to dismiss as a kind of false ¢ouscess our feelings of obligations toward
our countries of birth or residence. Of coursedemtify ourselves with ‘our’ countries, ‘our’
governments, and ‘our’ fellow citizens ... But nonktbis identification (along with its
accompanying feelings of obligation) — none of thesys of speaking or acting — seems,
considered by itself, in any way inconsistent wanying that we are morally bound by
political obligations to our countries of resideriée

This objection, in regard to associative respotisés, would be, at the very least,
misguided, if not incorrect. As John Horton haguad, “Obviously, thepossibility of

something like false consciousness cannot be mued priori, but ... [tthe general fact of

7 \bid, 64-65.
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socialisation has no implications for the validdl/the beliefs into which we are socialised.
We can, moreover, reverse the logic of Simmonsitipas Unless there is some powerful
reason to reject such beliefs, especially if they widespread across a diverse range of
people, within and between cultures, then it dadsseem unreasonable to operate at least on
a presumption of their validity’® We could say, then, although associative respiitisis
depend, to a certain degree, upon identificatioa,nhoral requirement to belong to particular
political societies arises from neither identifioat as members of particular political
societies, nor identification with being membersafticular political societies. Rather, like
expectations, identification plays an explanatoojey that is, it partially defines why
individuals are identified as members of particydalitical societies, for example, because of
their birth, their continued residence, etc. Adike benefits, identification plays a
justificatory role, that is, the more individualdentity with being members of particular
political societies, then the more justificatiorettd is for certain institutions within these
particular political societies, and the more resplaitity there is for citizens to belong to these
particular political societies. Other moral andigential considerations may affect these
explanations and justifications, but it would beamuoo hasty to leap from the claim that
these explanations and justifications are prodatitonvention, to the conclusion that these
explanations and justifications are morally irrelei

RECONCEPTUALIZING POLITICAL OBLIGATION,
OR AVOIDING THE PROBLEM OF POLITICAL OBLIGATION?
Before concluding, we should consider one moreaigie, which may seem to render this
account of associative responsibilities completetpnsequential. This objection might run
as follows: although this account may provide supfmr the claim that individuals are not
necessarily mistaken to believe themselves boumdsome way, to particular political
societies, it says nothing interesting about thebl@m of political obligation. By conceding
to philosophical anarchism, and accepting thaestare without legitimacy rights, and that
citizens are without political obligations, | enedrthat the battle was over before it began.
Although such an objection might have some megt,cauld say at least two things in
response. First, insofar as this account of agtweiresponsibilities shows that individuals
are not necessarily mistaken to believe themsedboesd to particular political societies, |

have accomplished what | set out to do. Seconeftven or not this account of associative
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responsibilities says anything interesting abowt pinoblem of political obligation depends
upon how we pose the problem. If the problem isegoin terms of proving that naturally
free and equal individuals have an obligation teylkhe law, or government, or the state,
then | am not sure if anything interesting can &iel.s However, if the problem is posed in
terms of understanding why individuals might hagens sort of bond to particular political

societies, a bond which might require them to ottey law, but which might also require

them to disobey the law, then | think | have saichething interesting. Of course, nothing in
this account of associative responsibilities sdgéinitively, one way or other, whether such a
bond would require obedience or disobedience. \Bugther or not such a bond would
require obedience or disobedience is not sometthag) such a theoretical account can
determine in abstraction.

Finally, to return to the introduction of this papwhat would give President-Elect
Barack Obamahe right to implement policies that would require Americangarticipate in
“service” to their country, and why would Americahavean obligation to make such a
“sacrifice” for their country? According to thi@unt of associative responsibilities, if by
right we mean legitimacy right, and by obligatioe wean political obligation, then Obama
would not have such a right, and American wouldhete such an obligation. But that does
not mean that Obama could not be justified in imp@ating such a policy, nor does it mean

that Americans could not have a responsibility setkensuch a sacrifice.



