Phil:

I think that this is a well written article, and I think that the illustrations and examples that you use make the importance of your arguments particularly clear.

I must admit, though, that I have some disagreement with your conclusion--but this is neither here nor there. It is the sort of thing that we might discuss at a later date, but that isn't an issue for now.

Still, I have some suggestions about areas/issues that you might clarify for the reader in the preparation of the final version of your paper:

1. I think that the most important thing you should do is spell out a clear definition of 'identity'. Identity is something that exists over time, may be relatively unarticulated, involves a wide range of elements and roles--or, at least, it is at first glance. (Are you confounding some identity traits with 'identity'?) Since you are making a claim about identity, I think this explanation needs to be given.

2. I think that you also need a clear definition of the state, and that this definition must be consistent throughout. You endorse Weber's definition--but the concept is still rather vague, and it needs to be more rigorously defined. There are many social institutions which demand varying degrees of obedience, and social pressure can be as effective a force--or even more effective a force--than the Weberian state. What are, for example, the "many state institutions" that "seem expressly designed to shape identity" etc.? Are _these_ part of the Weberian state? What concretely is the Weberian state in, say, Canadian society? (And what, I wonder, was it in Rwanda? The government? The political leadership? The wide range of economic and administrative and legal and political institutions?)  

(By the way, Hegel's 'state' is not obviously our 'community', nor is it evident that it is similar to Maritain's 'body politic'.)

3. paragraph beginning "In trying to account for" --it's not obvious that the family is the centre and politics is 'outside'. Of course, the family itself (e.g., marriage) is 'constructed' by politics. This issue of the difference between the state and the family arises again later in that paragraph and in that following. There's lots going on in 'community'--my friends, school, associations--that involves give and take.

3a. note 5- Sources of the Self is 1989, not 76

4. 1st para of section on "Identity, Community and the State" -- As I said above, it's not clear what _you_ think 'identity' is. You should explain what you think the difference is between being 'fully human' and being (just?) 'role determined beings'.

5. para beginning "It is the administrative structure" -- It is not clear what you mean by 'freedom' here. Is it 'license'? Does freedom have limits? (If so, set by who or what? A common good?) Presumably you are suggesting that the "limits on freedom" are unjust or inappropriate. But how? So maybe spell out in a sentence what you think freedom is (or should be).

6. para beginning "It seems to me that if nations" I found this unclear--maybe there is too much going on here, and your argument needs to be more detailed. E.g., the second sentence--I don't see how what precedes the "is to say" leads to what you say it does.

7. 1st para of section on "Historical examples"--last sentence. "one is forced to consider the possibility that citizenship... entails" It's not clear what the argument is. Even if  I  am forced to consider this, why should I think that identity is exhausted by my allegiance to the state?

8. paragraph beginning "Returning to the idiom". You might spell out more clearly how this proves your point. (E.g., was it just the 'state' that invented the 'myth of racial superiority' in Rwanda? Or was it religion, culture, colonial economic relations, etc.?

9. paragraph beginning "Though I have skipped"--1. You write of the 'perverted state' and of development as 'corrupted'--so does this mean that there are unperverted states and that it can be quite benign? If so, doesn't this undermine some of yoiur argument? Or are all states perverted to varying degrees? So this needs clarification. --2. "Identity does, in fact, appear to be socially conditioned." OK, but this _doesn't_ mean that it is determined by the state?And wouldn't everyone agree with such a sentence?

On the whole this is a provocative and engaging article; I think that if you address some of these comments in your final version of your paper, it should make your argument even more persuasive and valuable.

Hope that this is of some help.

Best wishes,

Will

