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Over the last forty years, the debate between the choice of a value-neutral approach and a value-based approach to measure overall freedom has been important in the philosophical literature on freedom. The question is whether the value attributed to particular freedoms (i.e. freedom of conscience, freedom of expression, freedom to practice a religion, freedom to leave one's country, etc.) can be accounted for in the measurement of overall freedom. This is the starting point of Constanze Binder in her book Agency Freedom and Choice. She tries to participate in this debate and shows that whether particular freedoms can contribute to the agency value of a person's freedom (at a given point in time) depends on that person's system of value and goals.

Binder, an associate professor at the Erasmus University Rotterdam, is specialized on the philosophy of economics with a focus on the analysis of freedom, responsibility and distributive justice, and the ethics of individual and collective decision making in politics and economics. Her book presents a multidisciplinary analysis that seeks to understand the increase or decrease of freedom, to find out if there is a way to compare diverse social states concerning the freedom that people have in them, and to determine the way in which one social agreement can promote more freedom than another. The fact that Binder uses different fields (philosophical literature on freedom, freedom ranking literature and the capability approach) allows her to enrich the study of freedom's agency value. The term agency used by Binder refers to "the capacity a person has to reflect upon (and possibly revise) the values, desires and goals motivating her actions, to form plans and to act on their basis" (Binder 2019, 36). Freedom's agency value is considered as a necessary condition for a person's agency. Binder aims to show that it is possible to capture freedom's agency value through a refined value-based approach in the measurement of overall freedom. This focus on freedom's agency value leads Binder to study how the differences between alternatives which are pertinent for people's choices are revealed by their preferences. Besides, she demonstrates the importance of a person's plural identities to determine her all-things-considered preferences.

These plural identities are crucial in order to identify the valuable alternatives that contribute to freedom's agency value from a static perspective. This means that a person's plural identities are taken as given, and therefore do not change over time (neglecting the possibilities that a person might have to question and change their identities over time).

Finally, Binder explores whether the capability framework can be affected by cultural diversity based on all the tools used throughout her analysis of the importance of freedom's agency value. Binder highlights how the values and goals of individuals play an essential role in their freedom. She verifies this through her defense of a value-based approach to measuring overall freedom, which is important in order to explain the structure of her book. The fact that the value of particular freedoms can contribute to the overall freedom of individuals leads This book review is structured as follows. In the first section, I present a summary of the content of each chapter of the book. In the second section, I focus on the proposition made by Binder to capture the freedom's agency value in freedom rankings. In the third section, I highlight the refinement of the traditional capability framework proposed by Binder. Finally, in the fourth section, I conclude on the most important aspects of the book.

Chapter 1 (Introduction) establishes the complexity of studying freedom due to different definitions and conceptions, and to different disciplines that propose a theoretical analysis of freedom. Binder's approach is focused on analyzing how freedom can be conceptualized and how social states can be compared in terms of the value of the freedom that people enjoy in them. Binder also analyzes the limits of three different fields dedicated to the analysis of freedom: the philosophical literature on overall freedom, the formal freedom ranking 1. The Value of Freedom as a Necessary Condition for a Person's Agency literature and the literature on the capability approach. The first field motivates the interest in freedom's agency value (Chapter 2). The second field clarifies the information required for freedom ranking and affecting freedom's agency value, and the possible difficulties in the capture of freedom's agency value (Chapter 3-5). The third field serves to test the obtained results in the book on the question of how cultural diversity takes part in the capability approach.

The philosophical debate focusing on the use of a value-based approach or a value-neutral approach to measure overall freedom is the highlight of Chapter 2. The value-based approach considers the value attributed to particular freedoms in the measurement of overall freedom.

The value-neutral approach considers that the differences in the value of particular freedoms an individual enjoys do not affect the measurement of an individual's overall freedom. Binder proposes that a value-based approach can capture freedom's agency value. She shows how three criticisms commonly used against value-based approaches (desire dependencies, the impossibility of paternalism and the non-specific value neglect) can be overcome by the availability of particular freedoms. 2 The way these particular freedoms can contribute to a person's agency depends on the system of values and goals the person has. This refined approach leads one to wonder which is the relevant information about available alternatives that may be useful for freedom's agency value.

Chapter 3 proposes a candidate for freedom ranking that allows one to consider the information that concerns not only the number of available alternatives (cardinality of alternatives in a set) but also the degree of distance between them. This plausible candidate is defined as the Diversity Measure, which "assigns to each non-empty set of alternatives its diversity value" (Binder 2019, 48). Binder tries to overcome the weakness of the formal freedom ranking literature by explaining the relationship between a person's freedom and the diversity of choice options available. In a nutshell, this chapter discusses the role of the differences of choice options, which are revealed by preference information, and which are relevant for freedom's agency value.

In Chapter 4, social choice theory serves as a tool to study the intra-personal aggregation problem that underlies the determination of conditions under which a person derives her 2 The problem of desire dependencies means: "In case of externally induced preference change, an outside party conditions a person into losing or adjusting her desires or preferences" (Binder 2019, 29). "The impossibility of paternalism occurs because the removal of an option which is termed to be valuable along the objective standard invoked, (…) does not lead to a decrease of a person's overall freedom" (Binder 2019, 36). The non-specific value neglect refers to "Value-based approaches fail to capture freedom's non-specific value" (Binder 2019, 33). transitive all-things-considered preference from her plural identities. It is assumed that a person's identity can be plural and that it is partly contingent on the person's choices (Sen 2006). Throughout this chapter, it is shown that the Arrovian impossibility is troublesome if one is concerned with the intra-personal aggregation problem. Two cases corroborate this.

The first is when one part of a person's identity always dictates the resulting all-thingsconsidered preference. The second is when all the parts of a person's identity are considered minimally significant in her decisions. Then even acyclicity is ruled out if there is incompleteness of preferences in some part of person's identity. Consequently, Binder proposes an escape from the Arrovian impossibility by reducing the tightness between rationality and a person's plural identities. She sets a Value Consistency condition that ensures a minimal cohesion between the rankings of alternatives brought about by different parts of a person's identity. 3 Chapter 5 discusses the failure of many preference-based freedom rankings to capture freedom's agency value because of the Irrelevant Expansion condition. This condition rules out that non-valuable alternatives can affect a person's freedom. So, freedom rankings satisfying this condition can be affected by the desire dependencies problem or the impossibility of paternalism problem (further in-depth analysis of these problems will be made in section 2 of this book review). 4 To overcome these problems, Binder uses the framework proposed in Chapter 4 and a criterion of procedural reasonableness to demonstrate that freedom's agency value can be captured in freedom rankings. The model presented in Chapter 4 serves to depict "the set of preference orderings a person with a certain identity can reasonably hold" (Binder 2019, 95). The criterion of procedural reasonableness allows one to identify the valuable alternatives that contribute to freedom's agency value based on the person's plural identity, without being vulnerable to the two problems mentioned.

One of the most relevant issues discussed in Chapter 6 is the refinement of the capability approach proposed by Binder in order to capture the cases where there is a valueinterdependency of functionings existing in a capability set because of prevailing norms. This 3 Some definitions already studied by Sen (2017) should be kept in mind: "Completeness: (Sen 2017, 53) and "Acyclicity: if is preferred to and so on until , then acyclicity requires that be regarded as at least as good as . Obviously, this is a much weaker condition than transitivity, which would have required that be strictly preferred to " (Sen 2017, 94) 4 Assuming one faces the desire dependencies problem, given Irrelevant Expansion, the removal of social state from a set that also includes social state would not reduce a person's overall freedom in case this person was influenced to select social state . Assuming one faces the impossibility of paternalism, given Irrelevant Expansion, if social state is removed from a person's opportunity set ( is taken to be unreasonable by the State), which also contains social state z, it will not lead to a decrease of her freedom and it is not an act of paternalism (Binder 2019, 91-2).

interdependency "has important implications for the evaluation of well-being as a whole" (Binder 2019, 121). To get to this proposition, Binder traces the following path: (1) the study of how cultural differences can impact the construction of capability sets; and (2) the analysis of how cultural differences can influence rankings of capability sets. The first point accounts for the importance of the different conceptions of good life in the capability approach. The second point highlights the importance of the identification of the valuable functionings, which will be assigned to ranking capability sets in terms of the freedom they provide to a person.

Chapter 7 presents a set of open questions that Binder considers essential to extending the framework employed throughout her book, which is to move from a static to a dynamic perspective. According to Binder, a dynamic perspective will allow accounting for the possibility that a person has to question and change (to some extent) her identities over time.

To discuss the problems that arise with this extension, Binder focuses on three subjects: 1) the difficulty to distinguish those alternatives that contribute to the agency value of a person's freedom from those that do not; 2) the possibility of capturing freedom's agency based on the level of values and goals underlying a person's identities; and 3) the study of the relationship between the agency value of a person's freedom and its relation to the plurality of a society.

In a nutshell, Binder provides a set of topics that can be studied when a dynamic perspective is conceived "to capture the value freedom has in virtue of allowing a person to reflect upon her identity, and to reaffirm or to (partly) change it" (Binder 2019, 131). Apart from this openness to a dynamic perspective, Binder proposes that an exciting subject to study is whether changes in the freedom's agency value of one individual can influence the freedom's agency value of another individual. This proposition finds resonance in social interactions, which is summarized as follows " The intrinsic satisfactions that occur in a life must occur in an individual's life, but in terms of causal connections, they depend on social interactions with others" (Sen 2002b, 85). This leads one to consider the debate about the individual or collective character of capabilities (not treated in Binder's book), which is based on the assumption that the traditional framework proposed by Sen (individual capabilities), "fails (to some extent) to explore the interaction between capabilities and social structures" (Ibrahim 2006, 401). 5Agency, Freedom, and Choice is a stimulating and thought-provoking book that proposes an exceptional and concise analysis of freedom. The original approach of Binder is based on a logical sequence of reasoning. First, she takes up a position in the philosophical debate about the measurement of overall freedom through either a value-neutral approach or a value-based approach. The next step is to find a value-based approach that captures freedom's agency value, considering the tool of freedom rankings. She then studies the crucial role of cultural diversity in capability rankings. Throughout her analysis, Binder is focused on a static perspective of the agency value of a person's freedom, keeping the person's plural identity unchanged over time. She proposes a set of subjects for future research if a dynamic perspective is adopted.

Binder proposes a specific way to capture freedom's agency value by using freedom rankings in order to avoid two problems that surround freedom rankings: desire dependencies and the impossibility of paternalism. This can be considered as the cornerstone of her book, because she demonstrates through a set of axioms how a person's plural identities play a crucial role in recognizing the value of alternatives opened for choice in freedom rankings.

Before explaining in detail the importance of Binder's contribution, it is essential to point out her definition of freedom's agency value: "the value freedom has in virtue of allowing a person to reflect upon the relative priority of her various identity parts in the moment of choice (represented by her all-things-considered preference)" (Binder 2019, 94-5). This definition is one result of an analysis of the intra-personal aggregation problem, which led Binder to become interested in the values and desires behind people's choices. Besides, freedom's agency value is considered as an instance of freedom's non-specific value. Carter (1999) defines freedom's non-specific value as the value freedom has, independently of the specific things it allows an individual to do.

It is important that Binder wants to demonstrate that a value-based approach can capture freedom's agency value, in opposition to Carter who thinks that this approach "reduces the value of having a certain measure of freedom to the values of the specific things one is free to do" (Carter 1999, 127). One way to solve this problem is to go beyond a person's actual allthings-considered preferences and consider that a person can have multiple preferences 2. A Way of Capturing Freedom's Agency Value because of her plural identities. Binder bases her reasoning on the proposal made by Sen (2002a) to use a preference-based approach without failing to capture freedom's agency value. She uses the procedural criterion of reasonableness that reflects the intersection of different preferences according to a person's plural identities. It demands that "if two alternatives are ranked in the same way by all identity parts, then this should be reflected in the derived all-things-considered preference" (Binder 2019, 96).

As an illustration of procedural reasonableness, I take one of Binder's examples in a slightly modified form: a man who is both an extremist and committed to his family faces three options: joining a terrorist organization (x), not joining it (y), or spending ten years in a solitary cell (z). Both the options to join a terrorist organization and not to do so would raise the agency value of his freedom because their availability allows this man to reflect on his different identity parts (being an extremist and being committed to his family). In contrast, the remaining option (z) does not increase the agency value of his freedom due to it being dominated by the other two options considering all the identity parts.

After proposing a way to capture freedom's agency value through a value-based approach, Binder asks the following question: Is the proposed approach vulnerable to desire dependencies and the impossibility of paternalism? This question is reasonable because these two elements are the Achilles heel of most freedom rankings, which assume the 'Irrelevant Expansion' condition. This new approach is however not vulnerable to the desire dependencies problem because a process of adaptation occurs when a person obtains her actual preferences from her plural identity, and when she does not use her actual preferences to identify the value of alternatives. Concerning the impossibility of paternalism, the answer is negative as well because the values of a person are the basis for identifying the relevance of alternatives. The relevance of a social state is not given by some standard independent of the person.

The procedural criterion of reasonableness is the solution proposed by Binder to identify the potential preference a person might have, which captures the freedom's agency value without being subjected to the two problems faced by the freedom rankings. A crucial element in this approach is the role of a person's plural identities when making choices because it allows one to reflect on the different preferences of a person. Binder takes "the freedom's agency value to refer to the value freedom has for a person's preference formation" (Binder 2019, 102). Capturing freedom's agency value depends on the way the reference set of preferences is identified. Binder demonstrates how the two main ways (the substantive criterion of reasonableness and the empirical approach) to the interpretation of the preferences fail to capture the freedom's agency value. 6 In the following section, I put forward the arguments proposed by Binder to explain the limits of the existing preference-based approaches, even the procedural criterion of reasonableness.

One of the merits of Binder's book is the capacity of moving from the study of a person's plural identities to the multiple sets of values, norms and practices present in a society and across dissimilar cultures. Binder uses the framework developed throughout her book to study the possibility of analyzing the cultural diversity in the capability approach proposed by Sen (1999). She focuses on determining the way cultural differences can be considered, in the valuations of functionings, as belonging to a capability set. She studies the way capability sets can be ranked with regards to each other. She also analyzes the way culture can influence the value of functionings (in particular via norms), which is important when proposing a refinement of the capability framework. Some essential terms must first be defined. Firstly, functionings refer to what a person can achieve in doing or being. Functionings are different from possessing goods and having a utility. Secondly, commodities are tools that allow achieving a functioning. Finally, capabilities are the several combinations of functionings a person can manage (Sen 1999).

To see if the ranking of capability sets can account for cultural differences in the valuation of functionings, Binder uses the substantive criterion of reasonableness and the empirical approach put forward by Sudgen (1998). Using the substantive criterion of reasonableness, if one identifies relevant functionings based on a conception of good life that is independent from the person in question, generates problems like that of the impossibility of paternalism.

Using the empirical approach, the valuable functionings are identified based on a person's actual preferences. As only relevant functionings are considered to increase the freedom offered by a capability set, the desire dependencies problem might be present. As a result, Binder concludes that it is the person herself through a process of reflection and deliberation that determines the valuable functionings, because it is her well-being that is assessed.

Concerning the way cultural differences influence the value of functionings and therefore the capability rankings, Binder examines the properties of the eligibility function. This eligibility function assigns to every capability set the set of valuable functionings it contains. This function plays an important role in the procedural criterion of reasonableness, because it allows a person to identify the set of best alternatives based on the all-things-considered preferences that she may have given her plural identity. One of the properties that is imposed on the eligibility function is the condition , which states that "if an alternative is considered valuable (eligible) in a set , it will continue to be valuable in any subset of (in which occurs)" (Binder 2019, 118). Binder focuses her analysis on studying what happens with the capability approach and with the freedom rankings if this condition is violated. 7

Binder takes up two cases where condition is violated, which were proposed by [START_REF] Sen | Internal Consistency of Choice[END_REF] to demonstrate the internal inconsistency of choice. The first is the 'positional choice', illustrated by the example of not willing to take the largest slice of a cake (norm of politeness). The second is the 'freedom to reject', illustrated by the example of a person that is fasting or starving depending on the presence of the option of eating. Binder reaches the following conclusion: "In both cases the value of one functioning will depend on the other functionings present in a capability set" (Binder 2019, 119). This reflects an interdependency of functionings as a result of prevailing norms, which is not considered in the traditional framework of capability given that a person's valuation function designates a value to each set of functionings independently of the capability set in which it is included.

Binder proposes to overcome this limit by using a refined valuation function of the person that gives a real value to each refined set of functionings which subsequently gives supplementary information about the capability set to which it belongs. In the two cases described above, Binder suggests a refined conversion function, which does not depend only on a single commodity vector, but rather on a set of commodities from which it was chosen. It is then possible to distinguish cases in which a person has enough food available, but decides not to take advantage of it, from those cases in which no food is accessible to her. 8 7 The condition is defined in the rational choice theory as follows: "If some element of subset of is best in , then it is best in " (Sen 2017, 63). 8 According to Sen (1999) functionings must be distinguished from commodities because commodities are used to achieve functionings (7).

The case of 'freedom to reject' cannot be captured by the procedural criterion of reasonableness proposed by Binder in her book or by the existing freedom rankings since they satisfy condition . This means that the preference-based approaches cannot explain certain instances of freedom's non-specific value, such as the 'freedom to reject'. Nevertheless, even if the existing preferences-based approaches fail to capture the 'freedom to reject', Binder proposes a solution. In essence, it is a refined approach to capture the interdependencies of alternatives in a person's opportunity set. So then, "preferences over refined alternatives specify both the alternative which is chosen and the set from which it is chosen" (Binder 2019, 124). In brief, this solution confirms that a preference-based approach can capture different instances of freedom's non-specific values under a given framework, and it is useful to demonstrate that value-based approaches do not fail to take freedom's non-specific value into account.9 

Binder's book nurture researchers that have an interest in the philosophical debate on the relevance of the value of particular freedoms in the measurement of overall freedom. This debate allows her to analyze the impact that the availability of particular freedoms has on freedom's agency value. In addition, this book sheds lights on the way freedom's agency value can be captured by the diversity-based approach and the preference-based approach, which constitute two separate fields in the freedom ranking literature. Binder proposes a procedural criterion of reasonableness that allows her to capture freedom's agency value by the preference-based approach. This criterion helps to incorporate cultural influences on capability rankings, in particular by using an eligibility function. Agency Freedom and Choice leaves no scholar of freedom as a normative criterion indifferent to the way it assumes a static perspective on freedom's agency value. It will undoubtedly inspire new avenues in the study of a dynamic perspective of freedom's agency value and in the way changes in the freedom's agency value of one individual can influence the freedom's agency value of another individual. This last point can be analyzed through the debate between the individual and the collective characters of capabilities, which can establish a relationship between the social interactions of an individual and her individual freedoms.

  Binder to analyze how to determine the importance of specific freedoms for an individual, and to specify what elements are crucial to develop a value-based approach to capture freedom's agency value. To obtain these objectives, Binder uses an axiomatic framework that gives her book a relatively high technical level. The author nevertheless tries to provide simple and concrete examples throughout the book that are essential to understand what her formal proposals (axioms, conditions, and theorems) in each chapter mean.
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See[START_REF] Davis | Agency and the Process Aspect of Capability Development : Individual Capabilities , Collective Capabilities , and Collective Intentions[END_REF] and[START_REF] Ibrahim | From Individual to Collective Capabilities : The Capability Approach as a Conceptual Framework for Self -Help[END_REF] for an introduction to the debate on individual and collective capabilities. Individual capabilities are "resulting from the individual's freedom to choose the life he/she has reason to value," and collective capabilities are "generated through the individual's engagement in a collective action."(Ibrahim 2006, 404) 

The substantive criterion of reasonableness helps to identify all the preferences a person could have, and the empirical approach uses all the preferences which people with the same sociological characteristics as the person in question do have.3. A Refinement of the Traditional Capability Framework

The preferences over refined alternatives proposed by Binder would allow "one to distinguish between starving or fasting, depending on whether or not the option to eat has been available (and deliberatively rejected)"(Binder 2019, 124).4. Concluding Remarks