Stability of located life plans are fundamental to all people even loners
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A second worry is that perhaps the stability of located life plans may not be fundamental to all people. Some people may have only very generic located life plans, as for example, an individual who lives in a cookie-cutter suburb, telecom- mutes, and needs only fiber-optic cable and an Internet connection to feel at home. Would this “loner” be harmed by removal from his territory? I should emphasize that, on my view, it is not only the inhabitants of traditional communities who have located life plans. Even this suburban loner would be dislocated by a require- ment to move, say, to an Amazonian tribal region, which shows that his life plans are not as generic as they seem. Instead, they are highly tied to the geography and environment of a modern, urban, industrialized society. Mastering a new social organization and cultural environment is costly, and we should not require people to pay these costs unless they choose to do so.22
Still, there is a plurality of modern, suburban, English-speaking social settings, and perhaps it does not matter to the loner which one he inhabits. While that conclusion may be correct in his case, it does not show that the stability of located life plans does not matter for modern people generally, nor does it undermine the argument for a right of occupancy. A peculiar feature of the loner is that he has no social ties. He is indifferent between suburban environments primarily because he has no family, friends, workplace, or other personal connections anywhere.
There may be some individuals as disconnected as this person. But clearly most people are not as socially disconnected as this, nor can we expect them to be. Social ties are essential to a fulfilling human life, and it would be unreasonable to ask people to forego them. Even the loner should enjoy the background preconditions for forming stable social ties, should he revise his life plans and decide to do so. Since rights are grounded on broadly shareable interests, the idiosyncrasies of the loner’s case do not affect the argument for occupancy rights.
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