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Dear Friends of the Department,

Greetings from Ann Arbor! We hope you’ve had a good year.

Our year has been full of activity and excitement, and I’d like to share some of that with you. I suppose many of us
are drawn to Philosophy in the first place by a sense of the challenges and rewards of entering into the world of thought,
and this year has found us in the thick of that world.

It seems especially appropriate to begin with this year’s Faculty News. Here is a sampling.

Stephen Darwall, whom many of you know as a former teacher and Department Chair, took on the mantle of President
of the American Philosophical Association, Central Division. For his inaugural address, he gave not a capsule summary
of his distinguished past work, but a beautiful introduction to his most recent research, a path-breaking approach to rethinking
the problem of moral justification via the “second-person standpoint,” the standpoint of addressing oneself to others with
equal claims in the moral community around us. We are pleased to include that address as our selected faculty contribution
this year.

David Velleman, who became the G.E.M.Anscombe Collegiate Professor of Philosophy at Michigan, challenged received
ideas about the way that we conceive of self-reflection and its role in action and emotion in his inaugural address, “The
Centered Self.” To a packed house with an interdisciplinary audience, he showed how more profound ways of thinking
about the relationship of self identity and the need for self-understanding might lead us to rethink some of the standard
problems of commitment in action theory and morality, including thorny issues about holding oneself to an intention over
time and bringing trust into the picture in the famous “Prisoner’s Dilemma.”

The examples readily multiply. Elizabeth Anderson, whose work spans many areas of ethics and the social world, gave
the James Moffat Lecture in Ethics at Princeton, presenting her detailed analysis of “Ethical Assumptions of Economic
Theory,” while her work on equality, justice, and integration appeared in journals of law and philosophy alike. Louis Loeb’s
major new book on Hume, Stability and Justification in Hume's Treatise, which shows how Hume’s approach to belief
might provide not only explanation but also epistemic justification, was the subject of symposiums at the APA Eastern
Division meetings and the meeting of the Hume Society. Allan Gibbard’s many contributions to rethinking the nature of
moral thought and emotion, and its relation to evolution, were paid special tribute in a symposium at Duke and Chapel Hill.
At the same time, Gibbard’s highly original work in the theory of meaning is gaining influence in various areas of philosophy.
And Kendall Walton’s seminal work on mimesis and make-believe, which is finding application from semantics to metaphysics,
was honored with his election to the Presidency of the American Society for Aesthetics.

Philosophy at Michigan, then, continues thrive and take on new challenges. One of the greatest challenges is, always,
continuing and renewing our tradition of faculty excellence. This year saw several signs of continuity and renewal.
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Anthony Gillies, currently Assistant Professor of
Philosophy at Harvard, will be joining our faculty in
the fall. Gillies works at the intersection of issues in
epistemology, linguistics, and the philosophy of
language, pioneering a new model of meaning that
develops the connection between the information a
sentence carries in a context and the dynamics of
belief-revision. Only in his third year post-Ph.D.,
Gillies has already begun to make significant
contributions to our understanding of dynamic models
for the justification of beliefs (justification over time)
as opposed to more familiar static models ( justification
at a time). Ian Proops, who has become a leader in
the emerging field of the history of analytic philosophy,
was promoted this year to Associate Professor with
tenure. Proops has remarkable range, bridging from
the 18® century to the 20®. He has done original work
on questions ranging from Kant’s legal metaphors in
the Critique of Pure Reason, to the notion of the
universality of logic in Bertrand Russell’s early work,
to the interpretation of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus
Logico-Philosophicus. The Tractatus, a notoriously
enigmatic work, has been the subject of many
interpretative controversies, even to the point of asking
whether Wittgenstein intended that the work as a whole
have significant meaning or advance a coherent
position. Proops offers a systematic defense, solidly
grounded in the text and in Wittgenstein’s subsequent
remarks and writings, which seeks to secure the
philosophical meaningfulness and importance of the
doctrines advanced in the Tractatus. Proops is also
famous as teacher and advisor of undergraduates,
bringing into the classroom and one-on-one discussion
the challenges and excitement of working together to
illuminate a difficult philosophical text, even in
introductory courses. His promotion thus helps to
continue and strengthen another Michigan tradition,
that of dedication by research-active faculty to
undergraduate instruction at all levels.

This year also saw several departures of much-
admired colleagues. Rachana Kamtekar, Assistant
Professor, has been the mainstay of our program in
the area of Ancient Philosophy. She will be leaving to
take up a position at the University of Arizona. And
Jason Stanley, Associate Professor, who has helped
establish Michigan’s current high reputation in the
philosophy of language and linguistics will join the
faculty at Rutgers University. Each of these individuals
made a distinctive mark on Michigan in the years they
spent here, and it is with genuine feelings of regret
that we wish them well in their new positions.
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The vitality of Phx]o%ophy at Mlchlgan is also
reflected in our Undergraduate Program News.
The undergraduate program continues to grow
handsomely, as the number of Philosophy concentrators
now approaches 200 and the number of Philosophy
minors reached 40. Our classroom experience testifies
that this is indeed a time when students increasingly
are looking with interest to the world of ideas, seeking
to discuss and better understand such core elements
of our worldview as notions as justification, objectivity,
value, freedom, and the existence of God. Classes in
ethics, for example, regularly fill to overflowing. Even
with our large number of faculty doing active work in
ethics, we cannot keep up with the demand.

This year’s annual reception for graduating
concentrators and minors was a festive event, filling
Tanner Library with graduates, family, friends, and
faculty. The reception is a welcome chance to meet
some of the people who have been important to our
students, to say good-bye and good luck, and to
recognize the accomplishment of all graduates — they
have successfully completed a degree or a minor in
an area study known for its difficulty and high
standards. We also give special recognition to a few
students for unusual accomplishments. This year
William K. Frankena Prize (made possible by a grant
from Marshall Weinberg, A.B. ’50) for overall
excellence in the Philosophy Concentration went to
Luke B. Weiger. The Haller Prize for the best
undergraduate paper of the year was divided between
Andrew Hoffman 11, for “The Scope of the Doubt in
the Third Section of Meditations on First Philosophy”
and Nicolas Bommarito, for “An Evaluation of
Dissimulation in Descartes’ Meditations.”

In May of 2003 there were three Philosophy
Honors graduates, each of whom wrote a substantial
honor thesis under the guidance of a member of our
faculty: Max Helveston, “One Organ, Two Patients:
A Theory of Medical Goods Distribution”; David
Mollo-Christensen, “The Second Analogy from the
Critique of Pure Reason: An Interpretation and
Defense”; Clair Morrissey, “When You Feel Like It:
Using the Sentiments to Determine How and When
to Fulfill the Kantian Duty of Benevolence.”

Outside the classroom, the Undergraduate students
Philosophy Club continued its activities, as did the
students who have been working over a two-year
period to bring the fourth issue of Meteorite to final
publication. This impressive journal, striking graphically
as well as philosophically, is the work of nearly thirty
different students. Itincludes an interview with Allen
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Wood (Stanford University), the wide-ranging scholar
of the history of philosophy, as well as articles that
emerged from the journal’s competition for
undergraduate submissions. Winning entries came from
Georgetown, University of London, Oxford, and Bard.

In Graduate Program News, we’re pleased to
report that graduate study at Michigan continues to be
among the most highly ranked in the world, last year
we attracted 212 applicants from around the world for
a scarce 6 entering fellowships.

Two students finished our program during the past
year: Robin Kar, trained in both Law and Philosophy,
defended his thesis on “Legal Parallelism: How Recent
Advances in Evolutionary Game Theory and
Evolutionary Psychology Can Help Us Understand the
Relationships and Autonomies of Law and Morality”;
and Bruce Lacey defended his thesis on “Cognitive
Content and Communication.”

The annual John Dewey Prize for excellence in
graduate-student teaching went to Steven Daskal; the
Stevenson Award for an outstanding candidacy dossier
went to Remy Debes; Christie Hartley was named an
Outstanding Graduate Student Instructor by the
Rachkam Graduate School.

During the past year a number of our graduate
students began making their mark on the profession of
philosophy. Aaron Bronfman presented, “Kant’s
Postulate of Possibility,” at the Boston University
Graduate Student Kant Conference. Steve Daskal
commented on a paper, “Does Rawls Have a Theory
of Punishment,” at the Central Division APA. David
Dick presented, “Moral Skeptics, Practical Saints, and
Korsgaard’s Constitutive Account,” with a response
by Christine Korsgaard, at the Third Inter-University
Workshop on Mind, Art, and Morality in Madrid. Erica
Lucast had her paper “Informed Consent and the
Misattributed Paternity Problem in Genetic
Counseling” accepted for publication in the prestigious
journal Bioethics.

The Twenty-Fifth Annual Michigan Spring
Colloquium was planed and organized by Carole Lee.
The theme was “Topics in Naturalized Epistemology.”
Professors Peter Graham (University of California,
Riverside), Paul Thagard (University of Waterloo), and
Richard Feldman (University of Rochester) brought
three distinctive perspectives to the topic. As is our
tradition, three of our graduate students commented
on the papers. Matthew Pugsley commented on
Professor Graham’s “Theorizing Justification,” Joshua
Brown commented on Professor Thagard’s
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“Coherence and Truth”, and Soraya Gollop
commented on Professor Feldman’s “Reasonable
Disagreements.”

Last year saw a number of Distinguished Visiting
Faculty bring their own form of philosophical
excitement to campus. Professor Timothy Williamson
(New College, Oxford), was our Nelson Philosopher-
in-Residence in the Fall Term, presenting a series of
seminars and a public lecture organized around a theme
of great recent philosophical interest, “Knowledge,
Context, and the Subject’s Point of View.” Professor
Daniel Stoljar (Australian National University), was
the Marshall Weinberg Distinguished Visiting Professor
in the Winter Term. In addition to teaching an
undergraduate course in metaphysics, he conducted a
lively seminar on his most recent work in the philosophy
of mind, and presented a public lecture on “Ignorance
and Experience.” This past year’s Tanner Lecture on
Human Values was a stunning discussion of “Fellow
Creatures: Kantian Ethics and Our Duties to Animals”
by Christine Korsgaard, the Arthur Kingsley Professor
of Philosophy at Harvard. Korsgaard is known for
her rigorous yet innovative interpretations of Kantian
ethics, and the account she offered presented a new
way for Kantian reasoning to incorporate the treatment
of non-rational animals. Commenting on the lecture
were Marc Hauser, Professor of Psychology and Co-
Director of the Mind, Brain, and Behavior Program at
Harvard, Seana Schiffrin, Associate Professor of
Philosophy and Professor of Law at UCLA, and Allan
Wood, Professor of Philosophy at Stanford. These
distinguished lectures are made possible by the
generosity of donors, who continue to make a crucial
difference to the life of this Department at all levels.

On that happy note, let me conclude by wishing
you all the best for the coming year — and hoping that
this brief visit to Michigan Philosophy, and Stephen
Darwall’s compelling discussion of respect and the
second-person, will afford you a share of the
philosophical pleasures we have enjoyed this year.

Peter Railton
John Stephenson Perrin Professor and Chair
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RESPECT AND THE SECOND-PERSON
STANDPOINT
by Stephen Darwall

What follows is the Presidential Address I gave
to the Central Division of the American Philosophical
Association on April 24, 2004 at the Palmer House in
Chicago. Since I began in a somewhat unusual way
for a philosophy talk, I need to set the scene. After a
short introduction (see below), the lights went off and,
from what the sound man assured me was the best
sound system in Chicago (and a big video projection
screen), came the part of The Blues Brothers in which
Aretha Franklin sings “Think (You’d Better Think What
You’re Doin’ to Me).” (The lyrics follow below.) Do
you know it? Jake and Ellwood Blues (John Belushi
and Dan Aykroyd) come into the diner where Aretha
works, looking for her partner, Matt “Guitar” Murphy,
to take him back on the road with them as part of their
band. Aretha protests, but Matt declares, “I'm the
man and you’re the woman, and I’ll make the decisions
concerning my life.” In response, Aretha demands
that Matt listen to her and “think” about what he’s
saying and the “consequences of his actions.” Evenif
you don’t remember the scene, I hope you’ll get the
point of the example. If you want to see it, you can
find it on the DVD version of The Blues Brothers
beginning at 1:02:37 and ending at 1:05:46. Check it
out!

Aretha Franklin, “Think”

“You better think (think)
Think about what you’re tryin’ to do to me
Think (think-think) let your mind go let yourself be
free.

“Iain’t no psychiatrist

I ain’t no doctor with degrees
But it don’t take too much L.Q.
To see what you’'re doin’ to me.

“Oh freedom (freedom)
Let’s have some freedom (freedom)

“You got to have freedom (freedom)
Oh freedom (freedom)

You need you some freedom.

“Hey! think about it

You! think about it.
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“You need me (need me)

And I need you (don’t cha know)
Without each other

There ain’t nothin’ we two can do. . . . .

So here’s how I started:

“Today I'd like to rethink with you the nature of
respect for persons. We'll begin with a video clip that
features an underappreciated Michigan ethicist (from
Detroit and now Bloomficld Hills): Aretha Franklin.
Among the many songs for which Aretha is justly
famous, of course, is her 1960s Respect, which
advances the “give me my propers” view that illustrates
the sort of thing I had in mind by “recognition respect”
when I first thought about this topic back in the 1970s.
The clip illustrates what I now think is necessary for
an improved understanding of respect, namely, the
centrality of a second-person standpoint. Today I will
attempt to follow Aretha’s lead (yet again) and develop
such an account. The clip is from the Blues Brothers
(set here in Chicago). Jake and Ellwood have just
come into a soul food diner on the Southside looking
for their former guitar man, Matt “Guitar” Murphy, to
get him to go back on the road with the band and the
following ensues:

[Play your tape or DVD of the Blues Brothers here]

The dignity of persons, Kant tells us, is that “by
which” we “exacft] respect,” that is, claim or, as Kant
also says, “demand” it from one another as rational
beings. (6:434-35;553;557)! But what is it to demand
respect as a person, and what enables us to make this
demand? And what is respect for this dignity that it
may be thus demanded? In what follows, I shall argue
that the key to answering these questions is to grasp
the irreducibly second-personal character of both our
dignity and the kind of respect that is its appropriate
response. The dignity of persons, I shall contend, is
the second-personal standing of an equal: the authority
to make claims and demands of one another as equal
free and rational agents. And respect for this dignity
is an acknowledgment of this authority that is itself
second-personal. It is always implicitly reciprocal, if
only in imagination. As ‘respect’s root ‘respicre’
suggests, it is a “looking back” that reciprocates a real
or imagined second-personal address, even if only from
oneself.?
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My main aim will be to characterize this distinctive
form of respect for someone as a person. In the past,
I'have argued that there are two fundamentally different
kinds of respect: appraisal respect, a form of esteem,
and recognition respect, a disposition to regulate
conduct towards something by constraints deriving from
its nature.’> Recognition respect for persons is an
instance of the latter. I used to think that respecting
persons in this sense is simply “respect[ing]
requirements that are placed on one by the existence
of other persons.”™ [As I mentioned in my introduction,
we might think of this as the same idea that Aretha
Franklin expressed in her famous 1960s song (taken
from Otis Redding), “Respect.] However, I now
believe that this thought fails to capture a central
aspect of respect, since it fails to appreciate an equally
central component of our dignity. I had assumed that
the dignity of persons consists in the relevant moral
requirements themselves or in some value that
comprises or underlies them—that, as Kant puts it, the
“nature” of persons “limits all choice (and [so] is an
object of respect).” (4:428;79)° But this misses the
authority to demand or “exact” respect to which Kant
refers in the passage I noted at the outset, and this, I
shall argue, is an irreducibly second-personal standing
for which the appropriate response must also be (at
least implicitly) second-personal. [If you like, I my
claim will be that we should supplement the “give me
my propers” idea of “Respect” with the view expressed
in “Think,” namely, that giving someone her propers
involves making oneself accountable to her in second-
personal engagement and hearing her remonstrance. ]

Indeed, my current view is that it is the equal

authority to make claims of one another as free and

rational at all that is fundamental, and that the
requirements on how we may act toward persons are
best explained by a form of contractualism that is
grounded in this authority. But that is a story for
another day. My point today will be that the dignity of
persons consists, not just in requirements that are
rooted in our common nature as free and rational, but
also in our equal authority 7o require or demand of one
another that we comply with these requirements.

This adds an essential element. There can be
requirements on us that no one has any standing zo
require of us. We are, I take it, under a requirement
of reason not to believe propositions that contradict
the logical consequences of known premises. But it is
only in certain contexts, say, when you and I are trying
to work out what to believe together, that either of us
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has any standing to demand that one another reason
logically. Moreover, this theoretical standing is not
irreducibly second-personal; it derives from our relation
to a further external goal (discovering the truth) or
from an epistemic authority that is rooted third-
personally. This is a fundamental difference from the
requirements that are grounded in the dignity of persons
(and, I would argue, from moral requirements more
generally). Our dignity as persons essentially includes
an irreducibly second-personal authority to demand
respect for this very authority and for the requirements
compliance with which it gives us the standing to
demand. Dignity is not just a set of requirements with
respect to persons; it is also the authority or standing
to require that we comply with these by holding one
another to account for doing so.

Rawls gives voice to this point when he says that
persons are “self-originating sources of valid claims,”
I believe we should interpret Rawls as saying, not just
that certain claims on our conduct derive from the
nature of persons, but also that persons have, in their
nature, the authority fo claim this conduct of one
another. As Joel Feinberg put it, it is “the activity of
claiming,” that “makes for self-respect and respect
for others,” and that “gives a sense to the notion of
personal dignity.””

These points can also be formulated in the
language of responsibility. Our dignity includes our
responsibility or accountability 7o each other as equals.
We respect one another as equal persons and accord
each other this second-personal authority, I’ll argue,
when we hold ourselves mutually accountable for
complying with demands we make, and have the
authority to make, of one another as equal free and
rational agents (as, for example, Aretha does in asserting
the authority to demand that Matt think about what he
is doing to her).

AUTHORITY, CLAIMS, AND SECOND-
PERSONAL REASONS

To begin to give these inchoate thoughts more
specific shape, I need to introduce several interrelated
notions: first, three interconnected ideas, but then a
fourth that fills out a circle of interdefinable concepts.
One key idea is that of a distinctive form of authority
that a person or a group can have to make claims or
demands. A second is that of a claim on or demand
of someone that such authority enables one to make.
And the third is the idea of a distinctive kind of reason
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for acting, a second-personal reason as 1 will call it,
that is always implicit in any such claim or authority.
The authority just is the standing to make a claim or
demand, which simultaneously creates a distinctive
reason for compliance along with the standing to
address it. The relations between these three ideas
are then as follows. Making a claim always presupposes
the authority to make it and that the duly authorized
claim creates a distinctive reason for compliance (a
second-personal reason). The relevant authority
consists in the standing fo claim or demand, which
creates a reason of this distinctive kind. And a second-
personal reason just is one that derives from an
authoritative claim or demand.

These three notions bring a fourth in their wake:
the idea of responsibility or accountability o a person
or community. The authority to demand implies, not
just a reason for the addressee to comply, but also his
being accountable for doing so. Conversely,
accountability implies the authority to hold
accountable, which implies the authority to claim or
demand, which is the standing to address second-
personal reasons. So our circle of interdefinable
notions actually includes four: authority of this
distinctive kind, claim or demand, second-personal
reason, and accountability. Each of these four notions
implies the other three.

To see the difference between second-personal
reasons and other reasons for acting, consider two
different ways you might try to convince someone to
move her foot from on top of yours. One would be to
get her to see, perhaps through sympathy, the badness
of your being in pain. Were the other to come to want
you to be free of pain, she would see herself as having
a reason to move her foot as a way of eliminating this
bad state of the world. The reason would appear to
be agent-neutral; it would seem to her to exist for
anyone in a position to change the bad state.

Alternatively, you might lay a claim or put forward
(apurportedly) valid demand. You might say something
that asserts or implies your authority to claim or demand
that she move her foot and that simultaneously
expresses this demand. You might demand this as the
person whose foot she is stepping on, or as a member
of the moral community, which demands that people
not step on one another’s feet (and who understand
themselves as implicitly making this demand), or as
both.® Whichever, the reason you would address would
be agent-relative rather than agent-neutral. It would
be addressed to her as the person causing gratuitous
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pain to another person, something we persons assume
we have the authority to demand that persons not do
and that we normally understand ourselves, as
members of the moral community, as actually
demanding of one another.” The reason would not be
addressed to her as someone who is simply in a
position to eliminate an agent-neutrally bad state. It
would purport to be a reason for her to stop gratuitous
pain she is causing, not for her to alter the regrettable
state of someone’s pain or even of someone’s causing
another pain. If she could stop, say, two others from
causing gratuitous pain by the shocking spectacle of
keeping her foot firmly planted on yours, this second,
claim-based (hence second-personal) reason would not
recommend that she do so.

What is important for our purposes is that someone
can sensibly accept this second reason for moving her
foot, one embodied in your demand, only if she also
accepts your authority fo demand this of her. That is
just what it is to accept something as a valid
demand.”® And if she accepts that you can demand
that she move her foot, she must also accept that you
will have grounds for complaint or some other form of
accountability-secking response if she doesn’t. Unlike
the first reason, this latter is second-personal in the
sense that, although the first is conceptually independent
of the second-personal address involved in
accountability, the second is not. A second-personal
reason is one whose validity depends on presupposed
authority (hence accountability) relations between
persons and, therefore, on the possibility of the reason’s
being addressed person-to-person. Reasons
addressed or presupposed in orders, requests, claims,
reproaches, complaints, demands, promises, contracts,
givings of consent, commands, and so on, are all second-
personal in this sense. They simply wouldn’t exist but
for their role in second-personal address. And their
second-personal character explains their agent-
relativity. Since second-personal reasons always detive
from agents’ relations to one another, they are
invariably agent-relative in some way or other; they
apply to us from within the network of these relations.

Of course, there might be agent-relative reasons
that constrain our conduct toward persons that are not
second-personal. We might think of people’s feet as
something we all have reason to avoid stepping on,
without supposing that this has anything to do with
anyone’s authority to demand this, not even God’s.
Once, however, we have the idea that there is a reason
to forbear stepping on someone’s feet in the fact that
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this is something we can and do reasonably claim or
demand of one another, or, equivalently, that we are
responsible to one another for this forbearance (ideas
that, I would argue, are implicit in the thought that we
wrong someone when we step on her feet), we have
the idea of a second-personal reason-—a kind of reason
that simply wouldn’t have existed but for the possibility
of the second-personal address involved in claiming or
demanding.

ACCOUNTABILITY, AUTHORITY, AND
SECOND-PERSONAL REASONS

Another way into these ideas is to recall
Strawson’s famous discussion of “reactive attitudes”
in “Freedom and Resentment.” Strawson there
criticizes compatibilist consequentialist approaches to
moral responsibility on the grounds that they cannot
provide a justification of “the right sors . . . for . . .
practices” of responsibility “as we understand them.”!!
When we seek to hold people responsible, what matters
is not whether punishment is desirable, whether in the
individual case or even as a general practice, but
whether it is warranted by standards that are internal
to what is to hold someone responsible. Strawson
argues that attributions of responsibility are mediated
by “reactive attitudes,” whether personal attitudes, like
resentment, or “generalized analogues” of these, like
blame and moral indignation, or, when the object is
oneself, feelings of obligation, guilt, compunction, and
remorse.'? Reactive attitudes bring standards of
accountability along with them as presuppositions of
their very intelligibility.

The important point for our purposes is that reactive
attitudes always implicitly address a second-personal
claim or demand. [So when Aretha resents Matt’s
saying “Now listen to me, . . . I'm the man and you’re
the woman, and I’ll make the decisions concerning my
life,” she demands that he listen to her and “think”
about what he’s saying and the “consequences of his
actions.”] Indeed, it is because reactive attitudes
invariably address demands that they are distinctively
relevant to freedom of the will. Reactive attitudes
presuppose the free agency and understanding of the
addressee as what Gary Watson calls “constraints on
moral address,” that is, as intelligibility conditions
of addressing a demand.”® The thought is not that
making a demand is unlikely to be effective otherwise.
It is rather that reactive attitudes are “forms of
communication” that are simply unintelligible in their
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own terms without the presupposition that their
addressees can understand what is being said and act
on this understanding.!* The point is an Austinian one
about the felicity conditions of a speech or quasi-specch
act. Bven if expressing reactive attitudes to those who
lack the requisite capacity, like young children or the
insane, causes them to behave desirably, reactive
attitudes there “lose their point as forms of moral
address.”’> Effectiveness of address is a matter of
Austinian perlocutionary force, whereas the
presupposition that addressees have the capacity to
recognize and act on second-personal reasons is a
condition of its distinctive illocutionary force.!'¢

Strawon says that the making of moral demands
itself consists in “the proneness to [reactive]
attitudes.”!” Here the point is not that moral
requirements involve an implicit threat—do this, or you
will suffer our anger and resentment or your own guilty
feelings. Rather, reactive attitudes include a second-
personal demand quality as part of their very content.
When we resent an injury, we feel as though we have
warrant to demand its cessation, that, because of this,
there is reason for the perpetrator to stop and that he
is accountable for doing so. When we feel indignation,
itis to us as if someone is to blame for something, as if
he is appropriately held responsible for his action in
some way. And if the other accepts this address and
brings it home empathically, he implicitly acknowledges
an authoritative demand and addresses this same
demand to himself in imagination. He sees himself,
not just as threatened by a painful consequence by
virtue of his conduct; rather he painfully accepts this
consequence as a warranted way of holding him (and
himself) responsible for what he has done. [Think
here of Matt looking at Arctha, acknowledging her
authority to look at him in that “you’d better think about
it” way.]

Consider the difference between guilt, which is a
reactive attitude, and shame, which need not be. To
feel guilty is to feel as if one is appropriately blamed
and held responsible for something one has done. Guilt
feels like the appropriate (second-personal) response
to blame: an acknowledgment of one’s
blameworthiness that recognizes both the grounds of
blame and, more importantly for us, the authority to
level it (even if only “to God”). Finally, guilt’s natural
expressions are themselves second-personal—
confession, apology, making amends, and self-
addressed reproach.

Like guilt, shame feels as if one is rightly regarded
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or seen in a certain way. But here the relevant regard
is not second-personal; it is third-personal. One sees
oneself as an object of the other’s regard or “gaze”—
of her disdain, perhaps, or of her just seeing through
one’s public persona to something one is ashamed to
have seen.!$ Sartre famously remarked that “I can be
ashamed only as my freedom escapes me in order to
become a given object” for the other.”” To feel guilt,
by contrast, is to see oneself authoritatively addressed
as free. The “view from guilt,” as we might call it, is
incompatible with a purely “objective” view of oneself
in Strawson’s sense. One feels that one should and
could have done what one didn’t do, and feels
appropriately blamed for that reason. And whereas
guilt’s characteristic expression is second-personal,
shame inhibits second-personal engagement—one
feels like escaping from view.

Shame and guilt both give an imagined other’s
regard authority. But the authority shame accords is
fundamentally epistemic and third-personal. One sees
the other as having standing to see one in a certain
way (and oneself as correctly thus seen). Guilt, on the
other hand, recognizes an irreducibly second-personal
practical authority of the sort we noted at the outset.
It acknowledges the authority to make a demand, that
is, to address a second-personal reason for acting.

To hold someone responsible for compliance with
moral demands is thus to address him as a person, as a
free agent who is apt for second-personal
accountability. As Locke says, “person is a Forensick
Term” that “belongs only to intelligent Agents capable
of a Law.”® Moreover, to sec someone through the
lens of a reactive attitude is not simply to see him as
subject to demands. It is also, Strawson notes, “to
view him as a member of the moral community; only
as one who has offended against its demands.”” When
we hold someone responsible as a person, we also
accord him membership in the moral community and
thereby acknowledge his authority to make moral
demands as a free and rational agent himself. Taking
this view home means seeing oneself as subject to
demands that we make of one another, and that one
makes of oneself, as equal free and rational agents.

APPRAISAL vS. RECOGNITION RESPECT

I turn now to the question of what it is to respect
someone’s dignity as a person, to respect her as an
equal moral agent. It will help to begin by
distinguishing respect of this kind from the sort of
respect that is a species of esteem.
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The esteem we call respect—appraisal respect—
always involves some assessment of conduct or
character, at least implicitly.” Appraisal respect for
someone as a person is moral esteem: approbation for
her as a moral agent. By contrast, the respect we can
demand as persons is no form of esteem at all. When
we think that even scoundrels have a dignity that
entitles them to the due process of respectful forms of
accountability, we clearly have something other than
merit in mind. The idea is not that personhood is an
admirable quality: “Granted, he stole hard-working
people’s pension funds, but at least he’s a person.”
What is in play here is not esteem but recognition.

The object of recognition respect is not excellence
or merit; it is dignity or authority. Recognition respect
concerns, not how something is to be evaluated or
appraised, but how our relations to it are to be
regulated or governed. Broadly speaking, to respect
something in this sense is to give it standing in one’s
relations to 1.

Even so, although recognition respect is not itself
a form of esteem, it can sometimes be merited or
carned.”® An obvious case is respect for epistemic
authority. When, for example, one person testifics to
something or even just asserts it in serious
conversation, he presumes on others’ attention and
theoretical reasoning in ways that can be more or less
deserved. To be sure, we inevitably accord some such
authority whenever we engage in genuine mutual
inquiry with one another.?* But this standing is
defeasible. If we come to think someone an unreliable
witness, we will no longer think he merits our trust
and will be less likely, consequently, to be guided by
his testimony. Still, disesteem (appraisal disrespect)
for his epistemic vices differs from recognition
contempt for his epistemic standing. The former shows
itself in and partly just is a negative appraisal of him
as a cognizer or of his contributions to collaborative
inquiry. The latter is manifested in our own epistemic
conduct in relation to him, for example, in giving his
views little weight or authority in deciding what to
believe ourselves.*

Similarly, we have recognition respect for a
practical advisor when we give him and his advice
standing in deliberating about what to do (or about
what to believe there is reason to do). Authority of
this kind is on all fours with epistemic authority; it is
a standing that is defeasibly merited. IfTcome to have
reason to believe that someone is not a particularly
good judge of practical reasons or that he cannot be
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trusted to tell me what he really thinks, then I will no
longer have any reason to treat his advice with respect.
But here again, disesteem for his advising abilities
differs from the recognition contempt that might result.
The former shows itself in and partly just is a negative
appraisal of him as an advisor. The latter manifests
itself in how I conduct my own reasoning in relation
to him and his advice, giving his views little weight in
deciding what to do (or what to believe there is reason
to do).

Yet another example is the sort of implicit respect
that we noted is often involved in the experience of
shame.”® When we feel shame in response to
someone’s actual view of us, whether disdain or her
seeing through our public persona, we feel as if
crediting this third-personal regard. So far, however,
the authority we implicitly accord (and thus respect)
is entirely epistemic (in a sufficiently broad sense),
on all fours with that involved in taking advice or
testimony seriously. Reactive attitudes differ from
shame at just this point. They presuppose and
implicitly respect a kind of authority that, unlike
epistemic standing is neither merited nor earned, at
least, not directly. In this way, I believe, they express
respect for persons as such.

What makes the former kinds of authority
structurally similar, but importantly different from that
from that involved in the dignity of persons, is that
they concern non-second-personal reasons. One can
respect the knowledge or wisdom one overhears in
another’s solitary musings and regulate one’s private
reasoning by them. Here one respects the other’s
epistemic authority without acknowledging any claim
he makes, even implicitly. To be sure, the contexts in
which we show recognition respect for theoretical
knowledge, practical wisdom, and similar forms of
authority are often second-personal. Testimony,
advice, mutual inquiry, and addressed criticisms all
make a kind of claim on an addressee’s attention,
judgment, or reasoning. But in these cases, the relevant
second-personal standing follows directly from a more
basic epistemic or epistemic-like authority that is not
itself essentially second personal and that can be
respected in contexts that don’t involve even an
imagined claim or demand for respect.

The authority to address second-personal reasons,
on the other hand, is fundamentally second-personal.
When a sergeant orders her platoon to fall in, for
example, her charges normally take it that the reason
she thereby gives them derives entirely from her
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authority to address demands to them and their
responsibility to comply. This is not a standing, like
that of an advisor, that she can acquire simply because
of her ability to discern non-second-personal reasons
for her troops’ conduct.”” That is the point of Hobbes’s
famous distinction between “command” and
“counsel.”® The sergeant’s order addresses a reason
that would not have existed but for her ability to
address it through her demand. Similarly, when you
demand that someone move her foot from on top of
yours, you presuppose an irreducibly second-personal
standing to address this second-personal reason.

This doesn’t mean, of course, that a claim to the
authority to address demands of a specific sort will
not need justifying, or that someone might not come
to have some such standing at least partly by virtue of
her knowledge or wisdom. The point remains that the
standing itself neither is, nor simply follows from, any
form of third-personal or epistemic authority. And I
maintain that the only way such a second-personal
standing can be justified is from within a second-
person standpoint, that is, within the circle of four
interrelated ideas of claim, accountability, second-
personal reason, and the species of authority, related
to these, that introduced at the outset.

So I contend that the dignity of persons involves
an authority that is second-personal, all the way down.
A consequence of this is that no evaluative or
normative proposition can entail this dignity unless it
already includes the second-personal element
necessary to get us inside the circle of four
interdefinable concepts. To be a person just is to have
the authority to address demands as a person to other
persons, and to be addressed by them, within a
community of mutually accountable equals. It follows,
I believe, that we respect someone as a person when
we accord her this second-personal authority, when,
that is, we properly relate to her as a person, second-
personally.

KANT ON RESPECT

A natural response to this hypothesis might be to
object that it gets things backwards, that what must
surely be basic are constraints on conduct that derive
simply from the nature of persons, or from some basic
value underlying these, and that we respect persons
when we respect these requirements or this value.
This used to be my view also, as I said before.”® One
way of seeing what is wrong with it is to consider Iris
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Murdoch’s criticism of Kant that his ethics tell us, not
“to respect . . . individuals, but to respect the universal
reason in their breasts.”®® According to Kant as
Murdoch interprets him, the object of respect is not
an individual person, but rather the fact that she is a
person or the value of personality represented in her.
It is as though recognition respect were fundamentally
for a law that prescribes how we are to act toward
persons, rather than for persons themselves.

As Inow see it, this would be a serious defect in Kant’s
view if it were true. But although it can seem a natural
reading of parts of Kant’s text, it actually runs against
what Kant says when he turns his attention to respect in
The Critique of Practical Reason and The Metaphysics
of Morals. There Kant portrays respect for persons, and
its contrary, self-conceit, in second-personal terms, as
respectively acknowledging and claiming an authority
to make demands.3 As I interpret him, Kant’s idea in
these passages is not simply that there is a value
represented in, or norms governing our conduct toward,
persons that must be respected, but that persons have an
authority themselves to make demands of one another as
equal free and rational persons, and that in respecting
this authority we respect them. Since the authority is
irreducibly second-personal, it can only be acknowledged
second-personally, that is, through reciprocally
recognizing relations between individual persons.

Kant distinguishes between reverentia, by which
he invariably means a feeling of respect, and
observantia or “respect in the practical sense,” which
he identifies with “the maxim of limiting our self-esteem
by the dignity of humanity in another person.”
(6:402;449) What I wish to call attention to, however,
is Kant’s contrast between the way in which respect
for the moral law “thwart[s]” and “restricts” self-love,
on the one hand, but “humiliates” or “strikes down self-
conceit,” on the other. (5:73;199)

By “self-love,” Kant means the “natural
propensity” to take “subjective determining grounds”
of the will to have objective normative significance. Like
a naive experiencer who takes an apparently bent stick
in water to be really bent, a naive agent may take his
desire’s object to be a source of reasons, oblivious to
peculiarities of the perspective that his desire gives him.
Sounderstood, self-love poses no deep threat to morality;
it is no more dangerous than the innocent mistakes of
perspective that can be corrected once we draw a
subjective/objective distinction within our experience
and accept some experiences as mere appearances. Self-
love needs only to be curbed by the moral law.
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Self-conceit, on the other hand, assaults the moral
law directly, and so it must be “humiliated.” It is a
form of arrogance (arrogantia): the presumption that
one has a kind of worth or dignity oneself, entircly
independently of the moral law, through which, Kant
says, self-love is made “lawgiving and the unconditional
practical principle.” (5:73; 74;199;200) This is not
just a naive tendency to mistake seeming normative
relevance from one’s own standpoint with objective
normative weight. It is the radical idea that something
has objective normative significance because it is what
one wills subjectively—-first, that one has a unique
standing to create reasons independently of and
unconstrained by the moral law, but also, second, that
one can address these reasons and expect compliance.
It is, Kant says, “lack of modesty in one’s claims to be
respected by others (arrogantia).” (emphasis added
to ‘claims to be respected’ 6:462;579)

Self-conceit is thus a fantasy about second-
personal status. It is the conceit that one has a
standing to make claims and demands on others that
others do not have. The idea is not (or at least not
simply) that one has a special wisdom, the epistemic
authority of one who sees better than others reasons
that are there anyway. It is rather the fantasy that
one has a unique “lawgiving” authority that others don’t
have (perhaps because of special wisdom, perhaps not),
a capacity to create second-personal reasons by making
demands and laying down laws that others are thereby
accountable to one for following, with one being
accountable to no one. It is as if one were God, the
source of all law and accountability (though on most
views not even God has that authority). 2

The moral law cannot therefore simply curtail self-
conceit or keep it in its place; it must “strike it down.”
It must declare “null and quite unwarranted” any
“claims to esteem for oneself that precede accord with
the moral law.” (5:73;199) We should not be thrown
off by Kant’s use of the term ‘esteem’ in this passage.
He uses it in a similar way when he defines
observantia or “respect in the practical sense” as “the
maxim of limiting our self-esteem by the dignity of
humanity in another person.” Obviously, in this context,
‘esteem’ must refer to recognition rather than to
evaluation of character. Self-conceit is the fantasy
that one has an authority to makes claims and demands
of others that they do not have to make of one. That is
why the moral law must “strike it down.” Tt must supplant
self-conceit’s presumptuous authority to members of a
community of mutually accountable equals. The respect-
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creating encounter with a “humble common” person, as
Kant puts it, gives rise to a response to the common dignity
that all persons have. This is no form of esteem that a
person might deserve through his character or conduct.
It is a recognition that any individual can demand simply
by virtue of being a person is to hold oneself accountable
to him for complying with these. It is to place oneself in
a section-personal relations towards him, rather than
simply to take account of any fact, norm, or value that
involves him.

Kant divides “duties to others merely as human
beings” into duties of love and duties of respect. Unlike
duties of love, discharging duties of respect gives rise
to no reciprocating obligations. Here we do only what
is already “owed” to others. (6:448;568) “No one is
wronged if duties of love are neglected; but a failure
in the duty of respect infringes upon one’s lawful
claim.” (6:464;581) “Every human being has a
legitimate claim to respect from his fellow human
beings and is in turn bound to respect every other.”
(6:462;579) 1t follows therefore that “recognition
[Annerkennung] of a dignity (dignitas) in other human
beings, that is, of a worth that has no price,” is
something others can “require from me.”* (6:462;579)

This means that the duty of respect comprises any
specific duty, compliance with which persons have the
authority to demand. Respecting others as equal per-
sons requires that we discharge these duties. But it
requires in addition that we recognize others’ “legiti-
mate claim” to our doing so, and this we can do only
by recognizing their authority ¢o claim or demand it.
This is what brings in accountability and the second-
person stance. In holding that the dignity of persons is
that by which we can “demand,” “exact,” or “require”
respect from others, that each thereby has a “legimate
claim” to respect, Kant is committed to the idea that
the dignity of persons includes a second-personal au-
thority to address demands for compliance with the first-
order duties of respect. To respect that authority it is
insufficient simply to comply with the first-order du-
ties, even for the reason that duty requires it. The sec-
ond-personal standing to address demands can only be
acknowledged second personally, by making ourselves
accountable to one another as equal free and rational
agents for complying with the relevant first-order
requirements. The kingdom of ends is a community of
mutually accountable equals—a community in which
all have an equal authority.'

Pape 1]
RESPECT AS SECOND-PERSONAL

Someone might accept the first-order norms that
structure the dignity of persons and regulate himself
scrupulously by them, without accepting anyone’s au-
thority to demand that he do so. He might even accept
these as mandatory norms without accepting any claim
to his compliance. 1 hope it is now clear, however,
that, although such a person would thereby respect the
duties with which persons can demand compliance, he
would nonetheless fail to respect their authority to de-
mand his compliance, and so would fail, i an impor-
tant sense, to respect them.

Itis, I believe, the connection between human dig-
nity and mutual accountability that explains why rec-
ognition respect for persons must involve a relation to
the individual person, and not just to certain features of
or facts regarding him. Even if one can conform con-
scientiously to first-order dignity-structuring norms just
by “weighing appropriately” the fact that someone is a
person in deciding how to act toward him, it is impos-
sible thereby to respect him as one does when one
gives him authority in the second-personal relations that
structure mutual accountability: (reciprocally) recog-
nizing his standing to demand, remonstrate, resist,
charge, blame, resent, feel indignant, excuse, forgive,
and so on. Accountability is, in its nature, second-per-
sonal. Tt is therefore impossible to respect any stand-
ing essentially related to it without second-personal
acknowledgment.

To see this point from another angle, suppose that
among the things we can demand from one another as
equal persons is that we treat sentient beings that are
not persons, or even the natural environment, in cer-
tain ways. Suppose, then, that we are accountable to
one another for not desecrating the redwoods. The
mandatory norm that lays out this demand would then
specify a kind of respect for the redwoods. Neverthe-
less, without imagining that the redwoods have an au-
thority to make claims on or demands of us themselves,
we cannot respect them in the further, second-personal
sense that we can respect person. So we cannot ac-
cord them this dignity.

When someone uses your foot as his footrest, this
is an injury, not just to your foot, but to your person. It
is a failure to respect your dignity as someone who
may not be so treated and who can insist on if. Adam
Smith observes that we are apt to resent disrespect for
our person as much as or more than physical or other
psychic injury. What most “enrages us against the man
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who injures or insults us,” Smith writes, “is the little
account which he seems to make of us”—"“that ab-
surd self-love [and we might add: self-conceit], by
which he seems to imagine, that other people may be
sacrificed at any time, to his conveniency.”

1t is, however, consistent with the fact that reac-
tive attitudes invariably respond to apparent disrespect
that what they seek is retaliation, to give as good as
we have gotten. On reflection, however, that cannot
be right, as Smith himself saw: what our resentment is
“chiefly intent upon,” he writes, “is not so much to
make our enemy feel pain in his turn, as . . . to make
him sensible that the person whom he injured did not
deserve to be treated in that manner.” To the extent
that they implicitly address second-personal reasons,
reactive attitudes seek to elicit reverentia, a feeling of
our dignity, that is, recognition of the authority we pre-
suppose in addressing them. That is why, as Strawson
points out, their expression is itself a form of respect.
They presuppose, and express respect for, a dignity
that addresser and addressee share as equal persons.
[Think, again, of Aretha remonstrating with Matt to
“think.” This is a demand for respect, and even though
Matt ends up leaving with Jake and Ellwood, he shows
respect in acknowledging this demand of Aretha’s and
her authority to make it.]

If this is right, reactive attitudes, and the practices
of moral accountability they mediate, actually seek the
reverse of what retaliation is after. Where retaliation
returns disrespect for disrespect, holding someone ac-
countable demands respect respectfully. In a com-
munity of mutually accountable equals, a realm of ends,
it addresses the other in a way that presupposes and
reciprocally recognizes the equal dignity, hence mutu-
ally accountability, of addresser and addressee.

So hear's the deal. As Aretha tells us: I need you.
And you need me. So I'd better think, think, think,
what I'm tryin' to do to you. And you'd better think,
think, think what you're tryin' to do to me. And if we
do that, and hold ourselves mutually accountable for
doing that, we'll give each other "our propers"--a little
"R-E-S-P-E-C-T." And we'll have "freedom, freedom,
freedom."

Stephen Darwall
University of Michigan
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term that looms so large in Fichte’s discussion in
Foundations of Natural Right, in which Fichte argues
that second-personal acknowledgment commits both
parties to recognizing equal rights against one another.

35 See Christine Korsgaard’s important article, “Creating
the Kingdom of Ends,” in Creating the Kingdom of Ends
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996).

37 Ibid., pp. 95-96. In their introduction, Raphael and
Macfie point out that Smith could, in his ‘Letter to the
Editors of the Edinburgh Review’ of July, 1775,
“describe, from his own reading, . . . Rousseau’s
Discourse on Inequality.” (p. 10)
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Steve Darwall, the John Dewey
Collegiate Professor of Philosophy
at Michigan, is one of the world s
leading moral philosophers. He
has published more that seventy
scholarly articles, edited seven
collections of readings, and is the
. uuthor of four major books in the
field: Tmpartial Reason (Cornell University Press, 1983);
The British Moralists and the Internal ‘Ought’: 1640-1740
(Cambridge University Press, 1995); Philosophical Ethics
(Westview Press, 1998); and Welfare and Rational Care
(Princeton University Press, 2002). In addition to serving
as the current President of the American Philosophical
Association’s Central Division, Steve is a Fellow of
American Academy of Arts and Sciences. He has held
fellowships and received grants from the National
Endowment for the Humanities (four times), the Pew
Charitable Trusts, and the Michigan Society of Fellows,
among others. Steve served as Chair of the Department
from 1988-1993 and again from 1 999-2002. He now heads
up the College s Honors Program. Steve also serves as co-
editor, along with David Velleman, of the Philosophers’
Imprint, the leading online journal in philosophy. He is
currently working on a fifth book, The Second-Person
Standpoint , which his APA Presidential address draws on.
Steve Darwall is the fourth member of the Michigan
Philosophy Department, along with Allan Gibbard, Fd
Curley, and Larry Sklar, to be elected President of the
Central Division APA. No other Philosophy Department
has move APA presidents.
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Department Faculty
2004-2005

Elizabeth Anderson; Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow; Moral and Political Philosophy,
Feminist Philosophy, Philosophy of the Social Sciences

Edwin Curley, James B. and Grace J. Nelson Professor and Fellow; History of Modern Philosophy

Stephen Darwall; John Dewey Collegiate Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow; Moral
and Political Philosophy, History of Ethics

Allan Gibbard, Richard B. Brandt Distinguished University Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson
Fellow; Ethics, Social Choice Theory, Decision Theory,Metaphysics, Philosophy of Language

Anthony Gillies; Assistant Professor, Epistemology, Philosophical Logic, Artificial Intelligence, Formal
Semantics, Practical Reasoning.

James Joyce,; Associate Professor; Decision Theory, Epistemology, Philosophy of Science

Michele Kosch, Assistant Professor, Nineteenth-Century Continential Philosophy

Louis Loeb, Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow, History of Modern Philosophy

Eric Lormand,; Associate Professor; Philosophy of Mind, Philosophy of Cognitive Science, Epistemology

Peter Ludlow; Professor of Philosophy and Linguistics,; Philosophy of Language, Linguistics, Metaphysics,
Epistemology

Ian Proops, Associate Professor, History of Analytic Philosophy, Kant, Metaphysics, Philosophy of
Language

Peter Railton; John Stephenson Perrin Professor and James B and Grace J. Nelson Fellow; Ethics,
Philosophy of Science, Political Philosophy

Donald Regan; Professor of Philosophy and William W. Bishop Jr. Collegiate Professor of Law; Moral
and Political Philosophy

Lawrence Sklar; Carl G. Hempel and William K. Frankena Distinguished University Professor, Philosophy
of Physics, Philosophy of Science, Epistemology

Jamie Tappenden; Associate Professor; Philosophy of Language, Philosophy and History of Mathematics,
Philosophical Logic
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Richmond Thomason, Professor of Philosophy and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow; Logic, Philosophy
of Language, Linquistics, Artificial Intelligence

J. David Velleman: G.E.M. Anscombe Collegiate Professor of Philosophy and James B. and Grace J.
Nelson Fellow; Ethics, Philosophy of Mind, Philosophy of Action

Kendall Walton: Charles K. Stevenson Collegiate Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow;
Aesthetics, Philosophy of Mind, Metaphysics, Epistemology

Jessica Wilson; Assistant Professor; Philosophy of Science, Metaphysics

Emeriti Faculty

Frithjof Bergmann, Professor Emeritus, Existentialism, Nineteenth Century Philosophy, Social Philosophy,
Philosophy in Literature, Philosophy of Mind

Arthur Burks; Professor Emeritus; Philosophy of Science, Logic, Automata Theory
Donald Munro,; Professor Emeritus; Chinese Philosophy

George Mavrodes; Professor Emeritus; Philosophy of Religion, Social Philosophy

Remember to visit our website at:
http://www.Isa.umich.edu/Philosophy



PHILOSOPHY CONTRIBUTIONS

The Department acknowledges with gratitude the following contributors during the period of July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004.

Endowment Contributions

Mrs. Malcolm L. Denise, to enhance the Denise Philosophy Endowment, honoring Theodore C. Denise, B.A., '42, Ph.D., '55.
Marshall M. Weinberg, A.B., '50, to enhance the Marshall M. Weinberg Endowment for Philosophy.

Richard M. Adler, A.B., *74

Aaron C. Ahuvia, A.B., ’85

Bruce D. Ansteth, B.G.S., 79
Christopher Bair. A.B., *01

Cyrus W. Banning, A M., ’61, Ph.D., ’65
Christopher H. Bignell, A.B., 99
Kirill J. Bochnewich, A.B., 90
Dennis R. Braddock, A.B., 67
James A. Brown, A M., ’75

Juliet T. Browne, A.B., ’84

Lindsay D. Chaney, A.B., *73
Suzanne M. Guise Cheslin, A.M., *81
Yael M. Citro, A.B., *94

Gordon P. Clark, A .B., 61

Daniel A. Cohen, A.M., ’91, 1.D., *94.
Beth M. Coleman, B.A., *88
William J. Comstock, A.B., >72
Jack Scott Couzens II, A.B., 64
Kimberly A. Czajkowski, A.B., '92
Diane R. Czerwinski, A.B., *63
Edward J. D’Arms, Ph.D., 95
Michael S. Davis, A.M., 68, Ph.D., ’72
James E. Deline, A.B., 88

Daniel E. DeView, A.B., 80

Rachel Doctors, A.B., 84

Richard B. Dyer, A.B., 90

Carol F. Feldman, A.B., ’64

Samuel D. Fohr, MLA., ’67, Ph.D., *68
Alan B. Folz, A.B., ’90, B.S., "90
Mark E. Furlan, A.B., ’87

Michael L. Gantz, A.B., ’78

Bruce S. Garber, A.B., *71

John C. Garrett, A.B., ’64

Andrew M. Gaudin, A.B., ’83
Christopher Geary, A.B., "87

Joseph J. Gentle, A.B. *75

Jeffry A. Giardina, A.B., 62

Seth L. Gold, A.B. *77

Margaret S. Goldstein, A.B., *76
Mark R. Goldstein, A.M., ’69

Kenneth E. Goodpaster, M.A., ’89, Ph.D., ’73

Steven L. Graines, A.B., 96
Andrew E. Green, A.B.,’79
Sarah Griffith, AM., *77

Annual Fund Contributions

Ann Gualtieri, AM.,’77, M.B.A.,’87,
Ph.D. 87

Ralph N. Haber, A.B., ’53

Charles T. Hagen, M.A., ’77, Ph.D., ’81

Michael R. Hall, A.B., *77

Peter V. Hamill, A.B., ’47, M.D., ’53

Thomas Haw IV, A.B., °67

Leonard W. Hersh, A.M., 72

Jerome D. Hill, MLA., ’74, Ph.D>., *81

Terence E. Horgan, Ph.D., *74

John R. Immerwahr, A.M., ’69, Ph.D., >72

Carolyn T. Irish, A.B., *62

Christopher J. Jaksa, B.S., 93, M.D., ’97

Mark A. Jarboe, A.B., 72

James L. Jarrett, Ph.D., "48

James R. Jenkins, A.B., ’67

William B. Johnson, A.B., ’74

James M. Joyce, MLA., ’86; Ph.D., ’92

Robert D. Kalischer, AM., ’61, B.S., ’63

Bradley C. Karkkainen, A.B. *74

David A. Karns, A.B., ’63, Ph.D., 73

Richard C. Kaufman, A.B., ’73

William L. Kime, A M., 63

Martin Korchak, A.B., *64

Aaron R. Krauss, A.B., 88

Frank A. Morrow, A.M., ’59, Ph.D., 64
James L. Muyskens, Ph.D., *71

David J. Nagle, MLA., ’95

Daniel O. Nathan, A.B., 69

Kevin G, Nealer, A.B., *75

Andrew N. Nederveld, A.B., ’91
Thomas J. O *Brien, A.B., 91

David M. Plevan, A.B., °97

William M. Plevan, A.M., *96

Robert B. Ransom, A.B., *85

Samuel A. Richmond, Ph.D., 70
Judith M. Riley, A.B., ’67

Eleanor Rosenthal, A.B., ’54

Craig A. Rowley, AB., 76

David S. Salem, A.M., *77

Kenneth H, Salkin, A.B., *90

Steven B. Sanford, A.B., 85

Dion Scott-Kakures, A.M.,’83, Ph.D.,”88
Daniel Sedey, M.A., ’61, Ph.D., "69
Amy L. Shapiro, A.M., *77

Steven J. Shaw, A.B., 63

Barry H. Silverblatt, A,M., *66

Steven G. Sleder, A.B., *74

Michael A. Small, A.B.,*72

Emerson Smith, A.B., *40

Janet M. Smith,. A.B., *40

John A. Sotiroff, A.B., ’89, M.B.A., ’92
James P. Spica, A.B., ’79

Michael Kump, A.M., 76, Ph.D., >79, 1.D., ’81 Theodore C. Stamatakos, A.B., "87

James Labes, A.B., ’54

Edward A. Langerak, MLA., 72
Jerold D. Lax, .B., ’63

Daniel Lee, A.B., 92

Paul E. Lincolnhol, A.B., >71
Margaret H. Livingston, A.B., 75
Thomas M. Loucks, A.B., *67
David R. Luce, A.B.,’52, Ph.D., ’57
Wayne H. MacVey, Ph.D., *76
Lynne D. Mapes-Riordan, A.B., *85
Nathaniel M. Marrs, A.M., 93
Elliot B. Mazur, A.B., ’75

Gary J. Miller, AB., 78, M.B.A., ’80
Jeffrey A. Miller, A.B., 93

Stephen A, Miller, A.B., ’74

Lawrence Gross, A.B.,’73,A.M.,”78,1.D.,”79 Linda J. Miller, A.M., °85

Colleen Stameshkin, AM., *75, Ph.D., *76
David A. Stameshkin, Ph.DD., 78
Elan S. Stavros, A.B., ’97
Scott A. St. Clair, A.B., 73
Brian S. Taylor, A.M., *00
Sean M. Taylor, A.B., *91
William. Thompson, A.M.,”60, Ph.ID.,”71
Kevin Toh, A M., ’99, Ph.D., "03
Stephen G. Van Meter, A.B., *83
John J. Wallbillich TIT, A.B., 80
Virginia Warren, M.A.,”70, Ph.D,”79
Patricia White, A.B.,”71, A.M.,”74,
1D, 74

Christina Whitman, A.B.,”68, A.M.,”70,

1D, 74
M. Jay Whitman, A.B.,’67,

ID.70, AM., 71, Ph.D., 73
Douglas K. Yatter, A.B., "98
Michael A. Zimmerman, A.B., '63



