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Autonomism
1. Why does the character Stepan Arkadyich (in Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina) attract the concern and criticism of those whom Appiah calls “strong autonomists”? 
Stepan Arkadyich is a subject of criticism to strong autonomists because his way of thinking, his ideals and perceptions are not original (Dworkin, 1988). He decides to think in the way of the majority and therefore, according to autonomists, he is not independent; he lets the society design his views.
2. According to Appiah, what is one of the arguments (in your own words) made by those who claim that the value of autonomy is at odds with that of diversity?
One of the arguments claiming that autonomy could actually portray the opposite of diversity is that made by Bhikhu Parekh. According to him, the proponents of autonomy such as Mill recognize only individualist diversity, forgetting that the world is made up of diversified cultures including the individualistic one. Thus, Mill and others only recognize diversity on an individual level, whereas diversity is a broad concept which mainly entails cultures and environments (Appiah, 2010).
3. Why does Appiah assert that “we are all Stepan” (48-49)? What point is Appiah making here?
Appiah points out various reasons why Stepan decided to follow the ideals outlined in his newspaper. Out of all the reasons, none of them proved to be uninformed since Stepan made them out of his reflections upon the ideas mentioned. Normally, as human beings read though a piece of text, they have a tendency of reflecting on the ideas brought across by it, and agree or disagree with those ideas depending on the situations surrounding them (Appiah, 2010). Simply, Stepan was an ideal human being, only that he took a step further, believing and acting those ideas.
4. What does Appiah mean, in his discussion of Kant’s ‘two standpoints,’ where he says that “[w]e have to act as if freedom is possible even though we can’t provide any theoretical justification for it” (56)?
Kant’s standpoints indicate that for individuals to have complete freedom, they must be members of the intelligible world in which for reason to be deemed practical, it should not be constrained within surrounding situations and appearances. Yet, we live in a world where what we perceive with our eyes has such a great importance that practically, and theoretically, justifications of absolute freewill would be flawed. Still, since individuals like to regard themselves as free, the world would be better if we act as if it is a possibility (Appiah, 2010).
5. Why does Appiah suggest that “the noncoherence of our different theoretical practices” may be a good thing (60)? What does he mean?
[bookmark: _GoBack]The fact that there are different theoretical views on a certain subject matter, according to Appiah, is an indication that the matter is of importance (Appiah, 2010). The arguments brought forth by both sides need to remain contradictive for it shows that, since according to Kant freedom cannot be explained but can be defended, there is enough defense on both sides of the argument. Sometimes the ideals will be superimposed where a situation is in favor of both sides, but the difference remains for the purposes of argument.
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