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I

ALTRUISTIC EMOTIONS AND
THE KANTIAN VIEW

This book focuses on sympathy, compassion, and human concern,
considered primarily as emotions but also as character traits, and on
friendship as a context in which these emotions play a fundamental
role. Contemporary moral philosophy in the Anglo-American tradition
has paid little attention to these morally significant phenomena. In fact
the ‘altruistic emotions’ (as 1 will call them) have not played a significant
role in moral philosophy within this tradition since the empiricist
moral philosophers of the eighteenth century, such as Adam Smith and
David Hume. Partially accounting for this neglect within moral philo-
sophy and moral psychology are powerful traditions of thought and
philosophic orientation which militate against according sympathy,
compassion, concern, and friendship a substantial role in the moral life.
A major task of this work will be to articulate and to come to terms
with some of these major lines of thought. Doing so will point the way
toward an adequate account of friendship and altruistic emotions, and
of their moral significance.

I

It may be useful in this introductory chapter to present in schematic
form some of the lines of thought which will be discussed separately
and in detail in subsequent chapters. Taken together they yield a
familiar conception of morality and of the emotions, in particular the
altruistic emotions. I will refer to the view as ‘Kantian,’ for it has its
roots in Kant’s writings, undoubtedly expresses some lines of thought
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Altnustic Emotions and the Rantian View

within Kant’s philosophy, and s often associated with chti ag:lc :‘“\:
other hand 1 do not claim that 1t represents a full and hala:ce .
tion of Kant’s views, taking into account all his writings i“:':;gverslun
moral philosophy, 1t could justly be regarded as an unsympathett et
of Kant's views ! Though ‘Kantian’ 1s more than merely a ccn1 jope
1abel, my main imterest 1s less in Kant’s own views than 1n soTe ﬂxln o
thought, associated with fum, which have been influential 1 e
phulosophy Hence 1 do not intend to take sides 1n the dispute ov

correct reading of Kant’s views

The general conception of emotions and feelings involved 1n the
Kantian view 1s this

Emotions and feelings are transitory, changeable, and t:apm:'lrohl::y
They are weak, subject to vanations in our mood and nclinations il
are controlled by and responsive to considerations other than mora

rational ones Emotionally motivated conduct thus 1s or 1s likely to be
l1abl unpr

d, or even rrational
Feelings and emotions are entirely distinct from reason and
rationality They do not yield knowledge, and can 1n fact divert us from
morally directed thinking and judgment In order to obtain a clear vieW
of the nghts and wrongs 1n a situation we must abstract or distance
ourselves from our feelings and emotions
We are passive 1n respect to our feelingsand emotions They are not in
our control, and thus we are not responsible for them They he outside
the scope of our will We do not choose to have the feelings and emotions
we do have And so, as moral agents our feelings and emotions cannot
reflect on us We cannot be blamed or morally prased for having or
failing to have particular emotions and feelings
Emotions i particular the altruistic emotions are directed towards
and occasioned by particular personsin particular circumstances They do
not have the generality or unwversality required by morality Thus they
wnvolve ‘partiality * They are not based on principle 1 might feel com
passion for A, but not feel it for B, though A's and B's situations
are entirely analogous

To act from altrusstic feeling or emotion 1s to act out of an inclina

tion or desire Though the nchination 1s towards the good of another,
action thus prom

pted fs fundamentally egoistic in 1ts motwvation For
the agent acts beneficent!

y only because he happens to have a particular
inchination to promote the other's good
The Kantian view of feelings and emotions 1s correlative to certain
general conceptions of morality and ‘the moral point of view * Morality
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Altruistic Emotions and the Kantian View

is first and foremost an enterprise of reason and rationality. Morality
must apply to all (rational) beings, and does so because and insofar as
they are rational.

The moral point of view involves impartiality regarding the interests
of all, including oneself. It involves abstracting from one’s own interests
and one’s particular attachments to others. To be moral is to respect
others as having equal value to oneself, and as having an equal right to
pursue their own interests. One acts contrary to morality in preferring
one’s own interests, or the interests of those whom one likes and is
connected to, simply because they are one’s own, or one’s friends’,
interests. Moral principles must be universal, or universalizable. They
must be valid for all and compelling to any rational moral agent.

Morality has primarily to do with obligation, with action we are
morally bound to perform. That which cannot be made an object of
obligation, such as emotions or feelings, can have only peripheral moral
significance, entirely derivative from its connection to obligation.

The moral motive — that is, a motive which is to have moral value ~
must have a certain strength and must be reliable. It must be capable of
standing up to contrary inclinations, and must not be dependent on our
changing moods. Morality must involve self-control. The moral motive
must be capable of leading us consistently to morally right acts. It must
be available whenever it is called upon.

The moral motive must be a non-egoistic one. It cannot depend on
our own particular interests, desires, emotions or attachments. The
morally motivated action must be prompted by the actual moral con-
siderations of the situation, not by particvlar and fortuitous aspects of
the agent.

Taken together, the Kantian view of feelings and emotions and its
view of morality constitute a powerful and influential tradition of
thought, which would deny a substantial role to sympathy, compassion,

and concern in morality and moral motivation, It is important to see
that these lines of thought do not spring solely from explicit philo-
sophical thought. Rather, they have roots also in our own moral culture.
The Kantian view has obvious affinities with a definite Protestant
tradition of morality — the emphasis on subjection to duty, on control
of feelings and inclinations, on strength of will in resisting impulses and
inclinations from one’s selfish lower nature, on conscientious action on
principle, rather than emotional spontaneity. That tradition has deeply
affected the moral thinking and experience of Anglo-Americans. Thus
part of the uscfulness of focusing on the Kantian view is that one is
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Altnustic Emonions and the Aantian View

nd
thereby dealing with many of our own moral views, 1ntuitions,

ways 1n which we expenence and assess ourselves and others morally

1

A brief outhne of the argument of the book 1s as follows In chapler‘s‘
1 consider the Kantian claim that feelings and emotions are caprcious,

changeable, transitory, and weak, and are therefore unreha!

ble as moral
Clearly dist h

altruistic emotions from some other
psychological phenomena shows these views to be unfounded Altruistic

emotions are not ke changeable moods, such as good spints aned
exuberance, which might on occasion lead to acts of beneﬁcen‘c
Acting from altrusic emotion s not charactenstically acting ‘on

impulse’ or ‘tmpulsively’, nor 15 1t acting ‘on inclination’ or doing W“’:
one 1s ‘in the mood® to do Altruistic

must be dist

+

from some other regarding sentiments (such as well wishing), which
mvolve weaker dispositions 1o act beneficently and which aim at less
significant aspects of a person’s good than do altruistic emotions
Negatve states or moods such as depression or sadness can weaken

altruistic emotions, but do not necessanly do so, nor do they typically
extinguish them

Altruistic emotions are distinct from personal feelings such as liking
and affection The former are grounded in the weal and woe of others,
whereas the latter are grounded in personal (but not necessanly morat)
charactenstics and features of the other person Altruistic emotions
towards someone can occur 1n the absence of personal feelings towards
hum, and vice versa That altruistic emotions can sometimes be weak,
transitory and caprictous does not mean that we should shun emotional

motivation 1n favor of duty and rational prnciple Foraltruisticemotions
are themselves capable of the stren;
d

gth and reliability whuch the Kantian
ds of moral M

1, 1 ther actual operation
reason based motivations are subject to many of the same defects and

distorting influences as are altruistic emotions It 1s msleading tO

compare the 1deal potential operation of Kantian motwations with
mediocre specimens of the altruistic emotions

Chapters 11l and IV deal with friendship and morality In chapter
TILT focus on a central clam of the Kantian view of morality — that
impartialty 1s 2 principle and a perspective which defines ‘the moral
point of view * 1 use the case of fnendship to argue that impartiality
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Altruistic Emotions and the Kantian View

constitutes only one among other moral principles, perspectives, and
virtues,

The Kantian view objects to our being beneficent towards friends on
the grounds that in doing so we distribute our beneficence according to
personal interest and attachment rather than need or desert. Against
this objection I argue that impartiality as a2 moral stance and principle is
appropriate only in certain circumstances, which do not generally
include those of friendship.

Thus it is morally appropriate for us to favor our friends with our
beneficence, simply because they are our friends (and outside of any
moral obligation to do so); and this is not to be explained through
appeal to some higher-order principle of impartiality. The good we do
for our friends cannot be expressed within Kantian categories.

In chapter IV I develop the view that it is not only morally appro-
priate but morally good to care for one’s friend and to have the disposi-
tion to act beneficently towards him. Friendships of a high degree of
moral excellence involve a deep caring and strong identification with
the gaod of the friend. But friendships can exist at different levels of
moral value, of caring and commitment. Caring for a close friend is not
a form of extended self-interest but (in healthy relationships) involves
an appreciation of the other in his separateness from oneself. Friend-
ship and other special relationships are morally good insofar as they
involve concemn for the other for his own sake, even if such concern
would not exist towards the other in the absence of the relationship.

In chapters IIT and IV generally 1 argue that friendship has significant
moral di ions; yet its h importance is far from exhausted by
its moral significance.

In chapters V, VI, and VII I elaborate a positive view of the moral
worth of altruistic emotions, counterposing it to the Kantian view and
defending it against Kantian objections.

In Chapter V I argue that action motivated by altruistic emotions is
morally good because it involves ‘direct altruism’ — a direct concern for
and responsiveness to the weal and woe of others. This view contrasts
with the Kantian view, according to which moral action must be
grounded in universal principles morally binding on the agent; the latter
view, I argue, cannot encompass more than a small range of morally

good beneficent action. A weaker version of the Kantian view would
require only that we test our proposed actions for moral permissibility,
as determined by a universalization test. Though this view would
encompass beneficent action excluded by the stronger view, it cannot
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Altruistic Emotions and the Kantan View

provide a full explanation of why such action is morally good, andhs::
would have to allow for non Kantian forms of moral value (such as t
the account of direct altruism)

pm;;:xr::s‘:c emotions not grounded n umwersal moral principles do
not typically lead us to action which conflicts with moral dcmands:‘l'l?f
does such action typically mvolve | (But 1nc S,
In any case, only one sort of moral defect among others, and 1s not
undermining of moral value 1n a person’s behavior ) Nor does altruism

not grounded n umwersal principle typically lead to undeserved
beneficence

Action grounded 1 altruistic emotion 1s no less directly altruistic
than action grounded 1n purely rational altruistic motivation, nor does
the emotional element render such action in any way €go!

stic Action
from altruistic emotion may 1n a sense be said to be done

*for a reason,’
but the notion of ‘reason’ here must be understood much less
listically than 1s

Yy

In chapter VI I discuss the role of perception of others’ weal and
woe as a factor 1n beneficent action The compassionate or sympathetic
moral agent differs from the Kantian moral agent not only 1n the nature
of lus motuves to beneficence but in the greater ikelihood of his percep-
tion of the conditions which make beneficence appropnate

In chapter VI I argue that what makes some actions morally appro-
pnate 1s inseparable from the which prompt them, so that n 3
sense the emotions must be seen as part of the action (morally viewed),
or rather the two together (emotions and action) must be seen as part
of a unity, which I call a ‘response * Responses convey a good to the
persons responded to, and the altruistic emotions are essential 0

conveying that good Altruistic emotions can convey a good even when
they do not lead to acts of beneficence

)The good conveyed by altruistic emotions takes us beyond a con

of altruistic merely as ,and their full moral

value cannot be appreciated without taking this into account, as even
non Kantian defenders of altruistic emotions have usually faled to do

In Chapter VIII I contend with a fundamental Kantian cnticism of

my enterpnse in the book, namely the claim that our emotions and

feelings cannot be relevant to a moral assessment of us For we are

:nurely Ppassive with respect to our feelings and emotions, they are not
n our control, and lie outside the direct scope of our will

Ag::mst this 1 argue that our emotions are integral to our general
, values, and or

towards others (with regard to their
6



Altruistic Emotions and the Kantian View

weal and woc) — what I call our ‘being-towards-others.” Our being-
towards-others must be seen as part of our moral self; and yet it is not
an outcome of the will, of deliberate decision and choice. Our altruistic
emotions contain an clement of both “activity” and *passivity.’ Yet the
familiar philosophic understanding of these terms must be revised if
they are to express the way that our emotions reflect on us morally.

The Kantian view's emphasis on choice, decision, will, and rational
deliberation yield an inadequate view of moral change. Moral change
generally involves engagement with and reorientation of our emotions,
and, more generally, of our being-towards-others.

m

The argument builds on what I take to be a widely shared sense that it
is good to be sympathetic, compassionate, concerned, and caring for
other human beings, and that to say of someone that he has these
qualities is to say something about him from a moral point of view. The
moral position to be argued for is simply this one, and it can thus be
seen as in conformity with the deliverances of the ‘ordinary moral
consciousness.’ It is not that I begin with this judgment, but rather that
my argument is guided by it. My concern is that moral philosophy,
especially contemporary Anglo-American moral philosophy, has found
it difficult to give philosophical form and expression to this aspect of
the ordinary moral consciousness, much less to give it a firm
philosophical grounding.
In speaking of the ‘ordinary moral consciousness’ I mean to call
Kant to mind. (He called it ‘moral knowledge of common human
reason.’) For, in his Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals he
regards himself as beginning with precisely this sort of knowledge, in
order to articulate its presuppositions, thereby giving it a philosophical
foundation of which the ordinary person is unaware. This aim I share
with Kant. But there are three crucial elements of Kant’s endeavor
which differ significantly from my own. First is Kant’s desire to arti-
culate the fundamental principle of morality; he assumes that morality
is a human enterprise with a unitary nature, for which a single ‘founda-
tion’ can be found. Second, related to this, is the assumption that ‘the
moral knowledge of common human reason’ is essentially unified, that
it has no internal tensions or contradictions. Third is Kant's starting
point, namely the experience of obligation, of being unconditionally

7
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thing
bound to do something simply because 1t 18 the morally nght
to do

f a unitary
In contrast to Kant I do not clam that mo;‘a:‘:t:'s;'sm; athy, com-
nature When 1 argue that 1t 1s morally good to o regarding
passion, and concern, 1 will not need t? be co|rnmmle ‘ o
these al as the most fi mora .—d 3 1 ynll mot
terms of which others must either be reducible or discarde: e mpar
deny that 1t 15 also morally good to be rational, just, princip m'l worth
tral, conscientious, nor will I claim that the grounds of the n;o A
of these Kantian virtues 1s of the same nature as the grounds ohere e
worth of the altruistic virtues What I will want to say 1s that "nms o
ireducibly different and vaned types of moral goodnessl ot
defending the moral sigmificance of the altruistic emotions s
also be attacking the moral significance of some of the moral qu: dup
important to the Kantian view Another way to express the relau’on o
between my view and the Kantian view 1s that much of the Mnd o
view of morality (though not of the emotions) 1s true — if confine o
its proper scope or arena within the moral hfe I will not be so ¢
cerned to work out this truth, though I hope not to deny 1t also
In rejecting the view that morality 1s of a unified nature, I am cls ’
departing from Kant 1n not attempting to give anything like a founda
tion to morality For 1 do not think there could be such a foundation
In this 1 depart also from Schopenhauer (in On the Bass of Morahty),
whose views are otherwise closely akin to my own Schopenhauer 1s
nght, T believe, to see compassion as a morally good motive and to
lament 1ts neglect in other systems of morality (primanily Kant's) But
he makes the further unsupportable clam that compassion 15 the only
morally good motwve and, n addition, that 1t 1s the basis of morality as

a whole 1 am not attempting a totalistic view of morality of the sort
that either Kant or Schopenhauer puts forth

1 disagree also with Kant's second assumption, one which seems to
be widely shared, and that 15 the notion that the common
, on its most fund level, 1s 11 k
contradiction On the contrary, 1t seems to me unlikely that all the
deliverances of the ordinary mo
held ones,

moral con
1

1al consciousness, even our most deeply

are entirely compatible with one another and can be brought

together within a common system Thus s connected with the fact that

the concept ‘moral’ itself cannot nightly be given a unitary meaning, but

rather bears the hentage of different moral traditions from which 1t

gathers different sorts of 8s 2 More lly, the ption of
8




Altruistic Emotions and the Kantian View

unity scems to me an article of faith, not borne out by experience. Iris
Murdoch warns against the ‘spurious unity’ which she sees as an occupa-
tional hazard of moral philosophy.> I mean to preserve the sense that
when 1 argue for a morality of sympathy, compassion, and concem, I
am seeing this as only a part of an overall ‘pluralistic’ view of morality.

To give up the notion that there is one unificd perspective which can
be called the moral point of view is to abandon one of the sources of
the view that the distinction between the moral and the non-moral is
radical, categorical, and firm. And I will not want to make any general
claims about the distinction between moral considerations, judgments,
and standpoints and non-moral ones. Nevertheless, I will want to
maintain one distinction, namely the difference between concern for
others and concern for self, and will want to see this distinction as
having moral significance.

The non-unified nature of the ordinary moral consciousness allows
an argument for the moral significance of altruistic emotions without
inflating that significance to cover the whole of morality; nevertheless
the same lack of unity means that to argue for the moral value of the
altruistic emotions is inevitably to do more than merely to support a
deliverance of the ordinary moral consciousness and to give a rationale
for it, while leaving everything else intact. It must also involve counter-
ing some other deliverances of the ordinary moral consciousness
(mostly, ones enshrined within the Kantian view) which are genuinely
in tension or contradiction with the viewpoint which I am defending.
In this way my endeavor is in no way morally neutral.

This leads to the third element of Kant’s endeavor — the starting
point of the experience of obligation. While such a starting point is not
in jtself strictly incompatible with the morality of altruistic emotions
which I am articulating, in fact it orients moral inquiry in an entirely
different direction. I will be concemed to show how the notion of
obligation makes it difficult, if not impossible, to see one’s way clear
to understanding the moral significance of sympathy, compassion,
concern, and friendship.

v

The notions of ‘altruism’ and ‘altruistic® will play a central role in this
work, and bear some delineation at the outset. By ‘altruism’ I will mean
a regard for the good of another person for his own sake, or conduct

9
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ik, to

motwated by such a regard This meaming con;sp(:n:i:‘:h;? Butler
customary philosophical use of the term as well a ot carry-
meant by ‘benevolence * But 1t departs from ordinary use 1n ;ecause v
1ng the connotation of self sacnfice or, at least, self neglect o
this usual connotation, ‘altruism’ 1s 1n many ways an unfortuna Bot 1;
yet 1t seems the most suitable among the options available e
should be remembered that, in my usage, to say thatan act1s a“n:sfor
15 only to say that it involves and 1s motivated by a genuine regar
another’s welfare, 1t 1s not to say that 1n performing 1t the agent neg
lects his own interests and desires (The implications of this point ar¢
specifically addressed 1n chapter 1V ) , I

By calling sympathy, compassion, and concem ‘altrustic’ emc(mnil .
mean to 1mply that they involve a genwne regard for the good of t ¢
person who 1s their object But 1 do not mean, ssimply by my choice o
label to rule out the view that all emotions, hence altruistic emotions,
are 1n some way fundamentally self regarding, that acting from them 1s,
ultimately, acting egoistically

In contending with the Kantian view, one 1s dealing with more than
an explicit set of arguments and positions In addition, and not readily
distinct from these, are certain concer:
thought, intellectual tend taphors, and the like which do not
necessanily congeal 1nto defimte views or positions Ins Murdoch seems

to be making a similar pomnt when she speaks of the unavoidability of
metaphor 1n moral philosophy

ns, general onentations of

The development of consciousness in human beings 15 inseparably
connected with the use of metaphor Metaphors are not merely
peripheral decorations or even useful models, they are the
fundamental forms of our awareness of our condition
Philosophy 1n general, and moral philosophy n particular, has 1n the
Past often concemed itself with what it took to be our most
important images, clanfying existing ones and developing new

ones 1t seems to me Impossible to discuss certain kinds of
concepts without resort to metaphor, since the concepts are

th deeply phorical and cannot be analyzed into non
metaphorical components without a loss of substance 4

Rantian notions and metaphors do not always exclude the moral
slgmficance of sympathy, compassion, concern, and friendship, but
they do at least distract us from 1t Because of this, the considerations
1bnng to bear against the elements of the Kantian view will not always

10
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be detailed arguments or counter-arguments, but rather altemnative
perspectives, constructions, and examples. These will all, T hope, be
considerations capable of moving the intellect and of loosening the
profound grip which the Kantian view has on our moral thought.

This approach will make substantial use of certain examples, which
will be described in more detail than is often done in moral philosophy.
On some occasions these will be merely illustrative, that is, will be
merely heuristic devices to help bring out the force of a point which
could nevertheless be readily understood without the example. But
more often they will have a broader function. They will be meant to
describe moral situations which Kantianism does not characteristically
speak of and which its categories are poorly suited to describe. They

will thus serve as points of reference for the development of alternative
views,



II

ALTRUISTIC EMOTIONS AS
MORAL MOTIVATION

1

wch
This chapter will aim at an account of the altruistic emotions v]vh
bnngs out their immunity to some of the Kantian cnticisms

tic
begin with some preliminary remarks, noting aspects of the altrus
which are

) to keep 1 mind from the outset Som:‘
of these remarks will be elaborated 1n later sections, and addition

es
aspects will be noted as the full account of altruistic emotions emerE
m our discussion

One purpose of this p

y 15 to indicate some of the
complex structure of the altruistic emotions as psychological pheno-

mena, Part of the source of neglect of these emotions 1n philosophy Lies
1n oversimphified views of them
Altruistic emotions are intentional and take as their objects other
persons 1n light of their ‘weal’ and, especially, their ‘woe ** Sympathy,
P , or are d ds others in virtue of theif
suffering, misery, pain, travail And so the al

truistic emotions have 3
cogmtive dimension the subject of the emotion must regard the object

as being 1n a certain state (e g, of suffering) A person’s woe mvolves
elements of differing degrees of importance or serousness, for example,
suffering 1s more serious than mconvenience, one cares more about
avoiding the former than the latter Compassion, concern, and sym*
pathy are distinguished from one another and from other other regarding
sentiments or attitudes partly by the different levels of woe which they
can take as their objects 1 have sympathy for or feel sorry about
someone who is mildly inconvensenced by a detour or who misses

12




Altruistic Emotions as Moral Motivation

jood film; but I cannot (barring unusual circumstances) feel com-
passion or concern for him on those grounds alone. Compassion and
concern take more serious levels of woe as their object.?

The cognitive dimension is not sufficient for an altruistic emotion
to be present, for someone could believe that another is suffering yet
not be roused to compassion or sympathy for him. The subject must
be ‘affected by’ the plight of the other, and so there must also be an
‘affective’ dimension to altruistic emotions. Occurrence of these
emotions on particular occasions involves some feeling-states or sensa-
tions. But each altruistic emotion does not have one single or distinct
feeling-state which constitutes its affective dimension or component,
For example, the affective state of mind which is involved in concern
is not a single feeling, but comprises elements such as being upset at
this or that aspect of the other’s plight, worrying about the effect of
the other’s condition on him, hoping that no greater harm will befall
him, etc.

Emotion-terms can be used either episodically or non-episodically.
Someone can have compassion, concern, or sympathy on specific
Occasions, fairly well delimited in time. But ‘to be concerned about’
and ‘to have sympathy for’ do not refer to distinct emotion-episodes.
Usually when we speak of ‘feeling (a certain emotion) for someone’
Wwe are referring to a specific episode involving some affective state,
whereas we use ‘having’ and ‘being’ constructions non-episodically.
We say, ‘I am concerned about X, but I am not feeling that concern
at the present moment.” But this is not always the case; sometimes
‘feeling compassion for X’ and ‘having compassion for X’ are not
really different; and both can be used either episodically or non-
episodically.

Both episodic and non-episodic uses of altruistic emotion terms
involve cognitive and affective elements, as well as the other features
described below.

Altruistic emotions are more than passive feeling-states which have
a person in a state of woe as their object. They involve an active,
Motivational (or ‘conative’) aspect as well, relating to the promotion
of beneficent acts aimed at helping the other person. In general, if
Person A fails to be motivated to help B (who is suffering), whom he is
in a position to help at no cost and with minimal inconvenience 1o him-
self, then A does not have concem, compassion, or sympathy for B.

It is important to recognize this connection between the altruistic
emotions and beneficent action, since prominent traditions in moral
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‘being
sychology have pictured emotions purely as states of lpa:Sf::l:cl'):vc nd
f\ft)"ected by' something Altruisic emotions are both
and
con;:: em making this point some plulosophers h:lvle O;:er:::::'e;nlms
misconstrued the conative element For example, Philip e peng dis
that concem and sympathy 'fo}: a suffc:nzgo :;:::,: :nvo
something about’ the person’s )
posle.:tu::godnstmgmshg two types of situations in whn:hf co:n:):::?:n
concern, or sympathy can occur In the first, the object o (l)‘u ot
15 someone whom we are not 1n a position to help, such as thos e,
1n distance from us (e g , victims of natural disaster, discase, Otl help'
whom we learn about through the media) By ‘not in a position to ot
I mean ‘notinap to help without extraordinary n“?nf:egory
of prionties, disruption of our lives, or sacnifice * The secon ch g
of situation wncludes those in which we are 1n a position to help, "
minimal inconvenience and with no sacnfice There are many situatio

uld
falling between these two types, mn which helping the other wo
require various degrees of cost, inconvenience, or disruption

While, i the second type of situation, compasston, concn:m.ra‘;:l
sympathy do involve being disposed to help, they do not in the "dc;
te, where one 1s not 1n a position to help, at least, to say that they .
1s quite misleading, for there 1s no help for one to render Perhaps ¥
having sympathy, concern, or compassion one 1s disposed to do some
thing until one becomes convinced that there 15 nothung for one to do
One might then wish that there were something one could do, regret
that there 15 not, etc , but 1t seems odd to say that one 1s ‘disposed 10
help’ when one 1s convinced that one cannot

Mercer’s view extends an important truth about some situations of
sympathy, compassion, and concern, to all situations In domng so it
overstates the ‘practical’ or action onented nature of these phenomena
and obscures the moral importance of the altruistic emotions This
importance,

discussed 1 detail 1n chapter VII, depends on recognizing
that the value of altruistic emotions 1s

not exhausted by their capacity
1o motivate acts of beneficence
Common to the al

emotions in sit n which one 1s1n 2
Position 1o help and those 1n which one 1s not 152 desire for, or regard
for, the good of the other (for his own sake) This desire prompts
(intended) beneficent action when the agent 1s 1n a position to engage
it Falure tosoactisa sign that the desire 1s absent
The motivational aspect of altruistic emotions stems from this desire
14
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or regard for the other’s good; yet the desire or regard can exist when
one has no scope for beneficence. In that case, symptoms of that
desire would be to bemoan or feel sorry or sad about the other’s plight,
and to wish and hope that those (if there are any) who are in a position
to help do so.

1I

The remainder of this chapter will focus specifically on the motivational
aspect of altruistic emotions. We will leave aside until chapter VII those
situations in which the altruistic agent is not in a position to help.

On the Kantian view altruistic emotions are unreliable as moral
Motives, for they are too transitory and changeable. One acts according
10 how one feels — one’s moods, impulses, and inclinations — and not
according to the moral requirements of the situation. Qur feelings for
different people differ, independently of how we ought morally to act
towards them. And so sympathy, compassion, and concern cannot be
counted on to lead to morally right acts.

On the Kantian view, a moral motive cannot be unreliable in these
Ways. It must always be available to us and guide us consistently and
rehably to morally right action. Only a purely rational motive, indepen-
dent of the vagaries of our feelings, can do this. So a moral agent ought
to look to reason or duty, and not to emotions of any sort, to guide
him unfailingly to moral action. Therefore, according to the Kantian, a
moral theory which places sympathy, compassion, and concern in a
central role must be inadequate; only the sense of duty — of acting for
the sake of what is right or obligatory — can meet the requirements for
moral motivation.

In the next five sections I will argue both that the altruistic emotions,
in their role as motives to beneficence, are incorrectly characterized by
the Kantian view, and that they are not unreliable as moral motives. In
Particular [ will discuss the relationship between the altruistic emotions
and other psychological phenomena, such as moods, impulses, inclina-
tions, personal feelings, and other altruistic sentiments. These latter
Phenomena do suffer from the moral defect of being unrcliable as

motives of significant beneficent action, and my argument will be that
it Is a failure to distinguish these phenomena from altruistic emotions
Proper which supports the Kantian view of the latter as morally
unreliable.

15
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1

Let us first consider certain moods which may lead to bencﬂ:s:l::;(:::‘y
As part of a happy, joyful, and exuberant mood, I may bc' Pt
expansive and g , and may therefore be more 1 Te around
normally would to give, ¢ g, money or possessions, to pcop! Jings and
me But such a mood might well pass, causing my gencrous feelings
tions to disappear
mdl:::ods of exubcefnce. or joyfulness, or general warm feelings tov;mt};
other people are certanly capncious transitory, and changeable

ous
beneficence had to depend on them 1t would rest on a very precart
basis

Such moods are sigmficantly different from altruistic emﬂ";’“sd
They may be sources of such impulses as would prompt us to ms
someone money, buy dnnks for others, etc But they mught just ad
readily fail to prompt any beneficent act whatever I may be °"°“;
and exuberant yet (except perhaps for a general cheerfulness) fail to do
anything of benefit to anyone o

Altrusstic feelings and emotions nvolve an internal connection with
the good of the particular other person who 1s their object They 1“V°Iv:
an appreciation of another person’s situation regarding his weal an
woe The acts of beneficence prompted by altruistic cmotion grow out
of this appreciation By contrast, the moods 1n question do not nvolve
such an appreciation of the other's situation Such moods do not take
as thenr objects other persons 1n light of their weal and woe, as ﬂlh’mstlli
emotions do In fact 1t seems misleading to say that they take ‘objects
atall rather they involve a kind of tone or colonng of the way 1n which
we experience the world when we are 1n such moods

Therefore that acts of beneficence can flow from such moods 3s
Tigh spints exub , and exp 15 no ir n
of genuine concem, compassion, or sympathy for the person who 1s the
object of the beneficence Hence the capriciousness of the moods 1s ot
by itself an argument for the capriciousness of altruistic emotions
Next consider the view that sympathy, compassion, and concern aré
like impulses and are hence unreliable as moral motwves since impulses
cannot be counted on to be there When we need them, and are lable t0
Prompt nappropriate acts | wyy discuss this view by considering
whether acting on altrustie emotion 1s acting impulsively, on smpulses
©Or on an ympulse

What 15 3t 1o act impulsively? At the least 1t 1nvolves acting
16
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spontaneously and without deliberation. Even in this sense much
action motivated by sympathy or concern is not impulsive, for these
emotions can impel me to deliberate how best to help someone in
need, and the action eventuating from this process, though deliberate
and not spontaneous, will nevertheless be motivated by altruistic
emotion,

Still, much action from altruistic emotion surely is spontaneous
and undeliberate. Suppose that I am waiting in a check-out line of a
Supermarket with a cart full of groceries. I notice that the man behind
me has only about eight items and, without giving the matter any
further thought, offer to let him in front of me in the line.

Is this act impulsive, or done on impulse? I think not, for these
locutions seem to imply that the agent has an insufficient grasp of his
Situation and of his act. This condition goes beyond merely acting
Spontaneously and without deliberation, for we can have an adequate
81asp of a situation and, on the basis of that understanding, act well
without having to deliberate about it. The mistake here, encouraged by
an over-intellectualized picture of moral action, is to think that acting
imlJl-llsively and acting with deliberation constitute an exhaustive
disjunction. Much sympathetic or concerned action falls into neither
Category,

This is not to deny that sympathetic or compassionate action can
also be genuinely impulsive. I can plunge into a quarrel between two
cquaintances, intending to help out, yet because I really do not under-
stand what is going on I cause more harm than good. But that to act

from altruistic emotion can be impulsive does not mean that it typically
or characteristicaily is.
_ Moreover, acting on a sympathetic impulse does not entail acting
mpulsively, in the sense delineated here. The former expression seems
to carry, along with the notion of spontaneous and undeliberate action,
some implication of a suddenness or an unanticipated quality, but not
the implication of inadequate grasp of one’s situation. Hence the
ormer avoids the particular moral deficiency of the latter, though,
3gain, not all sympathetic action is done on a sympathetic impulse.®

So action mativated by altruistic emotion does not typically suffer
the deficiencics, as moral motivation, that impulsive action does.

Another way in which altruistic emotions are assimilated to moods is
conceiving the acting out of altrulstic feelings as the doing of something
Which one is *in the mood" to do (or, what seems almost cquivalent, of
what one *fecls like doing’). This phenomenon scems also to correspond
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to what we mean by ‘acting according to one’s mclmatlo?s ) mﬂ?;:::;
one sense of that protean term “nclination” This usage of mozh e
distinct from what has been discussed above Still, moods 1n s
are evidently capricious, and 1f acting from altruistic emotion antic
being 1n the mood to do somethuing, it would follow that :1r o
emotions are capricious and hence unrehiable as motives to benefic! o
But this view of altruistic emotions 1s incorrect 1 am by no me: o
mn the mood to do everything which 1 do out of sympathy, compassiom,
or concern Out of concern for a frend I might spend an cveﬂ}l]‘:
helping tum to sort out a difficult situation, when this 1s not at all Wi f
Tam 1n the mood to do I might really be 1n the mood to stay home an!
watch television Quite often the acts naturally prompted by an altruxstx;
feeling wall 1nvolve us downg what we are not 1n the mood to do, a"t
not downg what we are 1n the mood to do (This 1s not to deny thal
sometimes we are 1n the mood to do that which we do out of ahmxsu;
emotion ) That n having an altruistic feeling 1 desire the other’s 00
does not by any means entail that I am necessarily 1n the mood to do,
or that I feel like doing, what wll bning about that good In this partt
cular sense of mood, 1n acting out of altrustic feeling I can act contrary

to my mood So not all altruism comes from altruistic moods Hence
we do not have here an ar,

gument for the capriciousness of altruistic
feelings

This point compnses part of a response to the Kantian view that 10

acting from emotion one acts egoistically, hence without moral value 1t
one’saction For what I have ar,

gued here 1s that 1n acting from altruistic
emotion one 1s not acting egoistically 1n the particular sense of doing
what one feels like dong or 15 1n the mood to do In fact 1n acting from
altruistic emotion one can act contrary to one’s moods One can even
act self sacnficingly 1n acting from altrustic emotion (The 1ssue of
cBetsm willbe discussed further in chapter IV, pp 75.7 and 83 )

v

:’t“l l:s now discuss some other altruistic sentiments which, while not

Pulses, Inclinations o moods, nevertheless suffer a defictency 35
mol.llles So significant beneficent action

sent

> 15, and attitudes all involve a desire for
:l}:;rfm:d 0}{ 3nother person, this 15 what makes them altrwistic But they
¥ in the strength of thys degyge Some altrusstic sentuments nvolve 2
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stronger desire for the other’s good than do others and therefore
involve a stronger disposition to help the other person (when the agent
isin a position to do so).

‘Well-wishing’ is an altruistic sentiment. One wishes the other well, is
pleased at his pleasure and happiness, does not want things to go badly
for the other person. Well-wishing involves a genuine regard for the
other’s good, yet this sentiment does not imply a strong desire for the
other’s good. If the other were suffering, well-wishing would not imply
2 substantial willingness to help out if doing so would take some
trouble or inconvenience.®

In contrast, compassion and concern do prompt acts of beneficence
which take time, trouble, and effort, and involve inconvenience and
perhaps sacrifice on my part. If [ perceive that someone is in trouble
or danger, compassion or concem for this person can lead me to go out
of my way, to sacrifice some of my own desires to help him out.

Of course the altruistic emotions themselves vary on the dimension
of the strength of desire for the other’s good. I can have weaker or
stronger concern for different people, implying a lesser or greater desire
for their good, and willingness to act so as to foster it. Yet there is a

threshold of the strength of this desire below which an emotion cannot
B and still be compassion, concern, sympathy. For example, having
compassion for someone implies a greater strength of regard for their
Wfﬂl than feeling sorry for or being mildly upset about someone’s
Plight; yet the latter sentiments do involve a genuine regard for another’s
weal and are thus altruistic.
The strength of desire present in an altruistic attitude or emotion is
ated to the issue of reliability as motivation to beneficence in this
Way: the weaker the desire, the less the disposition to engage in benefi-
¢ent action — that is, the less likelihood there is of beneficent action
€8, because the less the cost, sacrifice, and inconvenience to oneself
one is willing to countenance in order to help the other). Hence, the
weaker the desire, the less reliable as a moral motive.
Whisc(}’l l‘he altruistic emotions are more reliable than altruistic sentiments
the s"lnvolvc a weaker degree of desire for the good of the other. And
desire ;ngcr the sympathy, compassion, or concern, the stronger the
»ience the greater the reliability.
dislimi;s(‘ difference among altruistic sentiments is connected with a
cemm];:lm lfoted earlier ?ctween different levels of importance or
allmisncy Within a person’s weal or woe (p. 12). Though the same
emotion can take different levels of woe as its focus, in
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general compassion, concemn, and sympathy take more centrtnsl :\s:l::lemc;;
of woe as their focus than do some other altruistic sentimen ; o
well wishing, feeling mildly sorry for, etc Often 1t 15 bcca:ll:a( -
helping to reheve a strong negative condition of the other P ther
more willing to put oneself out to help than one would 1
dly negative condition

werle_k:: ‘c.mlyva m:l o and arg have largely emphasized tfh:);:
features shared by the altruistic emotions, for the argument O he
book concerns what 15 common to the altruistic emotions and to
altruistic virtues associated wath them It 1s worth pointing out, there-
fore, that interesting and morally sigmificant differences exist amt::S
these altrustic phenomena, which can not be explored within the

fines of my For ple, while comp nvolves the
apprehension of someone as 1n pain or sufferng, generosity does not
One helps an 1njured person out of compassion or concern, but not out

of g y It1s perhaps g , but not comp , to 5"”(‘
gft to someone to whom one stands under no obligation Generosity
1 lves gving up

- g which 1s a good to oneself,
while acting from concern, kindness, or sympathy does not An act of
concern, but not of generosity, can conform to (though not be mott
vated by) one's duties or obligations Some altruism anvolves a sub-
ordination of one’s own interests to those of another, some does not

These remarks indicate some of the important distinctions among
+ |

. g 4 y, kindness sympathy, t.ho',xghl
fulness, chanty, love — all of which share the feature of ‘altruism Aﬂ1
important task for moral philosaphy 1s to explore these differences
Yet the d 1

11
t mn moral philosophy and esp y
Kantianism have directed us awa:

y from this general moral territory

\4

Up to this point I have been ¢
feelings and some other feelings, moods, and impulses, i order to get
cleater on aspects of the nature of altruistic emotions relevant to theif
rellability as moral mouves In considenng thus issue of reliability it 15
worth focusing also on the cau:

to d h b

altruistic

sal effect of ur altruistic
emotions. of our moods on o
Twill the relationshin b
tween certa moods of
states of mind — guch g4 sadnc;;,r 1n nega

depression, sorrow, ‘bad mood’ — o7
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our altruistic emotions and feelings.

My general claim is that though negative moods and states of mind
can have an effect on our altruistic feelings, they do not typically
extinguish existing ones nor necessarily prevent potential ones. Let us
consider an example: I have a friend, Jean, whom I know well and to
yvhom I am devoted. Lately she has been behaving in a strange and (so
it seems to me) somewhat self-destructive manner. I am concerned
about her. I try to keep in touch with her, to see how she is doing, and
to help her when I can.

Then suppose that a sour mood overtakes me, or that I become

depressed about something. This negative state would not necessarily
undermine my concern for Jean. It might not at all keep me from being
Wworried about Jean’s state, or being affected by the things which Jean
does which are the grounds of my concern for her. My own mood
might affect my direct inclination to help her out, though it would not
necessarily do so. In fact it might even strengthen it, giving me (as I see
it) an opportunity to ‘get out of myself’ and thus to snap out of my
own bad mood. But even if it did affect my direct inclination to help, it
Wf)uld not necessarily affect the concern itself, with its attendant
willingness to help. That is, I might be absolutely willing — because of
my concern for Jean — to help her, though my own psychological state
Prevents me from being in the mood to do so.

The same argument could be made for sympathy or compassion. A
Sympathy or compassion well grounded in an understanding of some-
one’s situation — whether a friend or not — is not necessarily under-
mined or even substantially affected by negative moods such as sadness,
depression, sourness.

One source of the view that there is a direct general connection
between ‘negative states or moods’ and altruistic feelings might be the
€onception that negative states always involve a self-absorption which
does not leave any room for attention to others. But this is not typically
the case, except perhaps for very extreme depression, grief, or sorrow.
Mid depressions, bad moods, or sadness do not prevent us from being
attentive and responsive to others in sympathetic and concerned ways.

This argument relates to a well-known f ge in Kant's Fe lations
of the Metaphysics of Morals in which he portrays a person whose
sympathy for others is extinguished by a personal sorrow, and who, out

of a sense of duty, helps those for whom he is unable to sympathize.® A
Personal sorrow, unless it were very extreme, would not typically
extinguish my sympathy for persons whom 1 regard as being in bad
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straits and for whom I have felt sympathy Thus 1if I P"f°'1m;i:
beneficent act 1 such a situation I might do so out of sympaﬂ}yd . 25
not to say that the act could not also be performed ?ut of du ’;'u 1
Kant envisages, nor 1s it to deny the possibility that one’s SOITOw ce‘:cs
extinguish one's sympathy It 1s only to deny that this haPPe":h n e
sanly Some of the plausibiity of Kant's view of duty as the ”
worthy moral motive comes from failing to see that our almusnd
feelings and emotions can survive our negative moods and states, 2
can motivate us to act counter to our mood of the moment

Thus the capnciousness of negative moods, the fact that they come
and go regardless of moral considerations, does not carry over ll;
altruistic feelings, for altruistic feelings, though to some extent affecte
by moods are not controlled by them

But the effect of negative moods on altruistic emotions rught bi.
thought to fall less on already existing ones than on the likelthood ©!
our coming to feel sympathy or compassion when we are in such moodf
1 might naturally be more likely to sympathize with someone €lse’s
troubles 1f T am feeling good about myself than 1f I am troubled and
depressed

There 15 something nght 1 this hne of thought, but 1t must b¢
treated with caution as a general statement of the effect of our moods
on our altruistic feelings Farst of all, persons of low self esteem of who
are often or chronically depressed can still be qurte kind or concerned
about others, willing to give of themselves to help others, genunely
emotionally responsive to and canng about others In fact, to place
Iittle value on one’s own interests and goals and yet to care genunely
about the good of others 15 a moral character structure often found 1
women insofar as they are generally considered wnfenor to and I€ss
important than men® Though such a character structure 15 QUItE
unhealthy n many ways, this unhealthmess does not necessarily Pré

vent genuine sympathy, compassion, care, and concern for others *
A person’s receptiveness o beun,

g moved to sympathy, compassio™:
or concem by the plight of others can certamly be affected to some
extent by negative moods * But thus effect does not show that altruistic
they can :‘: thstand :r lly unreliable as moral motives, for

also withstand changes 1n those m,
What causal effe

oods
ct does exist between negative 0ods and altrusstic
feclings does not m any case o ca
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fact, the likehhood of our acting according to our duty is also affected
by our negative moods. Sorrow or grouchiness might cause someone to
fail to act in accordance with what he knew to be his duty. One step
further back, such moods might affect the likelihood of the agent even
lhinking. or thinking seriously, about what his sense of duty tells him
to do in the situation. His sorrow may blind him to the moral dimension
of the situation in the first place.

Vi

}ﬁt Us next consider altruistic emotions and personal feelings. By
Personal feelings® I refer primarily to affection, friendly feelings, liking,
and being drawn or attracted to (personally rather than sexually). These
are feelings directed towards others which can exist either inside or
outside the context of friendship or a similar personal relationship. In
chapters 111 and IV, personal feelings will be discussed within the
context of friendship. In the present chapter I will discuss them outside
of that context.

~ From a Kantian perspective personal feelings, like moods and
Impuises, are capricious. For our likings and affections for others can
be subject to all sorts of vagaries and personal idiosyncrasies. W.D. Ross,
for €xample, refers to ‘instinctive affection’ as a ‘wayward capricious
Motive.’’? Beneficent acts motivated by personal feelings are not
typically grounded in moral considerations, or considerations of rational
Principle,

Personal feelings are subject to an additional moral defect, ‘partiality.”
We often help people we like, rather than people who need or deserve
our help. ‘Suppose that I want to relieve a certain man who is in dis-
tress, simply because I like him personally,’ C.D. Broad says, describing
what he regards as a case of non-morally motivated action.!® Action
Motivated by personal feelings thus violates one important requisite of
the Kantian view of morality and of moral motivation, its impartial
character.

Both altruistic feeling and personal feeling are types of positive
feelings for others which can lead to beneficent acts. The Kantian view
does not draw the distinction between them. I will argue that altruistic
feelings are in important ways a different type of fecling than personal
feelings.

Altruistic feclings are directed towards other people in light of or in
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regard to ther weal and woe, whereas personal fechngs are directed
towards others 1n hight of their personal features These features may be
personal qualities, such as sensc of humor, vitality, integnty. Or they
may be aspects of the person which stand 1n some special relationship
to myself, e g, interests which we share (politics, movics, popular
music), or expeniences we have shared (growing up 1 the same neigh-
borhood, attending the same college) It 1s in virtue of such features
that 1 have affection for someone, or like him, or am drawn to hum,
but not that 1 have sympathy, compassion, or concem for lum
1am not always able to say or even know what about a person 1 the
source of my liking of hum 1 might say ‘It 1s a certan quality he has—
1 can’t put my finger on 1t * Or I may even like him without having the
notion that there 1s some feature which 1s the source of my liking, even
a feature which 1 am not able to name or to explan But even in these
cases 1t would stil be 1n wirtue of certain personal features or qualities
of the person that I liked hum
A person’s personal qualities can play a part in activating my sym-
pathy or concem For example, Frank’s infectious good humor can
make me more hable to feel sympathy or concem for him, when his
situation warrants 1t But the sympathy 1s still directed to Frank not in
wirtue of his personal quality of good humor but 1n virtue of his weal
or woe
In one sense we can say, to emphasize this categoncal difference,
that altrustic emotions and personal feelings have different objects
That 15, an altrwistic emotion 1s directed towards a person in light-
of hus weal-or woe (or, n ight of hus-situation as it-bears-on-his weal-or-
woe), whereas a personal feeling 15 directed towards a person 1n light of
personal features But we must keep 1n mund that 1n both cases 1t 1s the
\{:ho\e person who 1s the object of these feelings, as I am defining them
L s s s et
and ot mosely Totar of his qualities It 1s John whom 11ike,
'y John's wit or vitality One can readily imagme liking a
;“:‘;ﬂ”ﬂ:?:l); 1:1" asome(:}x:e but nevertheless disliking the person overall,
n
am not concerned w):l: lh: sglrltal:fnle;u:?ch Ffind obgectionabie, but
An aspect of the categoncal distinction between altruistic and
personal feelings 1s that they can occur independently of ther
I necd not like, nor have affection foi ; T th whom 1.
pathze or for whom 1 feal r, someone with whom 1 sym
dlke hom o cel concern or compassion I may actually
yet feel sympathy for hum, msofar as he 15 having 3
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rough time, or is suffering. Conversely 1 can be attracted to or feel
affection for someone without being sympathetic towards him in every
situation, e.g., one in which he feels that my sympathy is called for. I
may feel that in this situation he is not worthy of sympathy, that for
example he has behaved badly and is only getting what he deserves.
This does not mean that I do not like him or feel affection for him.
Thus there can be affection (or liking) without sympathy or com-
Passion, and also sympathy or compassion without affection.'®
A second point, regarding the independence of altruistic emotions
from personal feelings, is that many of the natural contexts for much of
Our concern, compassion, and sympathy are ones in which the issues of
liking or disliking the other person do not arise. Envision a person doing
volunteer work for a local tenants’ organization in his community. Let
Us say that he investigates complaints of people about their housing
situations. It would be natural that feelings of sympathy, compassion,
and concem towards the different tenants whose cases he works on
would often be aroused. But the issue of whether he likes or dislikes the
Particular people might seldom come up. It may be that for many or
€ven most of the people he sees he does not feel particular affection. He
is not personally drawn to them. He has no particular desire to get to
know them better, or to spend time with them. He does not find them
Particularly pleasant or appealing as persons.

Nor, we can also imagine, does he dislike the people or find them
Unattractive. Though not drawn to them he is not repelled or put off by
them either. In this way we can say that personal feelings towards the
People in the community are minimal or non-existent in him. What is
salient for him is not the people’s personal features, but their weal or
Woe, particularly in regard to their housing situation (e.g., whether their
stairways are in good repair, whether they are getting sufficient heat,
ete.), which is the focus of his work. It is this feature of the people’s
situation which arouses his altruistic feelings for them. In this way one
€an emotionally respond to the people without personal feelings being
{nvolved. Thus in many contexts people who arouse altruistic emotions
I us will not necessarily arouse personal feelings. (In real life the
feelings would probably not be kept as separate as I have portrayed
here. It would be more natural for the volunteer housing worker to be
Personally drawn to some of the people, while disliking others.)

An objection can be brought to the argument so far. For surely, one
might feel, at least some personal feeling is naturally aroused towards a
Person for whom one is feeling sympathy — some kind of liking, or very
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mild affecion It would hardly be humanly typical to fecl entircly
personally mdifferent to or umterested in the people Altruistic
feehing and personal feeling would not be as scparate as 1 have claimed,
for contexts in which altrusstic feelings are aroused will also arous¢
some form of personal feelings
There 15 a kind of ambiguity i the terms ‘personally indifferent’ and
‘disinterested” as they are used here In one sense, to have sympathy,
compassion, concem, or care for someone 1s already not to be personally
indifferent and disinterested One cares about their welfare, about how
they are doing. Even 1f 1t 1s primanly housing which our man 1s dealing
wath, T have not imagined him as being concerned only about the
*houstng dimension’ of the people’s lives Rather, he 15 concerned about
the people themselves as whole people He 1s nterested 1n their general
weal and woe, even 1f 1t 15 only a specific area of 1t to which hus work
and hus mamn attention 15 dwected In thus sense he 1s certainly not
disinterested 1n or personally indsfferent to the people
But this sense of *personal interest’ — essentrally connected with the
people’s well being — 15 merely correlative to altrusstic emotion, 1t does
not, I would argue 1n the manner above, imply any substantive personal
feelings toward:
gs towards the people enjoying their presence, wanting to get to
llccnaow them better, thunking fondly of them, being drawn to them, etc
X nt and Sidgwick claim that helping people naturally gives rise t0
eelings of liking towards them,!® but thus could be only a very weak or
mid sense of lking or affection The way in which our man likes
:‘;“h“’::)':lz::: ioglghom he feels sympathy (and whom he does not
or especually ikes crﬂ;:‘t}e‘v:;n::; :f ‘l}x‘kmg from one 1n which he rehnli)’
and Mfeels sympathy for g the people whom he works to help
ore directly relevant to our argument, 1t 15 only the stronger sense
‘;:e““kn:ﬂ;l:‘ll lslappropmte to the 1ssue of the capriciousness of personal
s clearly this sense which Broad and Ross have in mund in
this regard (see p 23 above) For likin o '
subsidiary 10 o1 supervenent on the alg( 1n the weaker sense 1s essentially
of lhem, rather than be ruistic emotion It arises because
Hence it cannot be pe mim ndependent source of beneficent acts
be a source of mep:;rllcm{:elmgs mn this sense which are claimed to
beneficence to which st leadsulwvs;smo{hme allmlsf'c emotion and -lhe
'hls‘ ;lrong:r sense of liking and aﬂ'ecno:s restnet "personal feebngs” ©
e u:v:! distinguish 1}:::03;1 fechi\gs from altruistic emotions we can

P or partiality of personal
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feelings, whether valid or not, will not apply ipso facto to altruistic
feelings. Part of the tendency to see altruistic feelings as capricious,
or otherwise morally suspect, stems from a tendency to assimilate
altruistic feelings to personal feelings, or to fail to distinguish clearly
between them.

An aspect of the difference between altruistic feelings and personal
feelings is that altruistic feelings are grounded in moral considerations
in a way in which personal feelings are not. Altruistic feelings have as
their object another person in light of (and for the sake of) his own
good. The good of others is a moral consideration; and so altruistic
feelings are grounded in moral considerations. The moral significance of
altruistic feelings, then, lies not only in their promotion of morally
good acts, in particular the acts of beneficence, but also, and at a
deeper level, in the fact that their objects are the good of other persons.

Thus altruistic emotions and feelings have a kind of moral signifi-
cance which personal feelings lack. In two ways personal feelings are
not grounded in moral considerations: (1) The qualities of the other
person which are the source of one’s liking of him are not necessanly or
typically moral ones. They can be his wit, warmth, vitality, certain
interests of his, etc. (2) The object of personal feelngs is not the good
of the person to whom the feeling is directed.

But the fact that personal feelings do not have this moral grounding
is not a moral defect in personal feelings, nor is it grounds for moral
suspicion. It only seems to be so if one has the view that all feelings, or

actions, ought to have moral grounding. But such a ‘moralized’ view of
the morality of personal feelings and attachments is an inappropriate
one. There is nothing morally unacceptable about liking people for
qualities which have nothing to do with morlity, or with having
feclings towards them which are not directed at their good. This point
is separate from the defense against the view that as a moral motive
personal feelings are capricious and unseliable.

vl

Failure 1o distinguish clearly between personal and altruistic feclings
can be seen in Kant's discussion of love. Kant’s views on love are
undeveloped. 1 will discuss only one strain in his views, though it is 3
major one. Kant distinguishes two kinds of meanings of love: ‘practical’
and *pathological,” or love from duty (or will), and love from inclination.
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Practical love 1s the dong of beneficent acts (from the motive ol;vc::g‘
or on prnciple )'® Love as mncl is a fechng for othcr;mds o
leads to beneficent acts'” Kant scems to cnvisage thcscl:wo s
love as exhaustive of altruistic motvation generally '* Given o
dichotomy, the altruistic feclings wll tend to be regarded as love

inchination Yet Kant tends to regard such love as a direct affection for
another person '’

On the one hand

‘love’ refers to a kind of motivation to beneficent
action, a motivation which 1s a feeling. On the other hand, love aS:
feeling 1s also thought of as an affection for another person Thus W!
are encouraged to see Kant’s view of altruistic feelings in one of two
ways. Either he 1s pictuning all feelings which prompt beneficent acts
and a fortiont altruistic fechings, on the model of affection and llk-mgf
(personal feelings), or he 1s simply leaving altrusstic feelngs out ©
consideration altogether, excluding them from his definitions of either
pathological or practical love On either intespretation, that personal
feelings are serving as a model for love gets in the way of a clear focus
on altruistic feelings as distinct from personal feelings

Even though the two kinds of feelings are distinct, 1t 15 true that
personal feelings do give nse to altruistic emotions We are in generdl
more likely to feel sympathy or concern for (and hence are more
Likely to benefit) persons whom we like than those towards whom we
have neutral or negative personal feelings 1will argue in chapter 111 that
there 15 no moral defictency in this fact by atself, but only if other
moral strictures (duties of tmpartiality, specific obligations to others,
etc ) are violated There 1 will take up the issue of ‘partiahity’

That argument will acknowledge the ewident fact that pcrsunal
preference may lead us to favor with our beneficence a less deserving
to a more deserving person when justice might seem to demand that we
favor the latter But in regard to the support which this admssion lends

to the Kantian view, 1t should be noted that whether we act from 3
sense of duty or nghtness can itself be

affected by personal feelngs
Our personal affection for X can lead us to convince ourselves that X
Is more deserving than Y (when the reverse 1s the case) Or it can lead
us smply to overlook the desert features of the situation altogether, SO
that the question of moral nghtness never gets raised We can convince
ourselves that we are morally permitted to make an exception (in favor
of our fnend) to a gencral rule of justice 1n this particular case Of»
because of our feeling for 2 particular person, we can simply and know
Ingly act counter to what our sense of duty prescribes
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As an actual human motive, the sense of duty is no more immune
to the distorting, rationalizing, self-deceiving, and weakening effects of
personal feelings than it is to negative moods (see above pp. 20-3). It
shares these susceptibilities with sympathy, compassion, and concern,
though on the other side they share the ability to operate independent
of our moods and our personal feelings.

VIII

The previous sections have purported to show that sympathy, compas-
sion, and concern are not subject to the same moral unreliability as
other phenomena, from which they are generally insufficiently dis-
tinguished. They are not impulses nor inclinations to perform helpful
acts for their object. They are different from moods. Altruistic emotions
can remain focused on their objects, motivating us to act beneficently
towards them, despite changes in mood and impulse, and 1n the absence
of inclinations to perform beneficent acts.

Altruistic emotions involve a stronger motivational component (a
stronger desire for the other’s good) than do weaker altruistic senti-
ments; hence they are capable of leading us to act contrary to our
inclinations and interests, for the sake of the other’s welfare.

Altruistic emotions involve a focus on the other’s good in a way that
personal feelings do not. And so they can be present towards someone
regarding whom one has negative personal feelings, or no personal
feelings at all.

Do the arguments of the previous two sections show that the altruistic
emotions are reliable as motives to beneficence? To answer this we
must focus more closely on the notion of reliability here, and on the
concern which the Kantian has to exclude incentives which are unreli-
able. Our concem is that the motive in question, when acted on,
actually lead to morally right action. There is a strain of thought wathin
Kants writings which implies that any incentive other than the moral
law leads only accidentally to morally right acts. Though Kant generally
has self-regarding motives in mind when he says this, he explicitly

Includes altruistic emotions and feelings as well.°

Such a view appears to deny any essential connection between an
altruistic emotion and the rehef of the woe of the person who is its
object. But if we acknowledge that these emotions do have objects, and
that their objects are other people in regard to their weal and woe, then
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1t cannot be sard that the actions motivated by such emotions lead or:}lI);
accidentally to morally good action, i e , action aimed at promotutf .
other's good It 1s true that 1n particular cases acting from sympa );h o
compassion will not lead to the promotion of beneficence But
does not mean that the connection between the sympathy (asa motive)
and the beneficence 1s merely an accidental or contingent one

If 1t 1s acknowledged that beneficent action 1s, ceferis partbus,
morally good, then a motive which naturally leads to 1t (1€, a person

acting from 1t aums at beneficence) 1s not, on the cntenon 1n question,
unreliable as a moral motive

A second aspect of unreliabil

y has been add d 1n these sections,
not whether 1f someone acts on altruistic ion he aums at 50

morally good, but whether 1f the motive 1s present to an agent he can
be counted on to act from 1t Here the Kantian view mplies that
because of the transience, capriciousness, and weakness of emotions 1n
general (and of altruistic emotions 1n particular), the presence of the
motive 15 not reliably followed by the agent acting in accord wath 1t
Against thus I have argued that altruistic emotions are i fact relzable,
Or, In any case, are not sigmificantly less reliable than the sense of duty
For they are not essentially transient, weak and capricious, but rather

are able to withstand changes 1n mood and impulse, and can motwvate
us to act contrary to our inchinations and interests

X

But there are further conditions which the Kantian view places on an
acceptable moral motive, and the relationship between these and
reliability bears examunation These stem from the Kantian view that
the moral motive must be something available to any moral agent at
any time, thss in turn denving from the notion that acting morally of
being a moral person must be equally within the reach of anyone *'
'l:hls avallability can be broken down 1nto two components The first
(summonability’) 15 that We must always be capable of summoning
The second (‘efficaciousness’) 1s that 1f
|{.nd, and we aim to act 1n accord wath 1t,
50 a ways
capable of withstanding any contrarycrnr::in?:ot: ¢ the motwe s v
N Let us consider efficaciousness first The Kantian thought here s that
t sense of duty Is capable of withstanding any contrary mclnation,
30
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for we can do what we know unconditionally that we ought. No matter
how tempted we are to act wrongly we are always in fact capable of
acting morally,” whereas this is not so for any emotionally based
motivation. Sympathy or concern which we feel for someone cannot
(as a motivating force) necessarily withstand a strong desire for some-
thing incompatible with what sympathy or concern would lead us to
do.

This Kantian view seems overstated in both directions. First, it is at
least doubtful that we arc actually capable of withstanding every
inclination, temptation, or desirc by means of our sense of duty (our
firm conviction as to what is the right thing to do).?* Some desire may
simply be too overwhelming for our sense of duty to contain, Secondly,
the altruistic emotions are themsclves capable of withstanding quite
strong counter-inclinations. Concern for someone can Jead me to forgo
activities which I strongly desire to engage in, or to make great sacrifices
of my possessions, money, even my life, for the sake of the object of
my concern.

More important, the significance of efficaciousness as a condition for
adequate moral motives is doubtful. If what we want from a motive is
that it in fact leads us to morally good acts, we should be more interested
in the extent to which the given motive actually does this, in the face
of the counter-inclinations which we as human beings actually face,
than in whether the motive is capable of withstanding any possible
counter-motive.

Let us grant for the sake of argument that there are some strong
anti-moral inclinations which agent A’s sense of duty would be able to
Counteract, but his altruistic emotions would not. This would, it seems,
show that in situations in which such inclinations would arise, duty

would be more reliable than altruistic emotion. But it would hardly
show that the latter were unreliable, if my ar, t up to now is right.
Perhaps it is not thought to be reliability which is the issue here but
tather the view that any incentive which can be called moral must
simply be able to stand up to any counter-motive. But separated from
the other elements of the Kantian view with which it is associated, this
notion seems arbitrary as setting a necessary condition for any moral
motive.

Let us now consider ‘summonability,’ as the second aspect of
availability. On this ground the Kantian excludes emotional motivation

a3 moral. For, it is claimed, we cannot summon up our feelings, we
simply have them; whereas we are always capable of bringing before our
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mind the thought that sometlung 1s night or is our duty (Partof the view
here 15 simply that we can summon up 2 thought but nota feeling) .
The factual claim here 0o 1s overstated For, as we will discuss 1n
later chapter, 1 we can up of sympathy or
other altruistic emotions, and can do so more than the Kantian conccp}
tion of emotions will allow for But this admission still Jeaves part 0
the Kantian clawn, namely that while we are always capable of sum-

moning up our sense of duty we are not always capable of summoning
up our sympathy

This seems to me possibly true A

fanl

q 1s that I do not assert
that what 1 am claming to be moral motives, namely the altrustic

emotions, are always available to a moral agent Someone may stmply
be unable 1o get humself to feel compassion when 1t 15 appropriate for

him to do so (and even when he acknowledges this apprOPm““”s)’
but to feel compassion 1s no less morally good for that

But the fi of bility as a y condition for
moral 15 q ble, for two Furst, the fact that
we can up the d

of duty or obligation does not
mean that 1t will actually be efficacious 1n motivating us to act
person may be aware that something 15 the night thung to do, yet choose
not to do 1t This may be, as mentioned before, because though he
attempts to or intends to do 1t, he has desires against domng 1t which are
too strong and which prevent hum from successfully carrying out hus
attempt But this familiar phenomenon of weakness of will 1s not the
only way i which one can fail to do what one knows to be nght On¢
can simply choose to 1gnore or act against what one knows

So the fact (if 1t 15 a fact) that we are actually able to summon Up
the thought that something 15 our duty does not mean that thus thought
will motwvate us to act Thus the availability of the sense of duty 1
actually two steps removed from the production of morally good acts —
the first being the genumne attempt to so act, and the second bemng the
overcoming of any resistances to that attempt Hence the kind of avail
:Il:::lt‘yegranted here 15 some distance from genuine reliability as a moral

A second reason why summonability secems both less related tO

rehability and less significant as a condition of moral motivation 1s that
moral agents may and often do

simply fa to summon up considera

un:“ of night and wrong, duty and obligation, in the first place That1s,
ol wiy pmoral agent s capable of bringing before his mind the thought
t he ought morally to do does not mean that agents inevitably do
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this. People often simply fail to bethink themselves of what, in the
situation they are facing, is morally forbidden, permissible, or obliga-
tory. They fail to perceive a moral dimension of this sort in the situa-
tion at all. After all, one must already regard a situation as possibly
presenting a question of morality before one even raises the question
of what is morally right (or wrong) for one to do, that is, before one
even consults one’s conscicnce or sense of duty.

That we are able always to summon up our sense of duty is signifi-
cant for the issue of an agent’s actually acting from his sense of duty,
only given that the agent does attempt to summon it up; that is, only
if he raises the question for himself of what he ought morally to do.
But this question may fail to occur to him, just as an agent may fail to
be aroused to sympathy or compassion in situations in which others’
weal and woe is at stake. And it is as characteristic of (certain types of)
selfish people that they seldom think about what they ought morally
to do as it is that their altruistic emotions are so rarely touched by the
woe of others.

One important strand of thought within the Kantian philosophy
pictures the agent as always concerned with, or at least fully aware of,
the moral status of his actions — whether they are morally right, wrong,
or permissible. I am arguing that this is decidedly not true of every
moral agent.

So if we are looking for motives which will lead us reliably to good
or right acts, that a certain motive is always capable of being summoned
up is less significant than the extent to which it actually is summoned
up.

Exploring the notion of reliability, then, we find that according to
two significant aspects thereof — that, ceteris paribus, the motive aim at
morally good acts, and that the motive be capable of withstanding
contrary inclinations — altruistic emotions are reliable moral motives.
Two further conditions — summonability and efficaciousness — are seen
to be very weakly related to reliability, questionable as showing a
significant advantage of the sense of duty over altruistic emotions, and
arbitrary as necessary conditions for moral motives.

There is a systematic ambiguity in the way the Kantian view thinks
about the moral adequacy and inadequacy of motives beyond the more
straightforward issues of reliability discussed in this chapter. Against
emotion-based motivation the Kantian argues that such motives are, so
1o speak, not always there when we need them. We might simply fail to
be roused to sympathy or concemn, even when another is in need of
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tion
beneficent action on our part Yet in favor of ratlonallstlc,bT:hogfasum
based motivation 1t 1s argued only that we are a]w;ys c::pzlone i
monng 1t up as a motivating force Masking the ambigui yt’;on e oreat
that our emotions are not always available to us as motivation,

n and duty are always avalable he
ua;?he ambxgg'ny 1s that the emotions are cniticized for hz:e o oyt
actually operate (though we have seen that the Kan::r: ::uv:mxzed for

h 1 e
et this nght), the ar are
‘l;mw they do operate, but are put forward only for how ?zmgs
capable of operating Obviously these are two quite dxfferenn i
Once one asks how a sense of duty actually operates as a huma

the
the great gulf which the Kantian view portrays between 1t an?:ssed
altruistic virtually disappears (in regard to the 1ssues disc
mn this chapter)

My argument here depends on driving a wedge between the mf::tl::l
tional capability of a certain motwve or consideration, and its a o
functioning within our les In one sense Kant and many of those Jves
have followed hum are concerned to draw this distinction themselv o
Kant says that we cannot be certan 1n any individual case that .
has in fact acted from duty, but we can be certain that we ought wxlsle
act, hence that we are capable of doing s0 2* And more genera“)'a s
point of a Kantian theory of morality 1s not to speak of what consider
tions do move us to action, but of ones which ought to

But, on the other hand, there 15 an important strand within Kantiant
thought which sits uneast

y with the sharp distinction drawn here, and
that 1s the notion that d of moral ngh are 1n an
important sense unavoidable or nescapable Certainly one m°t“'am§
force behind Kantianism as a moral phulosophy 15 the desire to grount
morality in considerations to which no agent can fail to be susceptible
No one can claim to fail to be moved by these considerations simply
because, for example, he Jacks certain deswres or sentiments (or other
variable and contingent features of human nature)

On this line of thought, a sharp line cannot be drawn between what
We as moral agents are 1n fact moved by and what we are capable of
beng moved by, for the considerations 1n question, 1n order to meet
the demands of the

theory, must be ones to which we are unavordably
tusceptible
Thave argued that id of moral nigh
tion,

(and, by implica
ot and cannot meet this condition
be moved by a sense of nightness of
34
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duty, just as we always might fail to be moved by sympathy or com-
passion. And by this I mean more than that a sincere attempt to act in
accordance with such considerations might fail (i.e., weakness of will).
I mean first that a person can simply choose to act against what he
acknowledges to be his duty, and second, and more significant, he can
act within the situation without any thought at all to considerations of
moral rightness, permissibility, or impermissibility.

What I think a Kantian would want to say here is that an agent can
ignore moral considerations only on pain of irrationality, and that it is
this notion of rationality which underlies the inescapability of moral
considerations. The thought is that, at the very least, if such a perspec-
tive were brought to the agent’s attention, he would be unable without
irrationality to reject its applicability, i.e., he could not simply choose
to ignore right and wrong. A stronger view here is that independent of
the issue of right and wrong actually being brought to his attention, the
agent offends against rationality merely by failing to consider it in his
action in the first place.

This takes us to a line of inquiry which will be pursued in chapter V.
But even if the Kantian were correct here about rationality (which I
deny), such a notion of rationality could not do the trick of making
considerations of rightness inescapable or unavoidable, and thus cannot
assure the presence of Kantian motivations in a way in which (as I
grant) the presence of emotional motivations are not assured. For doing
S0 would require it actually to be unintelligible, and not merely
irrational, for someone to act (consciously and intentionally, i.e., not
mere random body movements) while failing to consider the Kantian-
moral dimension of his situation, or to act contrary to such considera-
tions while acknowledging their applicability. Only this would show
Kantian-moral considerations to be actually unavoidable. But, as I have
argued, this is not at all unintelligible. There is simply no way to find
within the notion of an ‘agent’ or of ‘action’ the resources to exclude
such possibilitis. And in fact most of us at some time or other act
knowingly and willingly contrary to, or failing even to consider, the
thought of what is right in the situation facing us. Whether such an
action is morally objectionable is a wholly different question, which
Will be taken up at a later time. I argue here only that it is possible,

Le., not uninteltigible.

In this chapter I have tried to articulate some lines of thought
within Kantianism which, taken together, view the sense of duty, as
an incentive, as always avalable or summonable (and In fact

35



Altnustic Emotions as Moral Motn ation

ble), and as effi 1e, as being at least cnpalzlc of sun:io

ng ul; to any contrary inchinations It was Schopenhauer’s ln::ﬂ::uf
wdentify the presence of this thought 1n Kant, and therc 15 tmp i
overstated nsight 1 his ndicule of Kant for thinking that in the mod "
law (and 1ts formulation 1n the categorical 1mpcr:a‘uvc) he had foun
moral incentive which was always ‘at our service "

1 follow Sch here 1n abandoning any search for the oma

lable moral , while broadening the scarch for those mncen
tives which do in fact lead to morally desirable action through showing,
by an examunation of the structure of such motives, that they possess
features required or at least desirable in moral incentives 1 depart from
S hauer only in hus wholesale rejection of duty as even a possible

moral motwe, and 1n hus view of P as the only
moral incentive

X

The argument of this chapter does not deny the evident fact that
1t

are capricious, and the next few sections
will explore the moral significance of this For the Kantian, that signifi
cance 15 that we should not Iook to our emotions at all as moral motiva

tion but only to purely rational motives, 1 e , sense of duty For only 2
sense of duty can avord the defi t

of ch )
[ will begin by describing two examples in some detarl These examples
will serve only partly as lustrations of concrete claims, more signifi
cantly they will serve as ponts of reference and reonientation, in this
and subseq; hapters, for a d of altruistic feelings and therr
role 1n morality

Example 1 Jones a college nstructor, 1s visited 1n hus office by
Clifford a student who has not been getting lus work 1n on tume
Chsfford explans that he has been having some troubles wath hus family,
which have been makng 1t difficult for hum to find the time and con
centration to get his work done Jones generally regards Chifford as 2
;"u:‘“l’;‘:gl;g:ds::ous student and believes what Chifford s telling
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themselves. Jones lets Clifford go on, feeling some sympathy for Clifford
in regard to the evident difficulties he is facing.

However, after a short time, Jones looks at his watch and remembers
that there is a lecture beginning in a few minutes which he would like
to and had been planning to attend (though it is not really important to
Jones that he do so). Unable to easily cut the conversation off he begins
to feel irritated, and his sympathy disappears. He stops Clifford, dis-
misses him from his office and rushes to the lecture.

Example 2: While at work Bob hears that a friend Sue has had an
accident and is in the hospital. He feels concern about her and intends
to visit her when he finishes work. However, when he actually does
finish work the drive to the hospital seems very long (as he thinks about
it), and some fellow workers ask Bob to come out and have a beer with
them. His feelings of concern weaken and he does not visit his friend
Sue in the hospital, but rather joins his fellow-workers for a beer.

Both of these examples illustrate how altruistic emotions can be
weak, changeable, capricious, unable to withstand conflict with con-
venience, self-interest, inclination. In both situations the response of
the agent leaves something to be desired, from a moral point of view.
Clifford’s situation warrants a more fully sympathetic response than
Jones gives him; forgoing the lecture in order to remain talking with
Clifford would seem the morally appropriate, or at least preferable,

thing to do. In the second situation, Bob shows less than admirable
sensitivity to his hospitalized friend’s situation. Sue would be very
Dleased if he did visit. Perhaps she would be disappointed if he did not
(though he has no actual obligation to visit). Certainly he would be
doing the morally better thing by visiting Sue.

X1

According to the Kantian view such examples are typical of how
fmotions operate. But, as the argument of the previous sections has
indicated, sympathy does not necessarily operate in this manner.
Joness sympathy for Clifford could persist despite his desire to attend
the lecture. Bob’s feelings of concern could withstand his tiredness, his
desire to join his friends, in sufficient strength to motivate him to visit
Sue, Contrary to the Kantian view, it is not only the sense of duty but
the altruistic emotions themsclves which are capable of the steadfast-
ness, strength, and persistence necessary to withstand changes in mood
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on, 10
and circumstance over time, and to overcome con(m;)('clnw::;lnat
order to motivate an agent to act 1n a morally appropr: st
This suggests that, at least n many situations, 1t ‘:s O s of
emotions 1 themselves which are caprictous, but rat c[lilet]c e on
sympathy or concern which are inadequate ?s symp::h o ufford
cerned responses to the situation For if Jones’s sympa dyt o ld not
had been as substantial as Chfford's situation warranted 1 ot the
have been so readily extinguished by Jones’s remembering a o even
lecture, and ssimilarly for Bob’s concern for Sue In fact, 1t c;lu e
be questioned whether 1t could genuinely }gvc been sympa m{me and
first place 1f 1t were so readily extingwished,?” 1n any casc a ge ot
substantial sympathy would have remained, though this w:n e 1o
preclude Jones from regretting missing the lecture or evend vw‘mh
struggle agamnst the desire to leave It 1s a Kantian preju lccdn o
assumes that the only motvating thought capable of wathstandt :ﬂ by
strugghing agawnst a desire to do something incompatible with a 'l"ofact
good (e g, beneficent) act 1s the thought of 1t as our duty In

durect concern or sympathy for another can equatly well do this
Soch \)! and capr

are not somucha chmac!ensn:
WISt
of all altruistic emotions as they are of weak, superficial or other

inadequate instances of them It reflects morally on Jones and on BO:
that their sympathy or concern 1s not as substantial as the situatio !
warrants (or, 1f this 1s too strong, not as substantial as would be destr
able) But the Kantian cannot allow for ths nadequacy to be a failure
of emotional response 1tself, but only a fatlure to act from duty 10 the
situation

Since the Kantian sees emotions as essentially changeable al;‘%
capricious, he will not see that ‘weak,’ ‘inadequate,’ «superficial,

.
s

‘capricious’ function as specific terms of moral criticism of a person
and ! r th 1

o (on particular occasions
or 1n general) A’s response to B's plight m

ay be too weak for the
compassion or sympathy which B warrants C’s concern for D may be
nadequate as a res,

ponse to the danger which D faces E may be somel
one whose sympathy for others generally remains at a superficial level
The form of moral assessment and criticism in all of these cases Pr¢
supposes that there are appropriate emotion based responses, which the
agents in question fal to give
The Kantian view wy

bilities necessary for an
standing of the agent

il therefore not allow for the range of posst
adequate moral assessment, or at least an under‘
1n light of hus emotional response Let us 100k 3
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Some possible plausible accounts of Jones’s response to Clifford.

Jones might simply have failed to listen attentively to Clifford and
fhus not have grasped his situation fully. This in turn might be because,
In general, he does not take students’ personal lives seriously, or does
not pay attention to aspects of their lives not directly related (in his
mind) with academic concerns. This would not necessarily be a fault,
but it would be an explanation of absence of sympathy.

Allematively it may be that Jones has the view that it is improper
for teachers to relate to aspects of students’ situations other than
Purely academic ones. He might not necessarily blame or think it
Wrong of the student to have brought up personal matters, but the fact
that he does not regard it as appropriate for himself to respond to them
will affect his capacity and willingness to be sympathetic, to be fully
Open and receptive to what the student is saying.

A different picture would not have Jones with a clear view of what is
and what is not appropriate, either for a student to bring up or for him
a3 a teacher to respond to. He might be perfectly open to hearing about
and responding to students’ personal problems — i.e., until doing so
Conflicted with something which was interesting to him intellectually
(S_“Ch as attending this talk). Jones would then be a person who regards

IS own intellectual pursuits as more important than his students’

Personal lives. We can imagine Jones as a man to whom it would hardly
occur to choose to remain listening to a student’s personal problems
When there was an event of intellectual interest to him going on at the
$ame time.

Another possibility is that Jones is just generally not a sympathetic
Person, not only to students but to people in general. Thus his sym-
Pathetic responses would generally be fairly weak and superficial and
Would seldom withstand the press of a desire for something which he
Wanted,

In another direction it may be that Jones’s behavior in this situation

0t 2 symptom of these wider attitudes towards others, or towards.a

Particylay group of people (students). He may simply be tired, and .thxs

Mmay be what keeps him from fully taking in what Clifford is saying.

'S would account for the weakness of his sympathy. Perhaps if he
Yere listening fully he would be strongly sympathetic to Clifford. If

ones was not up to his usual standard of sympathy, our moral assess-
ment of him in regard to this situation would take that into account.

atever explanation is given of Jones's sympathy will connect with
8eneral attitude towards others (or particular groups of others). But
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the Kantian view, 1n virtuc of regarding fechngs as by nature cafrl::::;
will not be led to try to understand the situation 1n terms of W s
says about Jones It will not encourage us to look for the connec e
between Jones's sympathy and his belicfs about the situation,
eneral ways of regarding people, hus values

¥ Fuxther): conmf:tmggn: agent's particular emotional response with
his attitudes and values will point the way to possibities of change,
should that be desirable If the lack of sympathy 1s connected with a

n
constricted view of one’s professional role, then a change 1n that €0

ception might open one up 1o a fuller and more extensive sympathy

towards those whom one serves in that role (The issue of emotions and
moral change will be dered 1n detail 1n chapter VIII)

According to the Kantian view only a purely rational motivation, 11
terms of a sense of duty, can correct for the deficiencies of emotion
based motivation I have argued that this 1s not so, but 1t may be worth
spelling out by means of an example how sympathy can have the
required features of strength, tenacity, and ability to withstand contrary
inclination, without actually stself being a duty grounded motive

The example concerns Brown and Casey, whose situation 1s 1dentical
to that of Jones and Chfford up 1o the pownt where Jones (Brown)
realizes that the talk he would like to attend 1s beginning momentarly

Example 3 Brown realizes that the lecture which he would like t0
attend beging iy But through the he has com¢
to feel sympathy and even some degree of concern towards Casey
regarding hus situation with hus famdy This sympathy means that e
does not even feel inclined (or tempted) to have the conversation end 10
order to be able to attend the lecture He feels that Casey’s problems
are genuine and that they are causing him distress He would like to be
able 1o help Casey out The importance to Casey of the plight he 1
describing 1s appreciated by Brown, and he 1s moved by st It 1s this

appreciation in which g sympathy, and concern, 1s grounded The
lecture, when the thought of 1t comes to hum, does not present itself a5
beng of nearly sufficient mmportance in companson with Casey's
situation And 50 1t 15 not even the case that Brown chooses — needs 10
choose — not to attend the lecture

Rather the thought of 1t passes
fmlllll his mind and he focuses fully on Casey o
ter,

Brown may be sorry to have missed the lecture But he will
not resent havin,

N g done 5o unless he somehow feels that he had to do s0
caox:s:;eld he even be sorry that Casey talked with hum at a ume which

im to miss the lecture He more feels pleased that Casey did
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talk with him at all, and he accepts the unfortunate coincidence of
events with only mild regret.

In example 3 Brown's sympathy is not capricious in the way that
Jones’s is. It is not weak or transitory. It possesses strength and stead-
fastness. It is not controlled by events external to its proper object
(Casey). It withstands the desire to go to the lecture. (Rather, because
of the strength of the sympathy, the thought of the talk does not even
become a desire which needs to be withstood.) The sympathy is an
appropriate emotional response to the situation, and it leads to the
morally good act of listening sympathetically to Clifford (and trying
to help him).

It is not necessary that Brown be acting from any sense of duty or
obligation here. He need not regard himself as under any obligation to
Clifford to listen sympathetically to him. He may, but need not, see it
as part of his professional, or even merely human, responsibilities or
obligations to forgo the lecture for Clifford’s sake. He may but need
not regard his action as ‘the right thing to do’ for anyone in his situa-
tion. Rather, his direct sympathy for Clifford may simply be strong
enough to move him to forgo the lecture in order to listen to Clifford
and try to help. (I do not argue here either for or against the view that

it would be better to act from duty than from sympathy in this
situation.)

pats

In Summary: although our sympathetic and concerned responses can be
transitory and capricious, this is not so much a defect in the altruistic
emotions per se as it is a sign of an inadequacy in the particular
responses of the particular person in question. The possibility of
correcting these inadequacies lies so to speak within the altruistic
emotions themselves. One need not turn to a rationalist, duty-based
motivation for such a corrective, nor, as we saw in previous sections,
are such Kantian motives immune from the effects of changes in mood,
Inclination, and cir e

An upshot of the argument is that altruistic feelings and emotions
possess many of thc features demanded by the Kantian view of a
motive ndequate to morality; thus one important element in the Kantian
view's case against the moral value of altruistic fecling is undermined,
and the Kantian view of altruistic emotions is shown to be false.
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Thus does mean that sympathy, compassion, concern, and care are
much more like rational moral principles or the sense of obligation than
one might have thought, and so the between my view and the
Kantian view may seem not so great as 1t did onginally This should not
be seen as detracting from the force of the alternative view which Iam
developing, but rather should undermine some of the sources of adher-
ence to the Kantian view itself Admuttedly, so far the Kantian view of
morality itself has been only mimmally criticized, and 1n fact 1t 1s partly
n its name that the al have been defended Let us
proceed, then, to consider the Kantian view of morality, and thereby

to bnng out its differences from and infenonty to a morahity of
altruistic emotions
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II1

FRIENDSHIP, BENEFICENCE,
AND IMPARTIALITY

I

20 far we have examined the Kantian view of emotions against the
ba'ckg,— ound of the Kantian view of what moral motivation must be. It
Might be thought that the argument, while yielding a greater under-
Star}ding of the altruistic emotions themselves, has dealt with only the
Periphery of the Kantian arguments against the moral significance of
fmotions, The central arguments draw on a conception of moral action
self which excludes emotionally motivated action. In this and subse-
duent chapters, we will look at the Kantian view of morality itself — of
What the moral point of view is and of what it requires of us in the way
of action,

In lght of the Kantian conception of morality we will look at the
P}wr}ome,mn of friendship. Friendship is a phenomenon of great com-
gexny, While desiring to avoid simplistic accounts of it, the're are tw‘o

prects of friendship which will be important for the discussion. One is
ri: l:;tsona] importance which our friends have to us — the fact that
a,e“ S are people we like, enjoy being with, trust and rely on, that they
Part of what in our lives is valued by us. )
shj © other aspect is that friendship (or, anyway, most gen‘uinc fncm.i-
'P) involves 3 substantial concern for the good of the friend for his
e os;.kc' and a disposition to act to foster that good, sim?lxr' bc;x:ause
menon, °r IS one’s friend. In this sense friendship is an altruistic p c:xo;
esseny .|and 3 locus of the altruistic emotions. This altruistic nspec(: 1c
eve 1l to friendship; a relationship based solcly on mutual advantag
"It involved mutual liking) would not in thissensc bea friendship.
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Moreover the kind of personal importance which fiendship has to us
requires the genuine concern for the friend’s good Without 1t there
could not be the trust and reliance, and the substantial mutual per
sonal 1nvolvement between the friends In friendship one desires and
acts for the good of the frend, not simply because he 1s another human
being but precisely because he 1s one’s friend

T will call these two aspects the ‘personal” and the ‘altruistic” aspects
of friendship, though the p 1 implies the existence of the altruistic
What I called earler the *personal feelings’ — iking, affection — are part
of the p i d of fiendship, though they take on a greater
significance and are embodied 1 a ncher web of emotions, attitudes
and sentiments than they usually do outside of fnendship

In the Kantian conception of morality, impartiality and impersonality
are central notions, defintive of the moral pomnt of view Moral rules
and prnciples embody a perspective which excludes no one, and which
takes everyone’s good into account Every human being, stmply in
wirtue of being human, 1s worthy of equal consideration, and hus good
1s equally worthy of being promoted Moral rules and pninciples must
reflect this fact So taking the moral point of view n one’s actions and

Judgments means regarding them from an impartial standpont, not
gving weight to one’s own pref

the ! and simply b

Thz are one’s own, but rather giving equal weight to the interests of all

fav point 1s imp 1 by 1t gives due consideration to all,
orng none simply b of personal pref but only accord

l::fe‘o_r:l)m;clples Wwhich can be vindicated from that impartial perspec
is line of thought draws also on a notion of fairness as central

and defimtive of moralit
y 1t 1s unfair to a burden
simply because it accords w eformens o 1

ith one’s own preferences or interests
ﬁ:::r't‘leds\:::;ag:nto stem from, or to be justifiable by appeal to, this
The Kanuanp . 15, on the Kantian view, contrary to morality
ests smply because imphies that we may not pursue our own inte-
demnation of actse tpey are our own But 1t mmplies no less a con
15 one’s frend, fo‘:‘gn or the sake of one’s friend, sumply because he
someone based on on:_‘:““ny “fililleshlmpamahty to favor or benefit
ships F N eelings, attact ts, and relation
fnfnd ;:' ::ZES:E;)::: " o;:e Is 1 a position to benefit exther one’s
would be wrong to prefe M Who 1s much needier or more deserving, 1t
the interests of al 5,; et the friend. We must take equally into account
fitlng our fnend c OM We are 1n a position to benefit Only if bene
n be justified according to such a perspective of
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impartiality is it morally acceptable.

The point is not that the Kantian view necessarily condemns bene-
fiting one’s friend. What it condemns is benefiting one’s friend simply
because he is one’s friend. Similarly, morality does not condemn alt
acting for the sake of one’s own interest; what it condemns is doing so
simply because it is one’s own interest. For such benefiting gives no
Buarantee of being justifiable from an impartial perspective; yet it is
such a perspective which, on the Kantian view, morality requires.?
B.ut friendship itself does at least appear morally condemned on this
View, for it appears to be an integral part of what friendship is that we
do often act for the sake of our friend’s good simply because he is our
friend, and without thinking that such action is or needs to be vindi-
cated from an impartial point of view.

Let us examine, then, whether morality does make the demand that
We be able to vindicate all our actions by reference to impartiality, i.e.,
?’h"mef ‘the moral point of view” is coextensive with an impartial and
Impersonal standpoint.

First, does friendship offend against any moral requirements not
Ste"“ning from impartiality? We want to clear this issue out of the \.V3)'
1o make certain that we have isolated impartiality from other possible
sources of mora} objection to friendship.

One might have a duty to another person stemming from a (non-
Personal) relationship with him — e.g., a professional relationship — or

fOM some commitment made to him, such as a promise. Friendship

ro' another party might lead one to violate such an obligation, €.g., to

4l to show up for an appointment with a client because one wants to

Tmain with one’s friend who is feeling down in the dumps.

Second I could have ‘natural duty’ to another person, not in virtue

Otany special relationship, but simply in virtue of beinga fellowhumafl.

ldg‘fd"k states such a duty of beneficence in the following way, as ‘2

f;:;’“"e duty to render, when occasion offers, such services as 'requlf:

anc ®7 No sacrifice on our part or at least one very much less in x;r;p]or‘i

" ¢ than the service rendered.’® Our friendship for someonc could lea

us 0 neglect this natural duty of beneficence in favor of helping out

ur friend
i TR i5 00 globaj or fundamental moral criticism of frendship itself
:"?“"d in either duties of commitment in non-personal rclntronsl:;p.
aml: Natural duties of beneficence. For situations in which sucl‘;‘d:mt;
cludare festricted to special circumstances, which do not ordin
© those in which we help out our friends.
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In any case the possiblity of confhict of our attachment to our
friends with our more impersonal duties (and let us suppose that we arc
not speakung here of cases 1n which a duty to the f; riend 1s 1nvolved, for
then we would have a conflict between dutics) does not mean that we
will necessartly violate those duties A person might well do the morally
nght thing by adhenng to his more impersonal duties in the face of the
‘temptations’ of friendship Nor will this typically mean that he 1s any
less of a good friend to his fnends It is possible to have strong friend
ships to which one 1s loyal, friends to whom one 1s devoted, and yet to
be conscientious 1n fulfilling one’s more mmpersonal duties towards
others The possible difficulty of achieving such a state has less to do
with any inherent tension between conscientiousness and devotion to
friends than with the difficulty of achieving these separate virtues

Turning now to the 1ssue of friendship and mpartsality, I wall argue for
essentially the same view as 1 just did regarding natural duty and duties
of special relationship — namely, that impartiality 1s a moral require
ment only 1n certain restricted sorts of situations It 1s not a morally
incumbent perspective to take up m every situation In particular,
fnendship does not typically wnvolve us 1n situations 1n which impar-
tiality between the interests of our friends and those of others 1 2
moral requirement, hence 1n acting beneficently towards our friends we
do not typically violate a duty of impartiality
Certanly attachments to particular persons can lead us to violate
impartiality, and thus to be unfair to others Someone 1n an official
Z::ltlo]n 1o dispense jobs can use his position to get jobs for hus friends
mly':::;’::.au‘;dep:ndent of thewr qualification for the jobs And we
100 much of mi:‘:ﬂ::\l: b:cause he likes a particular patient devotes
wh;m waiting to see hung ime 1o thus patient, neglecting the others
help:::g s:::ss;::::gm do not point to a general conflict between
talty 1f 1 phone m fand helping others It 1s no violation of 1mpar
he has been df Suyh niend to see 1f he 15 feeling better, knowing that
does not \mpose oncm a ;nuatmn of acting from concern for a friend
of all the reay © the obligation to take into account the interests
choose people whom 1 mugny help at that pomnt 1n time, 2nd to
accordng to some ym point i time,
partial cnitenon whom to benefit The
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examples so far given point to one of the primary sorts of situations in
W!'u'ch such impartiality is demanded — namely, an official capacity
within some public institution or practice.

A judge, a captain of a ship, a doctor, a nurse, a teacher, all occupy
roles or positions in which a certain kind of impartiality is demanded
of them regarding the intercsts of certain parties whom they serve or
for whom they have some responsibility. This impartiality extends to
Pfrsons to whom they have special attachments. The benefits or burdens
dispensed by these persons are to accrue to persons not on the basis of
Some personal attachment of the holder of the role to them, but on the
basis of some impersonal criterion, connected with need, qualification
fora Position, established and rational procedure, or the like.

. US, to take the most obvious case, a judge is meant to dispense
Justice impartially. He is meant to make his decision on the merits .of
.the case and not according to his attachment to one of the parties
‘wolved. A teacher is not supposed to grade a student higher because
he Iikes him or has a special attachment to him. A nurse is supposed to
hglp his patients according to their individual needs, not according to
' OWn personal likings and attachments. .
. !tis an important part of our understanding of the duties of impar-
tiality attaching to these roles that persons who assume the roles are
a“'lare of what those duties entail; in particular, aware of how they
gt impinge on the interests of those to whom they are attached.
Thus a doctor of nurse knows that by virtue of his position he is
forbidden from attempting to secure for a friend of relative some dn}gs
‘". other medica] care which are properly meant for others, or which

4lr procedures would allot to others. . .

A person might refuse to (or not be allowed to) put himself in 2

Position in which he would be required to dispense a benefit or a

Urden according to an impartial rule, where a friend would be one of

the candidates for the benefit or burden. This could be either bccnus.e

© did not feel he would be capable of such impartiality, or because, if
© Were, he would find it too difficult or painful to be required to
SPense the benefit to someone other than his friend. .

For this sort of reason it is a gencral policy that judges not sit in

35 in which they have some special connection to onc of the partics

OF In which they have a self-interest in the outcome). The temptations
of conflict between their impersonal duties and their personal attach-
ments would be too great and would place an extraordinary personal
Utden on the role-occupicrs and on the friendships; so for the good of
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everyone such a situation 1s best avoided
Institutional roles and positions are an obvious arena of Iifc 1n which
a certan kind of impartiaty between the interests of all, mclud‘lng
those to whom we are p 1y ted and attached, 1s d
of us Equally obvious 1s the fact that situations covered by such roles
are very untypical of those in which we interact with and benefit our
friends And so the existence of such roles does not betoken a common,
much less a fund 1, moral problem regarding the beneficence
dispensed to our friends
This concluston 1s strengthened by the fact that even within these
institutionalized roles there 1s a mit to the demand of impartiality, and
n most cases a scope outside of that lumt for benefiting those whom
we choose for whatever reason (e g , personal attachment or Iiking) to
benefit Thus if a doctor, having fulfilled his obligations to his patients,
spends extra tume on the case of a friend, this would not be a violation
of impartiality, but on the contrary would be admirable behavior on his
part A teacher 1s permitted to give more attention to some students
than to others (not merely on pedagogical grounds), as long as he gives
full and adequate attention to all The cnterion here, vague though 1t
may be, of when 1t 1s morally permissible to depart from strict umpar-
tiality, has to do with what 1s regarded as the duties of one's role, 11
contrast to what 1s regarded as going beyond those duties (and 15 1n that
sense supererogatory) In the latter situations, what one does for those
one chooses to help 1s regarded as giving something of oneself, rather
than as depriving others of what one owes to them by wirtue of one’s
nstitutional relationstup with them * The lLine between these is
extremely difficult to draw, 15 not 1n general fixed but 1s subject to
change (e g, redefimtion of what the bilities of 3
role), and 1s not applicable 1n all situations But that ;!e)usts 15 signifi
C‘jhnl l1'01' our argument For what 1t shows 1s that even 1n contexts in
oll::rls Ill:p:rllahty between the iInterests of one's friends and those of
remams ane:::nded. this demand 1s himuted 1n 1ts scope, and there
concern fo 2 tn which we are able to express our natural care and
r our friends, our desire to do what 1s good for them, outside
of (llzes'l::’““"m‘ of impersonal considerations
friends ::tlldp:;o::!teihﬂ;;t stl:ns ot ap apples not orly 10 th]t
have no substanial or dcv:lo‘P:l bul also 1o people whom e 1@ "
beneficence from personal fe ‘1’° relationshup with, 1 ¢, 1t applies (:
10 benefit them, and 1 elings Here too we are morally permitte
» and this benefiting 15 not 1n general required to b¢
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.illSﬁi.'led through an impartial perspective or procedure. Morality does
not in most situations demand of us that we justify such beneficence

:i;h regard to the interests of others whom we could have served but
id not,

I

[‘ha.xve f:lairned that institutional-role contexts are ones in which impar-
tielity is demanded of us. What I have not yet done is to show that the
demand of impartiality is limited to such institutional-role contexts.
NOI,‘related to this, have I given a general characterization of the
Co{ldxtions in which such a demand is an appropriate one, from a moral
point of view,

T° help gain some clarity regarding the non-institutional contexts in
}Vluch impartiality is incumbent upon us, it is necessary to makc an
Important distinction. The fact that impartiality does not demand that
.we constantly appraise our potential beneficence to our friends by an
Impartial standard does not mean that we are justified in totally dis-
Tgarding the interests of others when the good of our friends is at
Stake, even outside contexts in which strict impartiality is demanded.
To.takc an extreme example, suppose that I am in a train crash in
Which many people are injured, including my best friend (but not
myself). ¥ am certainly generally justified in giving my first attention to
My friend. But it seems also required for me to give some attention to
others. Some weighting is evidently called for here. The point is that
strict impartiality is not required or appropriate, but neither is ignoring
}ht interests of others simply because the weal and woe of one’s friend
1s at stake,

Suppose 1 pass two persons on the street digging thelr cars out of the
Snow, and one of them is my friend. Surely I am justified in choosing to
"ﬂP my friend in prefercnce to helping the stranger, though it would
also perhaps be the decent thing to do to attempt to help both of them.
But if, say, the friend could very casily dig the car out by himself, and
in fact had almost finished doing so (though there was still room for
astistance from someone elsc), and the other person obviously could
not do so without some assistance, then another factor will have been
Introduced which must be weighed apainst the desire to hielp the friend.
Here it iight be more appropriate that one help the other person. (One
Would fmagine that the friend would apree that this was appropriate.)
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We then have three different sorts of situations In the first we arc
required to treat the interests of the relevant parties from a strictly
impartial perspective, even if one of the partics 1s our friend Personal
attachments must be entirely overlooked (though only up to 3 certain
pomnt) In the second, we are required to give some attention to the
interests of others, but are not required to regard those interests strctly
impartially or as having equal weight to the interests of fi niends who are
mnvolved In the third type of situation consideration to the interests of
others 1s not at all appropnate or relevant In such situations 1t 1s
morally permussible to act solely for the benefit of one’s friend

The existence of the second category helps to define the limits of
mpartiality, while giving credence to our sense that 1n some situations
the presence of friends does not or should not preclude attention to the
interests of others For we see that in some situations there 1s some
moral constramt on us to attend to the weal and woe of others, even
though the weal and woe of friends 15 also at stake, and yet the ground
ing of such moral constraint need not be located 1n a demand for impar-
tiahity In the tran crash example just described, 1 have claimed that
one ought to gve some help to mjured persons who are not one's

;’::“ds» though one’s first concern 1s properly with one’s own friend
m:“e :Ie“gth}: see thus help as a strict duty (of beneficence) on the ground
or 'ﬁ : “:::: :0 ohl.hers can be avorded with little sacnfice to myself
this as arl: o] ‘:1 \‘I'Vtyom I am attached) But even 1f one does not s¢€

,1t 15 possible to recognize some element of moral

tn the deration that m: d
y ability to help the imjure
persons ought to weigh with me 1n my actions i g ’

tex’t'shl::; st:l:t 1 ought to help the mjured persons seems 1 many con
t ofﬂal“n:t from a eeneml demand of impartiality between the
d I d.

myself or my friends) but from

s 1]
uc:ln:;:em &Eke 2 duty of beneficence That this 1s so can be seen if We
e lsuuatwn without the friend’s being mjured There would
al constraint for us to help the other persons, yet this mor:

constraint cannot stem fro,
m a dem:
everyone, including those to v and that we treat the interests f

hom we have a al attachment,
impartial special a
ﬁsﬁrauolxlxyofw}lmxas‘sﬁ\ ¢ presence of the friend does 1o the moral con
demand of attentio, uat 10n 15 not so much to undercut this moral quast
Play another conside " the weal and woe of others, but to bring 1nt0
true that we ought :: “:ﬂ against which 1t 15 to be balanced It1s stil
but 1t is entirel attend to the interests of the injured strangers,
¥ Proper for us to attend first to our friend It would be
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inappropriate for us to give our entire attention to our friend, when
further attention to him would produce minimal good to him com-
pared to the much greater good which could be produced by attention
(o others. But, on the other side, it is also inappropriate for us at the
putset {0 apportion our help impartially — solely according to need —
ignoring the fact that one of the persons is our friend. )

: It could be responded here that this argument applies only to situa-
tions where the interests of others are substantially threatened — such
311 a train crash — so that attention to their interests is urgent enough
o o morally incumbent upon us. The same argument would not seem
10 hold for the case of digging the car out of the snow (above, p. 49),
where there would seem no demand that we attend to the interests of
ltlh ? Person who is not our friend merely because he could use some

€] p.

Yet it scems that whatever consideration is appropriate regardmg the
aealand woe of the stranger is unaffected by the presence of the friend,
450 not connected to impartiality. Though there is no duty to help
e Stranger, perhaps there is some moral deficiency or inadequacy in

afllng to do so, if one has nothing very important to do and could help

oy readily. Yer whatever force of ‘oughtness’ one attributes to the

exie Cration of the man’s weal and woe (regarding digging his car o.ut)

?:MS independently of whether the friend is present in the situation
not,

The p resence of the friend merely interjects another factor w}-nch
hanges the overall moral configuration of the situation. We might
Py not help the other, choosing instead to help the friend (assun;l-

i, 2ot do both). But we do not thereby repudiate the mor:
“nsideration of helping the other. ine Tik

u U5 even in cases (involving friends) in which there is nothing li ncoz:
stcty of berleﬁ¢eﬂce, a consideration to the interests of others-::astion
e M from 4 Tequirement of impartiality; for, first, that ctfnsx e

s even When the friendship issue does not, and, second, impartiality

oveen the interests of the friend and of the othes(s) is not actually
"Quired,

v

I . —_
“’:}:e MEUmENt of the previous section is right, then in non~insx;n:tt|::u
TS atleast some of the morally appropriate regard to the in
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of others can be accounted for without appeal to the prnciple of
impartiality This 15 a step towards defining the scope of the pninciple
of impartiality 1n non institutional contexts

I suggest that we can learn somethung of that scope by asking in
what the nature of impartiality, justice, and fairness consist, as virtues
or traits of character exhibited 1n one'’s non institutional (as well as

institutional) life Here the definition given by Sidgwick seems to me
close to the mark

What then do we mean by a just man 1n matters where law-
observance does not enter? It 1s natural to reply that we mean an
wmpartial man, one who seeks with equal care to satisfy all claims

which he recognizes as valid and does not let umself be unduly
influenced by personal preferences *

This definition brngs out that impartiahty or justice has to do with

overlooking personal preferences 1n circumstances which have to do
with according burdens and benefits to persons

For example, suppose I am helping to settle a dispute between two
persons, one of whom 1s a friend Both persons are looking to me for
mediation in the quarrel This 1s a circumstance where justice Of 1mpar-
tiality 1s required, or appropriate We are not to favor the friend simply
because he 1s our friend Rather we are to overlook our personal attach
ment and consider only the factors relevant to the dispute Hearng the
claims made on both sides, 1t might turn out that [ feel that the non

fnend’s claim has more ment, and that he 1s more deserving of the
benefit regarding which there 152 dispute

Sidgwick’s definition suggests why impartiality 1s not always required
of us, nor required 1n every suuation m which our actions are of 2
potential benefit to For the appl of impartiality
depends on the pre existence of claims on t}r\:: part of persons nvolved
(though the claim need not actually be made, o even recogmized 3s
exssting, by the person who has 1t) It 15 only when someone has 2
certan claim on a benefit that 1t 15 2 matter of impartiality to give due
regar:!! to lus interest 1n that benefjt If he has no claim to 1t then such
;;Ez"r 1 ;‘° longer a matter relevant to impartiaity (These claums can
ccrEa::"l‘: e:i lEr!\ 3 person’s meeting the critena relevant for relegating
Gy mlu \:lnthm 2 certan procedure ~ e g, the critena for pro
certain job s c: r: St argument 1n a dispute, or the criteria for meeting 2
10 overlogk Pecitication ) A just Pperson 1s one who can be counted on
00K personal interest and preference, where others mght tailor
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al
beneficence the hononng of which rcqlfnrcs uslu:; t:;crlook our person:
us there 1s no general demand of impartiah A
mslr;nf‘nc! Sidgwick’s defimtion could be taken to apply to ms(rl'l:::cnm
as well as non mstitutional contexts Institutional contexts ca1 ey of
as an application of the general definition to a certain ca ::'dcﬁne
situation For we can look at institutional contexts as helping s, on
the claims which some persons have, with regard to their mlctc‘s c;ttd
other persons For example, the claim which a patient has to be drmg o
1n a certain way by 2 doctor, or the student to be graded accor o
certain procedures by his teacher, or an applicant to be given a C;: e
kind of consideration by the personnel officer Part of what cha 5
tenzes such wnstitutional contexts 1s that they define more precisc '{
than 1s often done 1n ordinary life what the relevant considerations ;ts
for allocating benefits to persons This 1s why institutional conte:
seem so appropnate for impartiality
Fmall)?,Plt pshould be r!:mernbcred that even 1n contexts in whx;l:
umpartiality 15 demanded, there 1s almost always some room for
person of whom impartiality is demanded to benefit the fend in 2 wa);
appropriate to fnendshup (See above, p 48 ) For example, 1n the cast
of the quarrel mentioned above (p 52), suppose | feel that the non
friend’s claim to benefit 15 greater than that of my fiend Impartiality
quires me to overlook my attack to the frend 1 deciding that
the benefit properly goes to the non fnend But impartiahity does not
prevent me from showing special attention to my friend 1f he 1s dis
appounted, trying to do something to cheer hum up, comforting hum.
etc , while not doing the same for the other person
Thus unpartiality 15 lmited not only to certamn sorts of situations 1f
addition, even within the situations 1 which 1t apphes, 1t apphes, s0 10

speak only up to a point, and generally there will be room left over for
extra beneficence to be shown to the friend

To summanze the argument so far according to one important

stram of thought within the Kantian view, a principle defimtive 0
morality 1s impartialit

y To take up a perspective of impartiality regard
Ing any of one's actions which impinge on the nterests of others is 10
ke up, and act from, the moral pomnt of view To fail to do this1s t0
fal to act morally A corollary is that 1t 35 contrary to morality —
because contrary to tmpartiaty — to favor the interests of oneself of
one’s friends simply as such, 1 ¢ , simply because they are onc’s own 0F
one's friends

Against this 1 haye argued that 1t 15 not 1n general contrary to the
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demands of morality to prefer our friends® interests as such, Le., to act
for the sake of R's good simply because R fs my friend, even if there
are other persons whom it is in my power to help and who are in
greater need than R. In fact it is cntirely morally appropriate to do so.
Such action does not typically violate the demands of impartiality; for
'l!m perspective is appropriate only in certain contexts, which do not
fncludf most fricndship situations. There is no general demand of
impartiality. Rather the demand of impartiality rests on prior claims to
some benefit, the acknowledging of which requircs the overlooking of
Personal preferences and attachments.

Thus acting morally is not always or fundamentally a matter of
¢quality or impartiality towards all. For this is not what it is to act
morally within friendship.”

Thus in one sense it is actually misleading to say that we are neces-
sarily or typically partial to our friends, if this is meant to imply a
deviation from a morally requisite norm of impartiality. For such a
norm is not typically in force in regard to our benefiting our friends.

N another sense, however, we are partial to our friends, in that we
benefit our friends without testing that benefiting against a norm of
impartiality with respect to others; and we are not morally remiss for
doing so,

If this argument is right then impartiality does not define ‘the moral
Point of view.’ Rather, it defines a moral viewpoint appropriate in
certain circumstances but not in others. When acting from friendship it
is neither required nor appropriate (normally) to look to impartial or
impersonal considerations to guide our actions. Impartiality, fairness,
and justice are personal virtues, but they are merely some virtues among
others. They are not definitive of moral virtue altogether.

v

One source of the view thata general stance of impartiality between the
interests of friends and thofe of others is morally required comes from
a picture of non-friends as in compet.ition with friends for our benefi-
cence, so that we are t_ypically f:hoos~mg between them. It is important
to see that this picture is very misleading.

This is partly s0 because, as Telfer points out, some of what we do
for our friends, such as .‘the proffering of advice or criticism,” is not
thereby rendered unavailable to others.® More fundamentally, it is
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because 1t 1s not the case that the kind of benefiting which we do for
our fnends 1s generally such as it makes sensc to speak of doing for
strangers What we do for our friends 1s very particular to our relation
ship to them, both in the sense of being particular to friendship as 3
type of relationship, and in being particular to a particular relationship
with a particular person  What 1s involved in comforting one’s friend,
for example, 1s particular to the friendstup and grows with the frend
ship It s only 1n the context of friendship that the fnend 1s sufficiently
open to allow someone to comfort tum, and the particular ways n
which the friend comforts are particular to those two people and to the
relationship 1 cannot just pop over to someone’s house who 1510 need
of comfort and comfort hum, 1n the way I can to my friend Thus 1s not
to say that one can never comfort somconc who 1s not a friend, but the
contexts for 1t are much more restricted than 1n fnendstup
Thus 1n comforting my friend 1 am not domng somethung which 'l
could typically be domg for another This 1s even true for Telfer’s
example of decorating a house (above, p 53) 1 cannot sumply gO OVEr
to an old age penstoner’s flat and help him to decorate 1t I must have
a certan kind of relationship with hum, perhaps only an nstitutional
one mediated through a certain kind of program And so decorating
my friend’s house and decorating the pensioner’s house are not equt
valent actities from my p we, and 1t 1s Taad to see 3

choice between them as one between the same kind of thing done for a
friend and for a non friend

It 1s not only a matter of the trust, intimacy, and personal under
tand Ived 1n friendshup which makes various kinds of ‘doing for
and appropriate within the friendship, while bemng
impossible or much less natural outside of st It 1s also that 1t 1s mtegral
to the significance to the friend of what 1 do for hum that my act ts an
expression of our particular friendship of the particular concern and

care which 1 have for my friend, rather than, say, an expression of a
general human responsiveness

others’ possible

The lack of comparability between what I do for a fnend and for 3
non friend holds for many actmities 1n which we please our friend 0f
make him happy If we go out together to dnnk or to a film, what
pleases my friend 15 essentially bound up with the fact that the actvity
1 lsorncthmg shated with his friend What gves the actiity the partt
;:nr kind of meaning and particular kind of pleasure that 1t has 1s 11
. partant ways bound up with how we relate to and participate 10 it

ogether as friends This 1s true even 1f we merely sit 1n the bar together
56



Friendship, Bencficence, and Impartiality

and hardly speak a word to cach other. The experience is still different
from sitting alone, or with someone one hardly knows.?

Thus not only activities which relieve a negative condition of the
other person, but also ones which bring about a positive one, are parti-
cular to the friendship; and therefore when we do something for our
friends it is wrong to picture us as choosing not to do the same or
something comparable for someone else.

This point is obscured by looking at friendship as involved ‘benefi-
cence’ (or ‘rendering services) as philosophers we have discussed (e.g.,
Sidgwick, Telfer, Kant) have tended to do, using the terms to cover all
the different kinds of good which we bring about for others. The
concept of beneficence is more appropriate in reference to kindness and
Benerosity towards non-friends, to interaction in more impersonal
situations than friendship. I want to gesture at some ways in which the
notions of beneficence and of rendering services are ill-suited to express
the good which friends do for each other.

First, beneficence is too individualistic a concept. It does not suggest

Something shared between two people. But, as we have seen, the good
to our friend of what we do for him is bound up with its involving
Something shared, or its being an expression of a relationship between
people.
. Second, beneficence is too impersonal for friendship. It carries the
implication that the giver and the recipient have a certain distance
Tom, and stand external to, one another. But friends are bound up
With each other, A related implication of beneficence is that of a good
which could be a good for anybody and which could, as it were, be
given by anybody. (That is why charity, and money generally, are often
used as examples of beneficence). But we have seen that what makes
What someone does for his fiend a good for the friend is often (though
certainly not always) very particular to the relationship, to the two
Particular people. It is a very personal good.

Thus the concept of beneficence itself obscures the particular nature
of the ways that we do good for our friends, and encourages the false
Picture that what we do for our friends we could as well be doing for
others, and thus that we choose against others when we choose to do
800d for our friends.
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It might be thought that [ have left out an important aspect of friend
ship which would lend support to the Kantian view, and that 15 that
frendship mnvolves duties to the frend, duties which have 2 greater
degree of stungency than duties to strangers For cases m which the
good of friends 15 given precedence over the good of others could be
explaned and justified by the stronger duties to one’s frends, and s0
the acts of benefiting one’s friend would not lie outside the Kantian
moral perspective, as | have claimed that they do
T will grant that there can be duties to fnends, but I do not think
this will help the Kantian view For there are surely many situations 10
which we aid, comfort, support, or benefit our friends which, while
integral to the fnendshup, are not actually morally required by it, they
are not covered by the actual duties of fnendship It would be 2 poor
friendship 1n which the only actions of benefit to the friend 1:oerl'on'nefl
by us friend were those which he was required to perform But 1f there
are many actions not covered by the duties of friendshup, these, 10
accordance with our argument so far, cannot be accommodated within
the Kantian framework
A second potnt 1s that 1t 1s not even clear that the duties which do
exist withun fnendshup can be accommodated by a Kantian framework,
n particular whether they can be vindicated from a perspective of
impartiaity For, it can be argued, duties withun particular friendships
have a dimension which 15 particular to the friendship — n beng
dependent on mutual understandings particular to the friendship — and
cannot be accounted for from an impersonal perspective '°
. One more Line of thought might be open to the Kantian here, which
oes not abandon the perspective of impartiality as defimtive of the
‘t;o'tu pomnt of view but rather attempts to encompass frendship within
“:h‘l’:'“’““"e Granting that many of our particular acts of friendsiip
a stance of umpartiality, i that often when we act for the

benefit of our friends w
e could, ble
and effort involved, find d, even taking into account the trou

others more worth: 4 ting of our
beneficence, and rthy and warranting
» granting that neverth o con
demn such acts of friendst eless 1t seems improper t

up, stll 1t might be argued that 1f we looked
not to individual acts of friendship but to friendship as a whole, friend

shj

“C&C‘;‘:}:hb: s£en 1o be monally acceptable from an impartial point of

conduene tOr:ht\rgl;l:menl could be that it is in general a good thing O
¢ interests of everyone, that there bea practice according
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to which people act beneficently towards their friends without in every
case considering whether there is not someone else who could be better
s?wed by their beneficence. Thisargument could draw on the considera-
tions that we are in a better position to know what our friends need
and to help them than we are to do the same for others. Such a view
would admit that this practice would in particular cases lead to benefit-
Ing someone who is less warranting of it than someone else. But in the
long run, it would claim, the interests of humanity are best served by
our having such a practice; and so friendship will have been justified
from an impartial perspective.

In order for such an argument actually to show that friendship as we
understand it can be encompassed within an impartial perspective, it is
necessary that the argument take a ‘rule-utilitarian’ form.!* That is, it
must show that friendship as a practice promotes the general welfare
better than any comparable practice. It would not be enough to show
that under our present practice of friendship some long-term benefit is
gained by violation of impartiality in particular situations. The argu-
ment must yield that practice which actually maximizes that benefit.
For if it fails to maximize then some other practice would better
Promote the general welfare, which the impartial perspective compels
us to take as our standard for assessing a general practice. To put this
another way, if the practice of friendship fails to maximize welfare, this
means that some aspect of the moral foundation of friendship cannot
be encompassed within the impartialist framework.

But friendship cannot be given the required rule-utilitarian justifica-
tion. For one could imagine another practice which was the same as
friendship except that one helped the other in preference to one’s
friend in situations in which one did in fact know what another needed,
in which one was equally able to meet that need, and in which that
need was manifestly greater than one’s friend’s need. Such a practice is
only one among many altematives to friendship which if generally
practiced would bring about more total benefit than friendship.

To this it could be replicd, to draw on on the argument of a previous
section, that there arc certain goods intemal to friendship itself, and
our interest in them must be taken into account and allowed in some
cases to outweigh more impersonally defined interests. But this is not a
vindication of friendship from an impartial point of view. For to accept
the goods internal to friendship is to accept fricndship itself, including
the feature of bencfiting the friend for his own sake and independent of
any impartiahst justification.’? So the nondmpartialist nature of
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friendship 15 really acknowledged 1n the premuse of the argument nselt'f
It 15 no doubt true that we do in fact prefer the present practice 0
fnendship to any practice which detracts 1 any substantial way from
our benefiting our friends 1n favor of benefiting others who, according
to impersonal critena, are more deserving or more worthy But this 15
smply to say that we prefer a world in which the 1mpartial perspectivé
1s not always required of us to one i which 1t 15 This truth does not
help the Kantian

The attempt at an impartiabist vindication of fiendship 1s caughtina
dilemma If 1t appeals to interests only contingently connected with
friendship, 1t will turn out that friendship as we understand 1t wll not
be the practice which maximally promotes those interests But to the
extent that 1t acknowledges the value of goods internal to friendship,
1t implicitly abandons an impartialist perspective

A deeper 1ssue which the failure of an impartialist vindication of
friendship points to 15 the conception of fnendshup as a practice, on the
model of a game or institution mnvolving rules, defined roles, positions,
and responubilities, etc This model which when applicable may well
tend atself to rule utiitanan justifications (baseball 1s a better game of
the whole 1f only three strikes are allowed rather than four), applies
sery poorly to large areas of our personal moral hives and experience
The lurmination which this game or institution model provided within
moral philosophy — seeming to preserve the msights of both act
utlitananism and mtutionsm while avording their defects'> — has
duiminished as the model has gotten stretched and distorted 1n bemng
applied across the board '

Even 1f an impartialist argument were able to justify benefiting
friends rather than others 1n situations 1n which we regard it as appro-
prate, 1t would not give us what we want For what friendship requires
is acting for the sake of the friend as such rather than because, as 1t
(:‘:':}“‘:f“";gb;zn';‘r:\:l eo\:l such a practice serves the general nterest, OF

It 15 mot mesey mac: an impartiahist yustification % I
addition actually takea i: impartialist justification does not wor!\c.h n
one’s own friendships “glou‘l,dsu(:h afperspecuve of impartiabty Feb n‘i
friends It would behe the e signify a distorted relationship with 0;;
had for one. For that e 'mouonal tmportance which the friend l‘f
ing the fnend simply be‘r:a:xs:n;e mnvolves (among other things) benel!
sahe Yet thus is precisely \vh:ueclls one s fiend and purely for e o\;n
According to it one benefi e pf rspective of umpartlaity forbics

its one’s frend only because, from an
GO
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impersonal point of view, one’s friend most warrants benefiting, among
all those whom one could benefit. Such an attitude evidences an
¢motional detachment not compatible with true friendship.

Vil

A challenge could be made to the view I have put forth of the relations
between friendship and impartiality which would make that view com-
patible with a Kantian perspective.!®
Lhave admitted that in some situations it is morally incumbent on a
person to take into account the interests of others as well as those of
one’s friends and loved ones, and that, in a subset of those situations,
one is required to treat these interests on a plane of strict equality or
“‘.‘Partiality‘ But if this is so then a person who fosters the good of a
friend and regards himself as morally permitted to do so might be
ﬂ_lought of as operating from a moral principle which tells him that the
Biven situation is one in which he is permitted not to give equal weight
to the interests of others (who are in the range of his potential benefi-
cence). And so he would be applying a moral principle to or taking up
a Kantian moral standpoint towards his relationships.
There are two ways the person could be portrayed as applying such
a principle, or operating from it. One is to picture him as motivated by
the thought, ‘Action X will foster my friend’s good, and in circum-
stances such as these it is permissible to ignore the interests of others
In order to foster my friend's good.” The second is to picture him as
fcsting his proposed action against the principle in question and, finding
it morally permissible, performing it with the thought that it will
Promote his friend’s good. The difference here is that in the second case
the principle is regarded not so much as the directly motivating thought,
but as something against which the directly motivating thought is tested
for its acceptability. But the substance of the two pictures is the same.
For in both cases the alleged principle is seen as central to the con-
siderations on the basis of which the agent acts.

In confronting this linc of thought I aim to say something about the
moral epistemology of impartiality in relation to acting in regard to the
friend’s good. In what way does the principle of impartiality bear on
action done from friendship? More preciscly, how are we to understand
or portray the fact (for which I have argued) that impartiality fails to
apply to nommal contexts of friendship? What is the correct
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conceptualization of the way that someone acting out of regard f;" hus
friend’s good takes account of thus fact of the imit of impartiality 4

Furst, 1n general, even if the moral principle in question 1s envisage
to play some role 1n the agent's action, the role 1s not that of a con-
sideration on the basis of which the agent acts It 1s evident that in most
normal situations of acting from fnendship the agent nesther acts from
the thought, ‘My friend needs help and 1n situations such as this one 1t
1s morally permussible to offer that help’, nor does he normally test the
proposed action against a principle which specifies when 1t1s permussible
to 1gnore, or to fail to give equal weight to, the interests of those in the
range of hus beneficence (Nor, as I have been arguing, 1s 1t morally
appropnate for him to do either of these things )

The most that can be clamed here 1s that the fact that the given
circumstances are ones 1n which 1t 1s morally perrmtted to act without
taking into account the interests of others whom one mght help forms
a sort of background condition to the conscientious person’s acting
from friendship That 1s, of the person contemplating an act of friend-
ship beheved that there were considerations of an impartial nature
which needed to be taken 1nto account, then he would not act until he
had taken account of those considerations The agent must therefore
believe that there are not such considerations, 1n order for lum to act
from the direct thought of hus frend's need In this sense the absence of
considerations of impartiality forms a background conditton for hus
action —a Y condition of hus being d in the way he s
= but 15 not part of the consid

erations which he actually bnings to bear
on the situation or proposed action

A non moral analogy here would be that 1t 15 a necessary or back-
ground condition of my playing a certamn record which I want to hear
on my record player that I do not believe that doing so wall harm my
record or my record player But this does not mean that 1 contem-
plating whether to play the record I ask myself or investigate whether
playing it will have these effects

Thus the most that can be claimed about the alleged higher-order
moral prnciple 15 that it be a necessary condition of the morally
conscientious agent acting directly and solely from friendship that he
not regard the principle as forbidding tus action But this 1s much
:‘;ﬂ:ﬂ than saying that the agent does, or should, bnng the principle
wh,ct:; eo:ctl;u situation or that it s a consideration on the basis of

A second pont s that the alleged principle involved here cannot be @
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prnciple of mmpartiality. For 1t 1s a principle whose function 1s to
specify the range of apphcation of the prninciple of impartiahity It 1s not
S0 much a higher-order pninciple than the principle of mmpartiality
utself, but rather 1s simply a specification of the types of situation to
which that principle apples

It 15 even musleading to regard such a principle as one of ‘moral
permissibiity” (specifying that in such and such circumstances 1t s
morally permissible to give preference to the wants and needs of one’s
fnends), for this mnphes that there 1s some question or doubt regarding
the moralty of acting out of friendship, a question to which the
prnciple provides a response But 1n most cases of acting out of friend-
ship there 1s no such question at all This 1s the pomnt I have been
concerned to emphasize normal situations of gving support, help, or
comfort to a friend are simply ones to which the only morally relevant
consideration 1s a regard to the fnend’s good

One can imagine situations 1n which there does seem some moral

Question regarding the permissibihity of acting for the benefit of one’s
frend and 1gnonng or gving less consideration to the interests of others
In such sitwations 1t makes sense to speak of consulting a pnnciple
Which helps to decide whether 1t 15 morally permussible to benefit our
friends Byt these are not typical of the normal circumstances of
frendshup (Even if the pnnciple were pictured as 2 pnnciple specifying
moral permissibility, 1t would still not be a pnnciple of impartiality
Usell’ Rather, 1t would say that actions of a certam sort faled to
Contravene 3 pranciple of impartiahity )

Further, not only are we not dealing here with a principle of impar-
Yality (hence not a Kantian principle), but 1t 1s even muslcading to
Portray what one knows, when one knows (as a background condition
of one’s action) that a given situation 1s not one n which impartiality
s demanded of one, as a moral prmciple at all, e g, one of a higher
order thap impartiality It 1s rather knowledge of how a particular
moral pinciple 15 to be apphed, of what 1ts range of application 1s This
1 owledge 1s presupposed 1n knowing how to apply the principle at all

2 specification of the range of applicability of a principle were stself
8 moral principle, we would be caught 1n an infimte regress, for then
:.h“ Punciple would in turn have its range of applicability whose spec

‘cation would constitute another moral prnciple, and s0 on

101t s granted that the principle of impartiality 1s limited 1n its range
of application to certain sorts of situations (and then to persons who
hold only certan positions within those situations), and if it is granted
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that these situations do not normally compnse the usual contexts o'f
friendship, then 1t can readdy be granted that to believe that one’s
situation 15 not one 1n which impartiality Is applicable 1s not to belicve
something on the basis of application of a moral pnnciple In factitisa
form of understanding which, 1n being presupposed in knowing how to
apply the principle of impartiality at all, 1s part of what 1t 1s to be a
competent moral agent *7

Thus, to summangze, the Kantian view 1s unable to accommodate the
fact that n normal contexts of friendship 1t 15 appropriate to act for the
friend’s benefit without having to vindicate that action from a pefSPef'
tive of impartiaity For the fact that one nced not vindicate one’s
action 1s not a consideration which one acts from, consults, or brings t0
bear on one's action, nor, 1n any case, 15 this consideration a moral
principle itself, much less one having the character of impartiality

Vi

What does morality demand of us? The upshot of this chapter 1s that it
does not demand of us that we regard all our proposed actions from an
impartial perspective In this sense Kantianism fauls to define ‘the moral
point of view * For 1n areas of life 1n which impartiality 1s not applic-

able, other considerations will from a moral pount of view be appro-
prate and valid So 1t will be proper to act for the sake of one's friend's
good simply as such, ind,

d

of the vindication of such action
from an impartial point of view

This means also that friendshup as a central human endeavor does
not require a moral vindica

tion, 1n the sense of a justification according
to imp d and | p pl e p | importance which
friendship has to us lies outside of this moral framework In my argy
ment 1 have focused prmanly on one particular aspect of fnendship,
namely acting for the good of one's friend But that aspect 15 central to
(though hardly exhaustive of) the full sigmificance which friendship
has for us personally
m"l;lelewal:ﬁument made here about friendship could 1n fact have been
Snce, If regard to many personal Projects or mvolvements of ours
of co'( Y argument s nght, impartiality is imited to particular sorts
ntexts, we do not violate jts strictures in many situations 1n which
We simply pursue an endeavour of importance to us which does not
Involve benefiting others In this way my 1s meant to ter
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a sort of overmoralized view of human life in general which is implicit
in some aspects of the Kantian view — that we ought to determine that
all our endeavours are justifiable by appeal to an impartial standard.

With regard to friendship itself, what we have seen is that Kantianism
is not able to accommodate it within its moral viewpoint, and on the
other hand is not able to produce valid objections to it as the human
endeavor which friendship is. In addition, since friendship does have 2
moral aspect, namely the concern for the friend’s good and the benefi-
cent disposition towards him, Kantianism is unable to give articulation
to all aspects of morality itself. That is, the beneficence of friendship is
entirely morally appropriate and good; but this moral appropriateness
cannot be expressed from within a Kantian perspective.

The claims made in this chapter for the limitations of impartiality,
and the inappropriateness of making sure that one’s actions can be
vindicated from an impartial perspective, may perhaps seem a bit too
?at. For in many cases it will not be obvious whether considerations of
Impartiality need to be taken into account. People sometimes act
unthinkingly from friendship, in neglect of a broader perspective which
bids them to take account of others in the potential range of their
beneficence, Or they may rationalize and convince themselves that a
Tule of justice or impartiality which in some way they recognize to be
applicable yet can be ignored.

My argument is not meant to deny any of this. The existence of
rne"dShiP does in a way pose a range of anti-moral temptations. Never-
theless the central thesis of this chapter is not touched by such con-
siderations, namely that in nommal situations of comforting, helping,
advising, Sympathizing with, being concerned for, supporting, being
8lad for 5 friend, the impartial perspective is neither required nor
appropriate.

. On the other hand, and this point will be taken up at greater length
1 the next chapter, our sense that it is improper to neglect the interests
of others because of a tooexclusive focus on one’s friends is not

Properly accounted for wholly, or even primarily, by impartiality;
father it has to do with proper, or even obligatory, levels of beneficence
towards others. The moral proprieties here do not in themsclves have
nything to do with friendship, but exist as a range of moral considera-
tions in their own right. That is, it is improper or wrong to pay too
Litge attention, or to give too little of onc's concern, to the good of
$trangers, whether or not one fails to do so because of paying overmuch
attention 1o the good of one’s friends.
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Funally, my argument is not meant to deny the fundamental moral
truth 1n the notion that cach person’s good 1s as worthy of pursuits as
is any other’s. For example, 1n the area of social arrangements it would
be wrong to favor a policy which promoted only one’s own or one’s
friends’ interests, unless doing so could be vindicated by impersonal
criteria, such as, e g., the considerations that onc’s own group had in
the past been unduly neglected in other ble policies. The

P 1 3

question 15 only how this truth is to be reflected mn the actions and
of an individual moral agent. What I have argued is only

that it is not properly reflected by the demand that the agent himself
be equally concerned with the fostering of everyone's good.
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FRIENDSHIP AS
A MORAL PHENOMENON

1

It is entirely appropriate, as we have seen, that a friend act for the
benefit of his friend for his own sake and without apprising himself of
other possibilities for his beneficence. Not only is this appropriate but,
T will argue in this chapter, it is also morally good. Clearing out of the
Way the concern with impartiality opens up a realm of moral inquiry
Which includes the altruistic emotions in general, and friendship as a
Particular relationship which embodies them. In this chapter 1 will
examine friendship as a moral phenomenon in its own right, and will
discuss conceptions of friendship which would deny its moral
significance.

Ftiendship is a largely unfamiliar territory for modern moral philo-
sophy, dominated as it has been by Kantian concerns or with utilit-
arianism, neither of which is hospitable to particular relationships
Wwhich are both personally and morally significant. For example, con-
temporary emphasis on conduct which is morally required of us, or on
considerations which we are required to take into account, does not
easily allow for a focus on friendship as an arena for morally good, yet
not morally obligatory, behavior and sentiments.

Let me begin with two central claims. The first is that, other things
being equal, acts of friendship are morally good insofar as they involve
acting from regard for another petson for his own sake. This does not
mean that every altruistic act within a fricndship is morally admirabl
or praiseworthy. Some forns of considerateness towards one's friend,
or willingness to help, are such that their absence would constitute a
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moral falure, and their p merely thing which 15 to be
expected of a friend So acts can be morally significant though not
morally praiseworthy, and this 1s what I mean by sayimng that any
action done out of regard for the fnend for his own sake 1s morally
good It 15 analogous to saying that every dutiful act 1s morally good
although some are such that performing them 1s only what 1s to be
expected, whereas failure to perform them 1s blameworthy
Second, the deeper and stronger the concern for the fuend — the
stronger the desire and willingness to act on behalf of the fniend’s good
— the greater the degree of moral worth (agam, other things bemg
equal) Thus a fnendship which involves a very deep and genuine regard
for the fiend’s good 15 a morally excellent relationship
The argument that friendship 1s, or can be, a source of moral excel
lence begins best with an example of what such a fricndship might look
like Kate and Sue are friends Both are clerical workers 1n the same
large nsurance firm Sue 15 a quiet, thoughtful and somewhat moody
person, Kate 1s cheery and outgoing
Sue and Kate enjoy each other’s company They enjoy talking about
people they know and events that take place 1n the office They appre
ciate and value qualities they see 1n each other Kate feels she learnsa
lot from Sue
Kate cares very much for Sue Sue has a tendency to get depressed
quite often Kate has learned how to make Sue feel better when she 1S
1;1 s‘:mh moods Sue 15 not naturally or readily open about what 1s
1:‘ ering her, but Kate has learned how to draw her out when she feels
at Sue wants to talk Sometumes she pushes Sue too hard and is

::\;:{‘If‘ed;; v hier, 1n 2 not especually sensitive way Kate 1s hurt by such
1o an:l Isut T?"’ often S\.:e 15 glad to have such a good friend to talk
Be‘ttmg hegrmt ; :llfor Kate’s concern for her, and for Kate’s mitiative in
cheerful her s:" k Sometimes Kate can cheer Sue up just by bemng
such (a5 she naturally 15 anyway), but she often senses when
Ka‘muod would not be appropnate
ther:s:lvae:‘d ::;an comfortable with each other They feel able to ‘be
They trust ench s “e\ach other, more so than with most other people
front’ with one a ert:"d do not feel that they need to *keep up 2 good
matters which lhenod et The women trust each other with personal
know that the otht © not usually discuss with their husbands They
the confidence lnvo‘; w;“ treat the matter seriously, and will not breach
be helpful to th ved They know each other well and know how to
e other 1n discussing intimate personal matters They
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care deeply for each other, and they know this about each other,
though they do not express it to each other explicitly. Each one appre-
ciates the care and concern which she knows the other has for her. This
is part of what enables them to be so open with each other — the know-
ledge that the response will be a caring one, even when it is not directly
helpful in a practical sense.

Kate and Sue are willing to go to great lengths to help each other
out. They readily do favors for each other — helping shop, picking up
something at the cleaners, making excuses and covering for each other
at work, taking care of each other’s children.

When Kate is troubled about something Sue is concerned too; and
vice versa. Sue thinks about how to help Kate out. For example, she
helps her to think about how to deal with her horrible boss.

The relationship between Sue and Kate was not always so close.
They came to know each other gradually. Their different temperaments
kept them from taking to each other immediately. In addition, Kate
often felt, and still sometimes feels, shut out by Sue’s reserve, and her
rebuffs. She was anxious to please Sue, to have Sue like her, and this
often made her forget her own desires and needs. In her insecurities in
the relationship she would also not be able to focus attention on Sue’s

OWn needs, feelings, and situation. In struggling with Sue, and with
herself, to reach a deeper level of commitment, she worked through
these insecurities. She was thereby enabled to distinguish more clearly
i}’e's needs and feelings from her own, to overcome tendencies to

istort.

. I have attempted here to describe a friendship which is both realistic
@ie., not involving saints) and yet which has reached a high degree of
moral excellence. 1 mean to have brought out the following features:
the concern, care, sympathy, and the willingness to give of oneself to
the friend which goes far beyond what is characteristic and expected of
people generally. The caring within a friendship is built up on a basis of
"""chdzc. trust, and intimacy. One understands onc’s friend’s good
through knowing him well, much better than one knows non-friends,
hence much better and more deeply than one knows their good. One is
more sensitive to one’s friend’s necds and wants than one is to non-
friends, 1n genuine friendship one comes to have a close identification
With the good of the other person, an occurrence which is generally
much rarer and at a much shallower level with other people.

In addition one gives much of oneself, unselfishly, to one's friend,
2 part of caring for him. One takes this for granted and does not

69



Friendship as a Moral Phenonienon

A
typically regard 1t as a sacnfice, this 1s because one does care about the

friend, and not because onc 1s motwvated by self-interest The tevel of
self gving 1s generally much greater, though also of a different nature,
than with non friends All these aspects of friendship are of great moral
worth and sigmificance 1 will refer to these aspects generally as ‘deep
canng and 1dentification with the good of the other*

The canng 1n such a friendship ranges over a period of time and
mnvolves a commutment into the future Kate and Sue know that nether
one will simply dnft away from the other. They will stick by cach
other Their canng means that if trouble anses between them, they will
try to work 1t through Of course they know that, human existence
bemng what it 15, there 1s always a possibiity of some kmnd of breach
that would dnve them apart But this possibility 15 not translated into
any actual distancing of themselves from one another, or into self-
protection through ‘lowenng one's expectations * In fact, each expects
the other’s care, concem, and commitment to extend into the fore
seeable future, thus 1s a source of deep comfort and joy to both of
them, though they are seldom aware of 1t explicitly

It 1s not the willing self giving which 15 by 1tself the ground of the
moral excellence of frnendship, but only the self giving which takes
place within a relationship 1n which one genumely understands and

knows the other person, and understands one’s separateness from him
For under the influence

of a romantic passion one might be willing to
do all sorts of thungs for the other person, to sacnfice for him But thus
Passion, and 1ts associated disposition to act for the sake of the other,

r‘:ughz‘ be s‘;ie;ﬂmfl' though very intense It 1s not grounded in a real

v ding of the ather, and of one’s relationshp to
g‘:ss:::e;;x such as exists n the example of Kate and Sue In such 32
but one :sn::t only gives of oneself — which 15 morally mentorious —
pomted out ﬂnw“e’ Bwves oneself away And, as many wnters have
the other's ,othes Bving oneself away — failing to retain a clear sense of
Person — can st::ss and of one’s own separateness and ntegrity as 2
can be an integral p::tu;llﬂy f":m fomantic passion or infatuation, but
be a settled ten ong g and stable relationships, and can

dency within an induwndual’ 1
We can say, 1n summary, ual's way of relating to others

involv that the moral excellence of frendstup
cmou;:.::;}gh level of development ang expression of the altruistic
'demlﬂcallons\{n“[‘)l:a:h‘:y' concern, and care — a deep canng for and
cleatly to be other g0od of another from whom one knows oneself
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Let us consider some conceptions of friendship which would deny its
moral significance.

On the first conception, friendship Is pictured as a sort of natural
Process, as something which merely happens to one. In one’s life one
Tuns across certain people whom one likes and is drawn to, and some
of these people become one’s friends. This happens to virtually every-
one. There is nothing special about it, rather it is simply a natural part
of human life, not a particular achievement or a matter of something
Which one works at.

Moreover, the course of friendship is largely a matter of the vagaries
of our emotions. It is thus not really something over which we have
control.

Personal relations cannot be controlled by morality because they
cannot be controlled at all. . . . they are not the sort of thing of
Which it makes sense to speak of making them different. They exist
or occur; they are lived, experienced, and they change; but they
are not controlled.?

Thus friendship cannot be a moral excellence, because it is not the sort
of thing on which we exercise moral control and agency.

There are several things deeply wrong with this picture of friendship
and of personal relationships generally. Most fundamentally, not every-
one does have friends in the same way. People have very different
relationships to their friends and treat their friends ditferently, and
some of these differences are morally significant. In particular the levels
of caring for and giving of oneself to one's friends are very different
among different people (and within the same person’s fricndships).

T might have a genui friend, sc whom I genuinely like to be
with and to do certain kinds of things with, yet I might not care for and
about him very deeply. I wish him well, hope for good things for him,
and am willing to do some things for him, even if they inconvenience
me to some extent. But 1 do not give much of myself to him. Perhaps 1
do not cven know him very well, and do not make an effort to do so.
[ do not in any very significant way identify with his goals and aspira-

tions, nor substantially desire his good for its own sake.

There is not necessarily anything wrong with this friendship. Perhaps,
even if | could care more about my friend, 1 do nat wish to doso We
understand each other’s feclings and neither would want the relationship
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to be more than 1t 1s There 1s nothing blameworthy here

Nevertheless, this friendship 1s evidently not at the personal and
moral level of Kate and Sue's fnendship It mvolves much less 1n the
way of caring, of the giving of onesclf to the other, of the transcend
ence of self involved 1n the deep 1dentification wath the other’s good, of
the level of consderateness, sympathy, and concern involved i Kate
and Sue’s friendship

We all, T would think, can recognize that we have fnendshups at
differing levels of commitment, care, and concern Though all genuine
human canng has moral worth and significance, 1s 1t not evident thata
deeper level of caning involves greater moral worth? Such carng, far
from being a natural process, 1s difficult to achieve, and 1s not really so
common It mvolves getting outside oneself, being able to focus clearly
on and to know another person It mnvolves bemng willing to give of
oneself, and 1n a way which 1s not simply expenenced as self sacnifice
or self dental It involves overcomung within oneself obstacles, defenses,
or distortions which prevent the deep canng for the other (And this
will generally wnvolve some kind of shared process with the other
person )

Not only are there vanations of moral level within one’s own friend
ships, but 1t 1s also true that people may vary greatly among themselves

in this regard Some people are generally more caning, giving helpful,
and considerate towards their friends than are others

iig

Thus some people may have no frendships of a hugh level of moral

::xcelle'n.ce And as Arstotle recognized, some people may actually be
p of such friendst

ps A truly selfish person could not have
friends 1n the fullest sense If he were genuinely able to care for another
e e oy 3 foske, f he were able to gue much of humself to the
¢ly and for hus own sake, based of tanding of
him then he would not be selfish " 3 genuine understanding
rlsto“ e that selfish people can be very attached to one or another
l::uldn' e gl,na spouse or fnend But 1t seems that such a friendship
s h'::t‘ af fnendship of the most morally excellent kind The
Sderats nt or fnendship would be too grounded 1n self centred con
on h"onsd'nms 2 selfish man could be very attached to hus wife, dote
» an€ 1n some ways do a lot for her But this does not mean that
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he really cares for her for her own sake. His behavior would be compat-
ible with his caring for her, so to speak, for her willingness to serve
him, to be at his command, to flatter his ego. His giving could be either
a minor concession for her serving him or even a further expression or
assertion of his power over her and of her dependence on him. If he
Were truly selfish then something like this would be the most likely
explanation of his ‘beneficent’ behavior. That a person should care very
genuinely and fully for only one person while basically being very
selfish seems an impossibility.®

Nevertheless, it would be wrong to say that a selfish person cannot
teally have friends at all, in any sense of the term. For first of all there
are important aspects of friendship besides caring for the other, ie.,
enjoying being with the other person or sharing certain kinds of activities
With him, liking the other person. So a selfish man can have friends, in
th,at there are people whom he likes and enjoys sharing certain activities
Wlllh. Second, even a selfish person can wish another well, be well-
disposed towards another. (Here we have to keep in mind the differen?e
between a humanly selfish person and a sociopath.) It is only caring in
the full sense which is incompatible with selfishness.*

Thus there are very different levels of friendship, levels which are
understood in moral terms, in terms of how fully one cares for the
Other. If this is so then there is something wrong with the conception
that fﬁends}dps happen, so to speak, naturally, without our moral ime-r-
vention, and that friendships are of a uniform moral type. Friendship
always involves a giving of self to the other and a valuing of the other

°r his own sake. Friendship thus involves an orientation of our (moral)
selves towards another person, rather than a process which merely

PPens to us and which (in Mayo's word) cannot be ‘controlled.” On a
more general level, personal relations are not merely ‘lived’ and ‘experi-
enced,’ nor is their ‘change’ a merely natural process unrelated to m(?r:l.l
2Pects of ourselves, as Mayo implies. Rather friendship is an expression
of moral activity on our part — of a type of regard for another person,
2 giving of oneself, and a caring for another for his own sake.

v

L"_lh.c case of Kate and Sue, the ‘moral activity' involved in the fric{xd-
Mip js especially evident. For I have described the deep level of caring
tween the women a5 an outcome of effort and struggle, and hence as
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a kind of moral achievement Certainly, attaining a deep level of fnend
ship, 1n which the parties mean a great deal to one another and care
deeply for one another, often wvolves obstacles and difficulties, the
g of which req effort One fricnd disappoints the other,
or feels let down by him, they misunderstand each other, they quarrel
and feel that there are insuperable barners between them Such happen
ings within the hustory of a fiendship can lead to a distancing and
weakening of the bonds between the friends Or they can constitute
tests of the rel hup, which ul 1 gthen the ties and
deepen the meanung of the fnendshup The friends can make the effort
to rectify or to comrect a misunderstanding, to struggle to achicve the
greater mutual understanding which will prevent such disappointments
and misunderstandings 1n the future
It 15 difficult to conceive of a deep frendship which does not involve
some such effort and struggle Nevertheless, 1t 1s not such effort and
struggle 1n 1ts own night which grounds the moral sigmificance of friend
ship For one thing friendships which involve something like the same
level of canng do differ n the amount of effort and struggle which has
gone wnto them, and 1 would argue, 1t 1s not the effort and struggle but
the level of carng atself which pnmanly determines the level of moral
value 1n the friendship 1t 15 the g care for another person which
constitutes a moral actity of the self, not pnmanly the exertion of
will or effort which might have gone nto the development of that
canng In caring we as 1t were go out from ourselves to another person,
We gwve of ourselves we affirm the friend 1n hus own night These pro-
(:SSkls“ cannot be portrayed as something which merely happens to us
s;:w;: w; s:“PlY expenence, as1s, e g, finding ourselves attracted to
exental to ";or:;’“effo;th and will are not required for the actmty
that effort and ﬂly 1s 15 not to exclude the possibility, however,
Wwill could be a further source of moral value 1n a friend

stup beyond (though also
the canng mvolved requinng as a condition of this moral value)

Thy
but u‘:‘w‘{‘u:hf"::f:::z ;n }V;vlhxch the parties care deeply for each other
culty, effort, and slmggl:s P has developed wathout much pawn, aiff

 there 15 stull great moral ment 1n the canng ®
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Another conception of friendship which conduces to failing to see its
moral significance pictures friendship, or rather doing good for one’s
friends, as a kind of extension of the self, so that when one acts for the
other one is simply promoting what is in a sense one’s own good. This
self-centredness would exclude friendship from being a moral good,
much less a moral excellence.

Our discussion can help us to see what is wrong with this conception
as a general characterization of friendship. For a genuine friend truly
cares for the other for his own sake. He is willing to give of himself to
promote the other’s good; he understands the other in his own being
and interests, and can distinguish the other’s interests from his own,
even while he is able to care deeply for their realization and in that
sense identify with the friend and his good. He grieves for the friend’s
sorrows. He is happy for him at his good fortune or successes in valued
endeavors; he is sad for him at his losses and disappointments. It is his
human growth and happiness which he desires — and for the friend’s
own sake, not his own.”

Thus the sense of identification involved in genuine friendship is not
a matter of self-interest at all, and caring for the friend is not simply an
extension of caring for oneself. This mistaken conception of friendship
trades on an ambiguity within the notion of ‘identification,” which can
have either an egoistic or a non-egoistic sense. Even in the non-egoistic
sense described above, the one who identifies gets pleasure from the
800d accruing to the one with whom he identifies. But this pleasure is
not the motive of his beneficent action; in fact it is a sign of the degree

to which he cares for the other as other than himself and in his own
right,

The conception of friendship as extended self-interest is more appro-
Priate to a kind of symbiotic attachment to another person (in which
one has no clear sense of a self scparate from the other, and in which
one lives through the other so that, in that sense, his pleasures are one’s
own). Such an attachment can be of great importance to the person,
of great emotional intensity, and can take on some of the forms of
friendship ~ but is not at all friendship in the fullest sense.®

In asguing that Kate cares for her friend Sue for Suc’s sake and not
for Kate's own, that Kate is aware of Sue in her otherness from herself,
and that Kate gives of herself to Sue, I am not arguing that Kate sacri-
fices hersell for Sue. Nor am 1 arguing that when she acts for Kate's
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good, she acts 1 a manner unconnected with her own imterests She
acts altrustically in the sense that her actions are motivated by genuine
concern for her fnend’s weal and woe for 1ts own sake, but notn the
(more familiar) sense in whuch 1t implies acting 1n disregard of or con
trary to one’s own interests (see p 10) But tlus 1s, partly, to say that
the terms ‘egoism’ and ‘altruism’ as usually understood serve us ill n
describing acting from friendshsp Let us explore this further

Friendship 1nvolves persons being bound up with one another The
different sorts of emotions and feelings which the fnends have towards
one another get their meaning and significance from the entire relation
stup of which they are a part ® In caring about the weal and woe of my
fnend Dave 1t 15 integral to the nature of this canng that 1t be for some
one whom 1 like whom I know likes me, who cares about my weal and
woe, whom I trust, who 1s personally mportant to me, who cares about
our fnendship, etc In acting from friendshup towards Dave I express
my acknowledgment of a relationshup whuch includes all these feelings
and attitudes This 1s why the canng and the acts of beneficence 1n
friendship are not separate from my own interests, from what 1s per

sonally a good to me, 1t 15 not, 1n that sense, ‘disinterested * In fact
friendship 15 a context i which the d

het:

n self and
other interest 15 often not apphicable The fnendshup 1tself defines what
15 of importance to me, and 1n that sense what 1s 1n my 1nterest In that
sense 1 do not generally sacnifice my own nterest 1n acting for the good
of my friend I act with a sense of the fnendshup's importance to me,
even though 1t 15 the fnend whose benefit 1 directly aim at (1 € , which
1s my motive for acting) and not my own

N It1s notflh‘at tn acting for the frend’s good I am acting from a com

o and eg , eg, that I am both dis
interestedly concerned with my friend’s good, yet I also enjoy acting to
help lum Nor am 1 acting from the former motive 1n combination with
acting in order to preserve the fnendship (whuch I am concesving to be
?vfﬂ :nneﬁt to me) nor in combination with the thought that my fnend
thrcebe :::’ " 1b ¢ mare likely to benefit me in the future These latter
combx:au::nya; invalve posuble motivations, which can be seen as a
a n o an egoistic and an altruistic motwve, but they are not
ccurate portrayals of oyr typical beneficent acts of friendship

nto I:l;':);(l:: Wl;mh the value to me of my friendship with Dave figures
which [ act Ngg) 10' hus good 1s not as a consideration for the sake of
action which ¢ 1s my liking of Dave a likung to do or enjoy doing every

€ promotes his good Rather, these figure 1n as a context of
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meaning of my action. They are background conditions of my being
motivated to act for the sake of Dave’s good. I am not doing less than
acting fully for the sake of his good, and in that sense altruistically.

The notion of sacrifice implics an interest which the agent forgoes in
order to promote something which is not an interest of his. It implies a
clear separation between the interest he forgoes and the one for the
sake of which he acts. It is the absence of such a separation in the case
of friendship which means that it is not true as a general characteriza-
tion of acting from friendship that in acting for the good of one’s
friend one is sacrificing for him. (Nevertheless in some particular actions
it would be true to say that we sacrificed something of what we wanted
in order to help our friend.)'®

VI

Even if the notion that friendship is a kind of extended self-interest is
abandoned, the previous discussion indicates what might be thought to
be a moral deficiency in the kind of concemn involved in friendship,
namely that one would not have the concern if the other were not one’s
friend. The friendship, with all it involves, is a necessary condition for
the concern, even if the concemn is granted to be directed genuinely
towards the friend for his own sake. Let us call this ‘conditional
altruism.’

Conditional altruism might be thought to be deficient precisely
because it is not a universal form of concern. It is not directed towards
the friend simply in virtue of his humanity but rather only in virtue of
some relationship in which he stands towards oneself. This line of
thinking, which I will call ‘universalist,’ is given a particularly stringent
expression in Kierkegaard's Works of Love. He says that love of one’s
friend (one’s beloved) has no moral value except insofar as it stems
from a love which one would have for ‘one’s neighbor,’ i.e., for any
human being; and so, for example, if one saves a drowning person
because he is one’s friend — i.e., one would not do so if he were not
one’s friend — one’s act would not have moral significance. Kierkegaard
does not say there is anything wrong with loving one’s friend and acting
out of love for him; he says only that such love has no moral
significance.!!

A weaker view would be that love or concern for one’s friend, though
not without moral significance altogether, is yet in important ways
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Xant
deficient as a moral attitude towards :molh;n;1 :z??:e:;;;:x:h(w};::h
1
o d‘:‘es ensti :}:Z m h‘i‘o)‘?,‘l;l ﬂlz:\ssbc scen as an extension of
::m: themés within the Kantian outlook, 1n particular \h; ﬁ:;:’sa :1‘;
universality and impartiabty in the moral attitudes we take e
others On this view conditional altruism would be, though not :lr:mlsm
value, yet without the full moral value that a universalistic
WO%deh:Ve quences of this chall to conditional altruism go far
beyond the moral significance of fnendshup atsell ‘For thre are ;W:‘g\
sorts of special attachments, ctions, and relat ps betw 5
people — such as famly member, nesghbor (in the non Chnstian sense),
fellow worker, comrade, fellow member (of various orgamzations),
member of same ethnic group of ¢ , regular freq of the
same pub, fellow citizen or countryman — which can be sources of a
stronger sympathy, concem, and willingness to help one another than
might exist in their absence ** The special connection or relationshup 15
acondition of the altruism, which 1s therefore not purely universalistic
Thus the 1ssue here 1s at the core of the moral significance of the
I th Ives For these special connections give nse to
sympathy, compassion, and concern, and on the view which I am
putting forth here these are morally good, independent of how they

have ansen and whether they would exust towards the person n ques
tion 1n the absence of those special cir

or relat

viI
Let us then the list chall
or altruism based on special relationshups
altruism does involve concem for the o
that if he were not our fnend we would not have this concern for um
does not mean that it 1s not for hus own sake that we care about hm}
What detracts from such concern 15 only 1f the regard to the other’s
g0od stems pnmanly from self-concern One could be concemed about
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Who are members of one’
the existence of such
and therefore on one:
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ther for his own sake The fact

s ethnic group pnmanly because one feels that
persons reflects

badly on the group as a whole,
sell. These examples would be excluded by my
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own formulation, of caring for the good of the other for his own sake,
for they involve a primary concem with onesclf rather than with the
other.

On the other hand, if an Italian is dedicated to helping poor Italians,
and is genuinely concerned for their welfare, then, even if he would not
be so concerned if the persons were not Italians, he is still concerned
genuinely for them for their own sakes; and, on my view, that attitude
(and the actions stemming from it) have moral value.

Conditional altruism might be thought to be defective because con-
cern with those in special relationships to oneself often takes the form
primarily of hating, being opposed to, or denying the legitimacy of the
interests of those outside the relationship in question. These are the
familiar phenomena of chauvinism and provincialism. (It is less clear
how this would work in regard to friendship; perhaps jealousy is an
analogous phenomenon in that one’s energies are directed against
Someone outside the relationship rather than towards one’s friend or

towards strengthening or enriching the relationship itself.)

There are two negative aspects of this chauvinism, which can exist
independently of one another. The first is the opposition to those out-
side the relationship, an attitude bad in itself. The second is that the
outside focus may mean a deficiency in one’s concer for those within
the relfationship; one may be not so much genuinely concerned with
their good as with hating or opposing those outside it. (Yet this connec-
tion is not an invariable one. It is quite possible for someone to be

genuinely concerned with a group to which he is attached — to really
care about their well-being — and yet also to have despicable attitudes
towards those outside of his group.)

These are deficiencies within conditional altruism. But my view
allows for the condemning of the despicable attitude towards those
outside the special relationship, and also accords no moral value to the
attitude towards those within it which does not consist in a genuine
regard for the weal and woe of the persons in question. My view does,
however, say that if the concem is genvine then it is ceteris paribus
morally good; and if it is accompanied by a despicable attitude towards
those outside then it is this accompanying attitude which is condemned
and not the conditional altruism itself.

There may be some tendency on the part of a universalist outlook to
think that conditional altruism always involves a negative attitude
towards those who do not satisfy the condition. If this were true jt
would be a reason for regarding conditional altruism as a whole as
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fundamentally defective But 1t clearly 1s not true A person may be
deeply devoted to the welfare of the Italian community wathout being
suspicious of, or wishing the harm of, non Itabans He may even wish
well for non Itahian communities and recognize the worthiness of their
aspirations, though he does not have the actual concern for them which
he has for his own commumty Sympathy for the interests of other
groups could fairly naturally grow from concern for the interests of one
group Conditional altruism merely 1mplies not beng as concemed
about the good of those who do not satisfy the condition as one 1s
about those who do It does not necessanly involve having an attitude
towards those who do not which 15 1n 1tself morally deficient
It 15 1mportant to recognize that genuine devotion to a particular

group — famuly, neighborhood, ethnic ty, ethnic group, club —
15 1n 1tself morally good, and becomes morally suspect only when it
mnvolves a deficient stance towards others It 1s morally good 1n that it
mnvolves (among other things) an admurable degree of sympathy, com

passion, and concemn for others Moral philosophy ought to be able to
8ve expression to the moral value of such anattitude, and an exclusively
universalist perspective cannot do so

On the other hand, the pitfalls of such conditional altruism should

not be ignored The connection between concern for those who satisfy

the condition and opposition to those who do not 1s often no mere

d For ple, 1n a of scarce devotion

to one group competing for those can well mean opposition
1o others,

and thus can easily involve blameworthy attitudes towards
these other people (it should be noted, h 1, that merely compet

Ing against other groups for resources which one desires for one’s own

1s not in atself reprehensible It becomes so only 1f one either competes
In an unfarr or despicable way, or 1f, as 1s unfortunately too natural,
one comes to develop unjustified and negative attitudes towards the
other group ) Moreover, in some sttuations alleged devotion to the
welfare of ene group can, as thngs stand, mean little more than hatred
©f OPPOSIION to groups outside Devotion to the welfare of whites as
whites 1n Amenca would be an example of this, there 1s virtually no
100m for th '

s to be a genwinely altruistic attitude, or for 1t really to be
other than opposition 1o non-whtes
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VI

On the universalist view, one cares for the other in a fully morally
appropriate manner only when one cares for him simply as 2 human
being, i.e., independent of any special connection or attachment one
has with him. On my view one’s concern need only be genuinely for the
other and not, directly or indirectly, for the sake of oneself. Whether
one would care about the other in the absence of the special connec-
tions does not detract from its full moral value.

This is in no way to deny that it is morally good to have altruistic
attitudes towards those with whom one has no special relationship;
indeed such attitudes must be central to any moral view which places
emphasis on the altruistic emotions. But it is to say that whatever
factors encourage the development of genuinely altruistic attitudes are
themselves to be regarded favorably, from a moral point of view. In
addition, this is to be realistic in our moral outlook; for in general we
do care more about those to whom we stand in some special relation-
ship than about these to whom we do not. These relationships involve
a deeper identification with the other’s good than is customary in their
absence; and it is entirely proper that they do so. It is true that some
Persons can develop a quite deep sense of identification with the good
of others, or of particular groups of others (e.g., oppressed Chileans,
people suffering from a certain disease) to whom they stand in no
(prior) special relationshup; and such an attitude does seem more
morally admirable than conditional altruism of (if we might speak this
way) the same strength. But such attitudes are too rare for a moral
outlook to be built entirely around them (although in my view their
moral value is still able to be given full articulation), and, in any case,
their exceptional moral value is not a reflection of a deficiency in the

moral value of conditional altruism.

The tradition of which Kierkegaard is a representative places sole
emphasis on altruistic attitudes towards strangers, or towards others in
abstraction from the special relationships in which we stand to them.

is must be an incomplete conception of love or concern for others,
though a conception (such as Aristotle’s or those of Greek philosophers
generally) which gives little or no place to the notion of concern for
others simply as human beings is similarly incomplete. For both are
significant forms of our concern for others for their own sake, and it is
this which has moral value.}
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IX

This chapter has nvestigated friendshup as a moral phenomenon The
full moral dimensions of friendship are dfficult, 1f not impossible, to
focus on within a Kantian framework, with 1ts emphasis on obligatory

duct, on 1mp 1 d , on universal attitudes I have
been particularly concerned to show that fnendship can be morally
excellent and not merely, as argued n chapter I1I, morally legitimate,
But, 1n addition, all fnendships are morally good to the extent that
they mvolve a genuine concern with the good of another for fus own
sake (and, 1n that sense, involve self-transcendence)

In emphasizing, 1n contrast to the Kantian view, the moral dimen-
sions of fnendshup, I want to avoid on the other side an overmorahized
view of friendshup, and of 1ts personal and human significance One
such view sees the concern for the fnend’s good as the central element
n fnendship, downplaying or neglecting the liking of the friend, the
desire to be with fum, the enjoyment of shared activities, etc 'S

A second overmoralized view sees friendship, or at least the highest
forms of 1t, as having 1ts grounds, 1ts object, or the source of connection
between the fnends pnmanly in the friend’s moral qualities and charac-
ter, Anstotle, for example, seems to hold this view his discussion 1n
Nichomachean Ethics

1 argued 1n chapter 11 that 1t 15 no defect of personal feelings that
they fail to have such moral ground g The same arg t holds for
fnendshups To make the friend’s moral character the central feature of
frendship 15 to neglect too much the shared iking and canng (and
mutual recognition of these by the fnends) and the shared activities 1n
which ‘these are expressed These features, though not unrelated to 2
person’s moral character, are not pnimarily grounded 1n them exther
© One ?oes not need to regard someone as a virtuous person in order

care for um as a friend, nor, 1n canng for him for his own sake need

oncTt:cus primarily on whatever morally virtuous qualities he has '
€ arguments of this chapter and
directly and ndirectly, P i e

on the altnustic emotions 1 general Most
:’]‘;:z:;ly. f;wndshxp 1s a relationship 1n which sympathy and concern
morally good s ananmm Tt benefcence prompted by friendship 15
at benefi d by altruistic

promp y a
i 'i:n orally good Relatedfto thus, the argument that conditional
B {rom special relationstups 1s morally
800d bears directly on many, though by no means all, forms of altrutstic
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emotion. In the background of these arguments is the argument of
chapter 111, refuting the Kantian view that the impartial perspective is
required of us in all our actions. Clearing this argument out of the way
is a necessary condition for building towards a positive view of the
moral value of altruistic emotions.

In addition to providing a context for the altruistic emotions, friend-
ship also can serve as a metaphor for them, in relation to the Kantian
view. For the two conceptions of friendship which I have discussed as
contradicting the view that friendship involves moral excellence have
direct analogies to Kantian views of altruistic emotions. Analogous to
the ‘natural process’ view of friendship (pp. 71-4) is the Kantian view
that altruistic emotions, and emotions in general, are like natural pro-
cesses over which we, as moral beings, have no control, and for which
We cannot be blamed, praised, or morally assessed. Analogous to the
‘extended self-interest’ conception of friendship (pp. 75-7) is the
Kantian view that acting from altruistic emotion — or, rather, acting
from feeling or emotion in general — is acting out of a kind of seif-
interest, in that it involves acting to gratify an inclination or desire.

In chapter VIII I counter the former view of altruistic emotions and
feelings. There 1 argue that we are not passive with respect to our
feelings and emotions. They cannot be regarded as natural processes
external to our moral agency, for which we cannot be morally assessed.
Rather they are an expression of our moral being, just as the quality
of a person’s friendships is partly an expression of his moral being or
character.

I do not counter the ‘egoist’ view of altruistic emotions directly in
this book, partly because so much philosophic argument has gone into
showing that this fairly crude form of psychological egoism is false.!?
If one accepts that acting from altruistic emotion involves acting
genuinely altruistically then these well-known arguments will support
my viewpoint here. In addition, in chapter II, I have tried to show that
acting from altruistic emotions does not necessanly involve acting
from inclination, but on the contrary can involve acting contrary to it;
and that in fact it is a necessary feature of the altruistic emotions that
they involve a willingness to sacrifice some of our own interests, comfort,

Or convenience, for the sake of another’s good.
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DIRECT ALTRUISM,
UNIVERSALIZABILITY,
AND CONSISTENCY

1

The next three chapters articulate a view of the nature of morality
which brings out and explicates the moral value of altruistic emotions
The present chapter focuses on the nature of moral ac

tion and of
altruistic emotions as motives to action

Let us begin wath the ‘direct altruism’ view, which states one way n
which an action can have moral worth, or be morally good According
to this view an action 1s morally good (other things being equal) nsofar
as 1t 1s motwvated by a regard for the good of others (To smphfy
matters let us assume that the act succeeds 1n bringang about the good
which the agent intends ) A shorthand statement of the dircct altrwism

view 15 that an action 1s morally good 1f 1t 15 altruistic (other things
being equal)

The direct altruism view 1s not ntended as a full account of right
action, but rather as a partial view of morally good action Other
features of altrwistically motivated acts can count against their moral
goodness So direct altruism claims to articulate only a prima facie of
ceteris paribus aspect of moral worthy action Nevertheless tlus aspect
forms the basis (:l' the moral value of a wide range of (altruistic) virtues

P

SYmy

" . g hy, thoughtfulness, generositys
benevolence, considerateness

To say that a directly altrusstic action 1s morally good is not to s3y
that the agent is \ thy or admurable for performung
n 'D"tc‘ly altruistic actions include those which it Is blameworthy,

, derate, or reprehensible to fail to perform The direct
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altruism schema operates at a very general level of abstraction. It des-
cribes how an action can have moral significance, without telling us
how to assess that significance in particular cases. It encompasses
actions ranging from the noblest acts of selfless altruism to those
which can be expected of any decent human being.

The direct altruism view draws on an inturtion which, it seems fair
to say, has played a fundamental role in demarcating the domain of the
moral at least since the advent of Christianity: namely that it is morally
good to act from regard for the good of others. I do not claim that the
direct altruism view states the only way that an action can have moral
value (the position taken by Schopenhauer in On the Basis of Morality),
but only that it states @ way. In particular I would reject the view that
action done out of regard for one’s own good can never have moral
value. (Standing up for one’s rights, for example, can be morally good.)

As it stands, the direct altruism view may seem not too different

from Kantianism itself, and even to be encompassed within it. For both
views firmly reject ethical egoism — the view that our only reasons for
action lie in the promotion of our own interests, however broadly
construed. Both portray morality as bidding us to take the interests of
others into account. Yet, I wall argue in this chapter, the structure of
moral action is different on the two views, and following out the
implications of the direct altruism view leads in quite different, and in
some ways incompatible, directions from the Kantian view. I will argue
further that to the extent that Kantianism fails to assimilate the direct
altruism view, it seeks to produce arguments to undermine it; but
these arguments are not successful.

Let us turn then to the Kantian view of moral action. On the Kantian
view moral action is grounded in rational and universal principles. In
order for an action to be a moral one it must be capable of being
generalized or universalized. The action must be right not only for the
particular agent who performs it but for any agent in a situation which
is similar in all essentials to the given onc. It betokens a fundamental
inconsistency, and hence irrationality and immorality, for an agent
acting on a certain principle to regard that principle as applying to
himself alone, and not to others (situated in positions essentially like
his own). Morality demands of an agent's principles, and actions which
are based on them, that they be applicable to all agents, including
himself in the future.

This linc of thought places the of generality, universality ot
universalizability, consistency, and a certain conception of rationality
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connected with these, at the center of the conception of moral action
On the Kantian view all action has a certain kind of structure, which
1t 15 worth spelling out explicitly When an agent acts, he acts according
to a principle (or maxim) The same act can have different principles,
and the same principle can lead to different acts So for the purposes of
assessing the morality of an action, we must include the action together
with 1ts pnnciple Either implicitly or explicitly the principle specifies
the description under which the act 1s performed, and the intention 11,
andfor reason for, performing the act The prnciple also specifies
(agan, this may be wmplicit only) the circumstances in which that
action 15 to be performed, 1 ¢ , 1n which the principle atself 1s applicable
Thus entauls a specification of the general features of the situation which
are the operative ones for determuning the applicability of the prmnciple
On the direct altruism view, action also has a particular kind of
structure The agent acts with a certain conception of hs action which
wncludes a certain mtention The mntention 1s to foster the good of
another person, and his conception of the act includes its being one
which aims to achieve this end The agent can also be said to act from
certain considerations which are features of the given situation and
which relate to the weal and woe of other persons
The direct altruism structure contrasts with the Kantian structure, 11
that intentional action performed for altruistic considerations does not,
according to that view, necessanly 1nvolve acting according to principles
or maxums This divergence concems not so much the nature of mo
action as the nature of action itself On the Kantian view all action

r::st h;ve, Or can be viewed as having, a particular structure, on the
ect altruism view some action (1n partic;

tion,
does not have thus stractus ular, directly altnusticac )

{r Regarding the nature of moral action, the direct altruism view differs

om the Kantian view 1n two
ways Frst, 1t dg der to be
morally good an action must be , 1t denies that in ort

(or be regarded by the agent as) univer
:l;:‘:t:: (i:c“:e“‘:: 1t :e:lebf that 1n order to be morally good an action
rde;
incumbent on theg:gent Y the agent as) morally obligatory or morally
Before proceed;
argument };m ﬂemmg 1t 1s worth making explicit the implication of this

emotion conformsagnms“c emotions Action prompted by altruistic
o the direct altnusm structure Acting from sym

athy, col
if re);ardr?; ai:zlo:m:‘m' kindness generosity all involve acting 0ut
the good of others In of others They are different forms of regard for
acting from compassion my reason for acting 1
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that I am able to relieve the woe of another Action prompted by
altrnstic emotion then 1s a subset of altrutstic action, 1t 1s not the
whole of 1t since an act can be directly altruistic yet not prompted by
emotion

The direct altruism view 1s intended to help articulate what 1s morally
good about the altrmstic virtues (kindness, compassion, etc) The
Kantian view exther denies that these are genuine virtues, or musinter
Prets their nature by asstimilating them to the Kantian conception of
virtue

If the direct altrusm view 1s correct then action from altrusstic
émotion 1s morally good (other things bemng equal) It 1s therefore
necessary, 1 order to vindicate the moral significance of altruistic
emotions, to rebut the Kantian view, which imposes conditions on
moral action which most action from altruistic emotions fails to meet

I

Let us begn with an example of an altrmstic action as a pomt of
reference
John does not own a car, pnimanly because he would find 1t incon
venient to have one 1n the city, where he lives He would prefer to make
dowith public transportation Let us imagine that John has often passed
lt"tyl people digging their cars out of the snow, and has not offered to
¢lp

Then John gets a J0b for which he needs a car Like others he now
faces the problem of getting hus car out of the snow He wishes people
Wwould be more willing to volunteer their help This situation makes hum
more sympathetic to persons trying to dig their cars out One day hes
Passing by someone digging hus car out, n the sort of situation which 1n
the past he would have Just passed by without thinking much about the
Person’s situation — without really taking1tn He stops tohelp On the
gm:ct altruism view John’s action of stopping to help 1s a morally good

ne

Let us begin wath the 1ssuc of universalizability A person acting
altrusstically 15 motvated by a direct concern for the good of another
Person (or other persons) But he does not necessantly regard the action
he performs as one which anyone 1n a situation sumilar to hus ought to
perform  That 15, he does not necessardy regard his action, or the
Brounds on which 1t 15 based, as universalizable He docs not necessasily
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)
tegard the action as generalizable to others
The point here 1s not that someone acting altruistically regards his
action as ight or appropnate for humself alone, denying 1ts appropniate
ness or nghtness for others, for he does not typically judge the action
to be mnappropniate, or not nght, for others It 15 rather that he typic
ally makes no judgment at all regarding the nightness or appropriatencss
of the action for others So 1t 1s not that the person motivated by
sympathy typically demies that hus action 1s universalizable It 1s rather
that he does not (necessarily or typically) thuink of his action one way
or the other in terms of umiversahizabiity
We can see this in the case of John Though he stops to help the man
because the man needs help, he does not necessanly hold the view that
anyone 1n a situation similar to hus own ought to perform an act of this
sort For example he need not hold the universal principle that people
ought whenever possible to stop to help others dig their cars out of the
snow He may not have thought about whether others ought to do thus
He may simply have responded to the present situation without having
held, and without comung to hold, a principle about what others ought
to do 1n such situations or what 1t would be wrong of them not to do
It 15 true that he might come to hold such a principle It may be that
he regards this act of help as morally required of anyone 1n a situation
such as hus own (passing by, with nothing pressing to do at the time,
etc) His own frustration at having to dig his own car out may have
mmpelled him to the moral reflection which would lead to the adopting
of such a punciple He would then regard his action as conformung to
a universal principle
The fact that there can be an altruistic act which 1s grounded 1n 2
unwversal pnnciple actually confirms the direct altruism view, for such a
case stands i contrast to the many situations in which an altruistic act
1s not 5o grounded Surely one can imagne many cases 1n which the
agent acts altrustically, but 1n which he does not regard lus act as
morally binding on anyone situated analogously to humself, he does not
regard others as wrong for faling to perform such an act He may
3::::11)' fal:! to gwve thought to whether his action has this sort of uni
sympar}a\y, “ki'n;::;:e?:;oc ::‘e that, typically, our acts of compassion
view whether the particular ?cT;m e Jout our baving ?

lizable But my ar
requires only that it 1s perfectl; ]
direct regard for the perfectly intelligible that an agent act out of 2

£00d of another person, without having a belief
that s action either 1s or 1s not generalizable t'o others ¢
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The point of the direct altruism view is that the altruistic action
(under the description and with the intention with which he performs
it) is morally good whether or not it is universalizable or is regarded as
such. The value is derived from the act’s tnvolving a direct response to
or regard for the good of another person. Thete is not a further require-
ment, such as the Kantian view imposes, that the action be, or be
regarded as, universalizable.

But could it not be claimed that the point of the Kantian view is not
that every agent who acts altruistically actually does regard his action as
universalizable, but rather that he is committed to holding such a view,
whether he realizes this or not?

What would it mean to say that the agent is committed to such a
conception of his act, if it is admitted that it is perfectly intelligible
that he not be so committed? Let us suppose it means that the agent
must agree that his act is universalizable, on pamn of inconsistency.

Suppose I perform an altruistic act in a certain situation. Someone
who sees me perform this act is 1ater faced with a situation which seems

to him analogous to the one in which I have acted. He fails to perform
the analogous act to mine. He tells me of this. Am I committed to
regarding what he has done as wrong? Surely not. For one thing even if
the other person regards our situations as analogous, I myself might
not. It might seem to me that there are important differences. Am I,
then, committed to the view that he acted wrongly, unless I believe that
there are significant differences? It seems not. I might resist making a
judgment about this person’s action, without either granting or denying
the existence of particular relevant differences. I might simply fail to
hold the belief that the situations are entirely analogous. Nothing com-
pels me to have any belief about this matter. But if [ lack such a belief
then I am not compelled by logic to hold any view of the rightness or

wrongness of the man’s action. Thus I am not compelled, on pain of
inconsistency, to agree that the other man ought to have done what I

did. In this sense I am not committed to regarding my act as

universalizable.

Perhaps it would be regarded as odd for someone who, having acted
altruistically mn a particular situation and being pressed to say how
someone else ought to act in an essentially similar situation, to take no
view on this matter. But I am not (at this point) denying that it is odd;

1 am denying only that the person is logically required, in order for his
act to be genuinely altruistic, to regard his action as universalizable.
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Even if 1t were odd for the agent not to take a position on the other
person’s action, the sigmficance of this for the moral status of the
agent’s own act 1s questionable Yet it 1s the status of that act which is
at wssue On the direct altruism view, that action 1s morally good
because 1t 1s genuinely altruistic The Kantian arguments I have so far
dered do not chall the moral value of the act, but address
only whether in some way the altrwistic agent must regard hus act as
lizable, whether 1t be Wigible for him not to doso These
arguments have not been successful The import of the possible oddness
of the agent’s faling to take a positton on the nghtness of another
person’s action in a comparable situation does not really bear on the
inteligibility of the agent’s acting altruistically without having a view
on the universalizability of his action
This point becomes clearer 1f we recognize that the altruistic agent
1s not necessarily (or typically) viewing hus act as the morally night one
to perform in the circumstances He acts with some thought such as, ‘X
seems as 1f he needs help,’ but not necessarily with the further thought,
‘Helping X 15 the morally nght thing for me to do’ The step from
acting out of a direct regard for the good of the other to acting out of a
sense that 1t 15 morally nght to act beneficently 1s one wluch incor
porates an element of universalizability For to regard the act as nght 1s,
at least, to regard the considerations on which one acts as vahd for
everyone, as ones which anyone 1n a comparable situation ought to take
into account To regard an act as nght g lly carnes the implication
g‘nalt 3;1)'0"6 sumilarly situated ought to perform 1t, that 1t 15 night not
ly for me but for any agent 1n my situation (taking into account
rel;lvam differences between the agents, etc ) ! But to act merely out of
:oc rect regard for another’s good does not carry thus implication and
Slm;l;\ol’tn ;:2:11: taking u? the stance of ‘any moral agent® One 1s
y another’s suffening to help hum, one need not, 1n

addition, hold the belef that this consideratios C
nsideration which has moved one 1

The punch of this argument lies in the fact that we can perform an

altrusstic act without bein
g required to b
1s morally nght Not that we be elieve that what we have done

lieve our act not to be morally nght
:’!::: lt::r coo:lcepuon of our action stmply does not include a:yﬂ"“é
WA a:\o :h nghtness 1t includes only 1ts being an action 1 which

er person In this regard, such an act 1s not different from
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an act motivated by self interested considerations 1 might perform a
certain act with the thought that I will in the tong run profit from it
(although, let us say, 1 have no present desirc to perform the act) I
need not, in addition, hold a view as to whether my action 1s morally
nght or wrong, or even morally permissible That 1s, 1t 15 intelhgible that
I perform the act for the self interested reason, without being com
mitted to holding any view as to the moral propnety of my act Sum
larly, an agent may act for an altruistic reason without having a view as
to the moral status of his action (its nightness, or wrongness)

Of course there 1s an important difference between the altruistic
action and the self interested action, namely, in the first case the
action (according to the direct altrusm view) 1s, ceteris paribus, a
morally good one, whereas in the second 1t 1s not (In the latter case
1t 15, let us say, morally indifferent ) But the fact that 1t 1s morally good
does not mean that the agent, 1n performing 1t, 1s commtted to a iew
of 1ts moral status He 1s not compelled to think of 1t as morally right

v

A second dimension on which action having the structure of directly
altrusstic action differs from moral action on the Kantian scheme
concerns obligation In acting out of regard for the good of others
one does not necessanly, or typically, regard oneself as obliged or in
any way morally bound to perform the act in question Nor, 1n general,
35 such altrsm in fact a matter of obhgation or duty In helping the
man dig hus car out of the snow, John does not necessardy regard his
action as morally incumbent upon hum Certamnly he 1n fact has no
obligation or duty to help the man

We respond to others’ needs, do favors, listen sympathetically,
comfort friends — all for the sake of another’s good But we are not
typically morally required to perform such acts These acts are not
typically mediated throvgh a judgment that the situation 1s one in
which a certain action 1s morally incumbent upon us

There are three pomnts here One 1s that 1n acting altruistically we are
not motivated by obligation or duty, this 1s true by defimtion since
acting altruistically means acting simply out of a direct regard for the
good of another But an altruistic agent could stll regard himself as
under an obligation to perform the beneficent act, even if that sense
of obligation plays no part in his actual motvation (e g, acting out of
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concern for a friend when one's action 1s also required by one’s duty
to one’s friend) So the sccond point 1s that the altruistic agent does
not typically regard humself as under such an obligation, even if that
fact were to play no role 1n his motivation to perform the act

A third point 1s that, independent of what the agent believes to be
the case, most altruistic acts are not 1a fact duties nor morally incum
bent on their agents Thisis not b such acts nly nvolve
domg more than duty commands, where this carnes the implication of
dong more of the same kind of thing than duty commands Many
altruistic acts are quite tnvial — e g, gving someone directions, Jetting
someone with few grocenes 1n front of you in the check out lme —
and, wlule not covered by duty, are not usefully seen as going beyond
1t in the way that does, for example, a teacher’s devoting much more
time to helping his students than hus duttes as a teacher call for Rather,

most altruistic acts are best regarded as within a different domain than
dutiful acts

But faure to perform altrusstic acts 1s not necessarily a minor moral
failure, compared, for example, to failure to do one’s duty, 1t 1s Just
that the falure will be expressed in different terms For example, 1n
many cases falure to act altrwstically will sigmify failure to do what
can be expected of a decent human being (e g, faling to press the
desired floor button for a blind person 1n an elevator) In other cases 1t
will simply mean failure to do what 1t would have been good to do, and
what a kind, or compassionate, person would do (e g, failure to gmde
lfl;)hhnd person to the precise area of the building which he 1s looking

A

lléas:tel:.s' to summarize, that altrusstic action does not conform to the
. amon“ﬁ:‘gpt:‘m of action grounded 1n universal moral prnciples It
action n o:dea t lfﬁunt sort of structure Since, on the Kantian view,
it 1s open mf'ho Kamnral must stem from universalizable principles,
falure to so confe Tan to make the clum that altruistic action’s
seniously deficie orm deprives 1t of moral worth, or at least renders it
order t cient as moral action I mention this argument here 1n
L;‘ZEU::‘:s;de for now, 1t will be taken up 1n a later section

good whagg doe orhlhc moment that directly altruistic action 1s morally

s this say about the Kantian view? The direct altruism
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view does not make the same criticssm of action which conforms to the
Kantian schema that the Kantian view makes of directly altrmistic
action Rather the direct altruism view allows that 1t 1s, often, morally
good to act from universal pninciple, or from a sense of duty In many
sttuations 1t would be wrong of us to fail to act in a way which can be
generalized to others, we ought, or are obliged, to take up the pers

pective of any moral agent, and to act from considerations which we
regard as binding for anyone (We saw tn chapter 11l that one important
domain of such action concerns our mstitutional roles and respons

tbilities, though the area tn which Kantian requirements on action are
appropnate do go beyond this domain )

What the direct altruism view asserts ts only that the domain
which Kantian requirements on action are appropnate 1s imited, or, to
say the same thing, that the domain in which morally good action takes
the form of umwversalizable principles of obligation does not exhaust
the area of morally good action

Another useful way of putting this point is that there are different
kinds of virtues What makes some of these virtues virtues ~ 1 € , what
makes them morally good traits of character — 1s articulated by the
Kantian view, whie what makes others of them morally good is
expressed by the direct altruism view Examples of the former are
Justice, impartiahity, conscientiousness, of the latter are kindness,
concern, compassion To try to see Kantianism as articulating the
foundation of all virtue 1s mewitably exther to deny what 1s of value in
altruistic virtues, or to distort the nature of those virtues

The contrast between justice, understood as ‘giving each his due,”
and kindness dlustrates the difference i moral foundation between the

different kinds of wirtues Justice, unlike kindness, really does mnvolve
unversal principles It 1s concerned wath the right rather than the good.
Justice plays a role in situations of conflicting claims and interests The
Just person gives each of these 1ts due and acts accordingly Forit to be
Just, hus action must be gmided by pninciples which are objectively valid
They must be universalizable A just man honors the valid clamms of
another, even 1f doing so means sacrificing some of hts own desires, but
the pomt of view from which those claims are assessed as valid 1s an
impersonal and objective one

So the wirtue of justice req an objective and
(as T argued 1n chapter III) But the virtue of kindness or compas:on
does not require this, its moral value derives from a different source
Justice 15 a Kantian wirtue, kindness 1s not What makes the [atter
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morally good 1s the fact that the agent, in doing 1t, has responded toat
certain consideration There 1s no further requirement that the agen
regard 1t as morally incumbent upon others to take that conndemuo;
mto account It 1s not even necessary that the altruistic agent regar
humself as doing something which 1s morally good The kind or compas
sionate person need not think of hus act as kind or compassionate, and
he certamnly does not necessanly act for the sake of bemng hind or
P te What the kind or comp n (among

other things), and what the grounds of 1ts moral value are, 1s a direct
desire for the good of another
Some form of 1

q

ability n 15 1eq d only when an
agent makes some moral judgment regarding his (or other’s) actron If
he merely acts altruistically, without making a moral judgment, then
such a condition 1s not required In that case what 1s relevant to a moral
assessment of his beneficient act is only whether 1t 1s directly altruistic

VI

In setting up durect regard for the good of others as an alternative to
unwversality 1t 15 necessary to guard against a possible misunderstanding
It would be possible to hold a view of morality according to which 1t s
a requirement of morally appropriate action that 1t involve an apprec1a
tion of the uniqueness of each particular indadual 1 do not know of
someone who actually holds such a view, but 1t 1s one with which the

duect altruism view could be confused Such a view 1s regarded as
existentiahist by Bernard Mayo, who states 1t (in order to reject 1t 1n
favor of a Kantian like view) 1n the following way

the situation 1n which fthe moral agent] finds himself 1s 1tself a

unique situation, involving other unique 1ndinduals different from
himself and each

other, and 1n fact an infinite assemblage of
indwidualising factors A genuine moral decision, 1t 1s argued, must
be a response to

the uniqueness of the total situation, and not an
application of a rule why

ch takes account of only a imuted number
of general features 2
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from the uniqueness of the individual.

The direct altruism view differs from this ‘uniqueness’ view. On the
direct altruism view, morally appropriate action concerns itself with the
good of other persans; it need not concern itself with persons’ unique-
ness or unique good. Thus the particular good which one is concerned
about could be a good shared by or common to a group of persons. One
could, for example, be concemned with persons who had a certain
disease, or who suffered from a common condition of oppression. The
object of one’s concern in these cases will be a good, or a condition
relating to the good, shared by certain particular individuals. Action to
foster this good will not necessarily be regarded as universalizable; but
nor, on the other hand, will the concern necessarily be with a unique
good of the individuals in question.

The direct altruism view need not deny that in some perhaps deep
sense every individual is unique and his good is unique. It denies only
that a morally worthy concern must be directed to this unique good.
On the direct altruism view, concern has moral valve whether it is
directed to the unique good of particular individuals or the shared good
of particular individuals. The uniqueness view tends to downplay or
even to deny the shared and common sources of weal and woe among
people.

The uniqueness view rejects the possibility of action grounded in
unjversal principles as ever being morally appropriate. The direct
altruism view does not reject this possibility, but only the notion that

i lizability is y for an action to have moral worth.

Thus the direct altruism view of moral action differs from both the
Kantian view (grounded in universality) and the uniqueness view. It is
important to see this third alternative, since a rejection of the unique-
ness view is sometimes thought to leave some form of Kantianism as

the only altemative.?

Vil

Granted that there is a difference between the Kantian and the direct
altruism views of moral action, what exactly does this difference come
t0? What is its moral import? Consider a statement by W.D. Ross
articulating this difference between a direct desire or concemn for the
goad of another, and a universalizable principle to the effect that one
ought, or is obliged, to do a certain act of beneficence:
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The conscientious attitude 15 one which mvolves the thought of
good or of pleasure for someone else, but 1t 1sa more reflective
attrtude than that in which we aim directly at the production of
some good or some pleasure for another, since fn 1t the mere
thought of some particular good, or of a particular pleasure for

ther does not diately incite us to action, but we stop to
think whether 1n all the circumstances the brnging of that good or
pleasure wnto existence 1s what 1s really incumbent on us 4

Ross seems to imply that we are dealing here with the same rangeé of
beneficent acts (bringing about good or pleasure to another), and are
simply talking about two different kinds of motive or attitude which
produce those acts But many actions of direct altruism are ones which
1t 15 not morally incumbent upon us to perform (above, pp 91f), and s0
the occasions on which we act from duty regarding the bnnging about
of good or pleasure to another are actually a subset of those 1n whuch
we act from direct altruism So 1f we accept Ross’s charactenzation of
the difference between the two types of action, many more morally
good acts of beneficence will be performed from direct altruism than
from Kantian motvation So, at the very least, one contrast within the
area of beneficence between action on the Kantian schema and action
on the direct altruism schema 1s that there 1s more of the latter than the
former — not only more actual beneficent acts, but more acts which are
morally good, that 1s, motivated by a morally good motive
Rosss account draws on one strand of thought wathin the Kantian
on lizable pr namely that acts performed
must be regarded as morally incumbent or obligatory But there 1s an
important ambiguity within the notion of umiversalizabihty (or, as I
sometimes refer to 1t, umversality) which allows for a second way t0
understand the Kantian view The ambiguity 1s between umversality as
meaning that one must regard one’s act as something which everyone
ought to perform, or which 1t would be wrong not to perform, an
::lversahly as meamung that one's act must be such that one can regard
medl‘yt;:e::‘gmlly permtted to pursue 1t Let us call these the “strong’

of lity as a condition on moral
:z:;n“"l‘o take a simple example suppose Iywuh to buy a car Inone
amyone {n a:uondns unmiversalizable, I can regard 1t as acceptable that
sahizability * ls;:l‘: ar situation should buy a car Ttus 1s ‘weak umver
that I do not tn another sense the action is not universalizable, 1

not regard it as morally required for anyone in my situation
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to buy a car. This is ‘strong universalizability.” All actions which arc
strongly universal (i.c., obligatory actions) are weakly universal, but the
converse is not the case.

This ambiguity in the concept of universalizability yields two
distinct interpretations of what it means for an action to conform to
the Kantian schema — that is, for it to have moral value in a Kantian
way. On the weak intcrpretation, an action conforms to the Kantian
schema if the agent regards the action as permissible for anyone in his
sort of situation to perform. On the strong interpretation, an action
conforms to the Kantian schema if it is regarded as required for anyone
in the agent’s situation to perform.

This ambiguity affects how Kant’s views are to be understood. Are
the formulations of the moral law or the categorical imperative meant
to generate principles of morally obligatory conduct? Or is the cate-
gorical imperative best understood as a test or condition which maxims
of action must pass or fulfil in order to be morally acceptable, but
which is not capable by itself of actually generating principles binding
on all moral agents?

This ambiguity does not always show itself, since often the maxims

(such as, lying to gain advantage for oneself) which the categorical
imperative is used to test are found not to be permissible. And there is
a natural act-category corresponding to such maxims which it is plausible
to regard as a component of the moral principles generated by strong
universality — e.g., ‘Do not lie for the purposes of secunng advantage.”
In other words, the focus of discussion of the weak unuversality criterion
in discussions of Kant is on maxims (and actions or omissions) for-
bidden by that criterion, rather than those permitted by it; and the
non-performance of those actions or omissions 1s precisely what con-
forms to the strong universality interpretation of the Kantian schema.
Overlooked in such discussions is the moral status of that wide range
of actions permissible by the weak criterion yet not conforming to the
strong one, because not morally obligatory.

Nevertheless the difference between the two interpretations is
significant for what is meant by saying that actions must be univer-
salizable, and that they must be grounded in universal rational prin-
ciples. Is this meant weakly: that the action is acceptable to a univer-
salization test or criterion? Or is it meant strongly: that universalization
50 to speak compels its performance?®

When comparing direct altruism as an account of moral action with
the Kantian t, the ambiguity yields two distinct Kantian
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On the weak view, a beneficent act 1s umversalizable 1f thee ;ie:‘: CS:
regard 1t as permussible for anyorf{e 1n his :“cu::::aclf:atl;eplf g
rong interpretation, a beneficent act 1s ul
g‘a; srteg:mgl 1t as gbhgatory for anyone in his circumstances tohperll(':::an
The nature and sigmificance of the contrast between (de o
schema of moral action and the direct altruism schema epesmn o
which interpretation one uses We have already, in the discus: on
Ross’s views, seen the weakness of the strong interpretation in rrgem
to beneficent action Only a munor part of the range of benel lcded
actions which could be altruistically motivated can actually be regar "
as obligatory or incumbert on any moral agent It seems arbltraryany
restrict morally valuable beneficent acts to those which are mor: Y
required and could concewvably be prompted by a sense of du?’t_he
thus seems evident that the strong unversality interpretation of

Kantian schema cannot accommodate the full range of morally virtuous
acts of kindness, sympathy, compassion, etc

Vil

The weak universality interpretation of the Kantian view does nO:
suffer the deficiency which the strong does For many more beneficen
acts accord with the weak universality schema than with the strong,

namely all those acts of kindness, compassion, etc , which, while not
being duties, are nevertheless not
)

prohibited by universalizabiity
These a sub | subgroup of the class of
benefi acts d by alt d So weak but not

strong umwversality allows for the
moral value Therefore, unhke
appears to provide,

bulk of altruistic actions to be accorded
strong unwversality, weak umiversality
with regard to beneficent action, a viable alternative
theory of morally valuable action to that of direct altruism

What exactly 15 the difference, then, between the two views? Weak
universality excludes some actions which direct altruism would allow
as having moral

value For direct altruism accords prima facie moral

value to any action which 1s 1ntended to bning about good to another
and is mouvated by a desire to bn,
Arabad

ng about that good Weak umwer
a further condition, namely that the agent regard

the actien as permissible for anyone to perfc m the
This condition would exclude actions such as the following X Is
prompted to help Y but upon reflection

decides that 1t would not be

98



Direct Altnuism, Unwersalizability, and Co "y

nght for any agent in his circumstances to help Y, because help 1n such
circumstances tends ultimately to undermne the recipient’s self-respect

The direct altruism view does not actually deny the moral deficiency
in non umversalizable beneficent and altrusstic acts such as these For it
15 a theory only of prima facie or cefers partbus moral value It allows
for the possibiity that other negative factors regarding an altrustic
action weigh 1n an overall moral assessment of the act, so that an
altruistic act might on balance be a morally bad one Thus the direct
altruism view does not say that an altruistic action has overall moral
value independent of its universalizability, 1, even 1f 1t 1s not umver-
salizable It does not recommend actions 1n spite of their non unwer-
sality What 1t says 1s only that an agent need not actually take account
of an altruistic act’s umversalizability 1n order for 1t to have prima facie
moral value, and 1t allows (which the Kantian view does not) that an
action can have some moral value 1n virtue of being directly altruistic
while having disvalue 1n virtue of being non umwversalizable

What the direct altruism view does fail to do, in contrast to weak
universality, 1s to offer a positive account of how a failure to be (weakly)
umversalizable detracts from the moral value of an act

IX

Another important difference between direct altruism and weak univer-
sality (and, by implication, strong umversality as well) has to do with
the greater role of reflectiveness 1n the Kantian view (Cf Ross's state
ment that conscientiousness 1s a ‘more reflective attitude’ than direct
altruism ) For the Kantian, morally good acts are always mediated by
Judgments as to their moral appropnateness — whether they are morally
nght or permissible — which 1n turn requires giving thought to their
umversalizability

Direct altruism does not require these sorts of yudgments and pro-
cesses of thought, and does not by 1ts nature necessanly involve moral
reflectiveness To act from kindness or compassion invalves only that
one respond to certain features in one’s situation — that s, recogmizing
that someone else 15 1n need and being moved by this consideration to
help lum The link between the perception of need and the action 1s a
direct one One does not step bach to reflect whether one 1s doing the
night thing, or whether one could will everyone to act similarly

Ins Murdoch notes a tendency in much modem Anglo-Amenican
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moral philosophy to o pt the role of moral self-awareness, of
consciously strving to act in accordance with the demands of morality

Aganst this she says that moral philosophy must be able to give expres

sion to the fact that ‘the unexamined life can be virtuous’ ‘Philo-
sophers have often connected consciousness with virtue,” Murdoch says,
but it must be possible to do justice both to Socrates and to the
virtuous peasant *®

The direct altruism view means to express a kind of wirtue which
does not depend on moral refl or sclf ¢
depends only on being responsive to the weal and woe of others In
acting virtuously the Kantian agent 1s strving to be virtuous, he acts for
the sake of moral nightness But the compassionate or kind person does
not necessanly or typically act 1n order to be virtuous So, for example,
1f Jones stops to help a lost child find her parent his action s kind or
compassionate if he 15 motwvated directly by concern for the child and
sympathy for the parent He need not aim ar being kind or compas
sionate He need not even — 1n order to be kind or compassionate —
have a conception of humself, or of his action, as being kind or compas
sionate What 1s necessary 1s only that he aim to meet the other’s need,
relieve her suffening, etc He need not even have a conception of lumself

as acting well or virtuously The only requirement, 1n the way of moral
self , 15 that (as Sidgwick points out) he not think of humself
as acting badly 7

Not only 15 1t not necessary, in order to be virtuous, that one act for

the sake of virtue, but such a form of motivation, though not incom
patible with virtue, leads away from 1t and thus introduces a poten
tially corrupting influence For 1t 15 not such a large step from acting
for the sake of €Ompassion to acting 1n order to mantan one's 1Mage
of oneself as compassionate (and from there perhaps to acting 1n
order to maintam others’ image of oneself as compasstonate) Each of
these motwvations moves further away from the genuinely altruistic
::l:;:r‘:,\lxl:x‘c:\ compassion requures, and the last has nothing whatever

The argument here 15 not
meant to impugn the knowl of oneself
as compassionate or otherw; pugn the knowledge

ise wirtuous It 1s meant to correct the
overemphasis on moral self awa
TENess 1n al
philosophy Kantian and much other mor.
The moral nonrefle

ctiveness of thus directly altruistic person doesnot
::l:zla t‘a‘ndom or haphazard quality to hus (beneficent) action The
Y altruistic person must be genuinely moved by the other’s weal
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and woe rather than, for example, by whim or ulterior motive. In many
cases one cannot be certain whether the consideration which moved
someone was genuinely altruistic (nor of the extent to which an altruistic
consideration was a component in a complex of motives). But there
are ways to attempt to discern motives, in oneself as well as others, and
problems discerning altruistic motivation are no different in degree or
kind from any morally significant motivation.

X

So far, weak universality seems a more attractive interpretation of the
Kantian view than strong universality; for it encompasses within 1ts
framework a much larger range of morally valuable altruistic action. In
addition it may seem to have an advantage over the direct altruism view
in excluding those actions which, while motivated by direct altruism,
are not universalizable. Thus interpreted, the Kantian view may seem to
preserve the positive features of direct altruism and yet to go 1t one
better.

But this advantage is illusory. For, unlike strong universality, weak
universality ts not a full alternative to direct altruism. It does not
actually provide an alternative account of the grounds of all morally
valuable altruistic action.

Weak and strong universality constitute two distinct ways in which
moral action conforms to a Kantian schema. On strong universality,
moral action is actually generated by the schema. The Kantian stand-
point commands the performance of the actions in question, e.g., acts
of beneficence. The agent recognizes that universalizability requires him
to perform the beneficent act (i.e., omitting to do so could not be uni-
versalized). Moreover, the Kantian standpoint provides the motive to
the act or, to put it more g lly, the understanding the agent has
of his action. It is because the agent recognizes that considerations of
universalizability require him to perform the act that he does so; he
performs it because it is obligatory. It is in this sense that strong univer-
sality g tes those actions (or principles) which conform to it, and
offers an account of the source of moral worth in those actions.

Direct altruism shares this latter feature. It purports to give an
account of one source of moral worth in beneficent actions, namely
that they stem from a direct regard for the good of others.

By contrast, actions which conform to the weak universality
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interpretation of the Kantian schema are not actually generated by the
schema but merely accord wath 1t or are countenanced by it,1¢, they
do not violate 1ts stractures ® Because of this, weak universality does not
constitute a full theory of the source of moral value of those actions
which conform to 1t, rather 1t merely imposes a condaton which actions
must meet i order to be moral, namely that they be able to be univer
salized Hence, though weak lity does date (most)
altrusstic action — 1¢ , allows for 1t to have moral value — 1t docs not
account for that moral value The universality condstion does not by
ttself exclude the possibiity of other sources of moral valuc 1n the
motive which prompts the action 1n the first place (By contrast, strong

unwversality provides the motive and the sole source of moral ment 10
actions which conform toat )

Suppose that one intends to perform a certain beneficent action,
motvated by altrusm, one determines that one can weakly univer
salize one’s action, and so one performs 1t The motive to the action 15

still a durect concern with the good of the other One has simply deter
muned that in this

its lly permussible to act from this
motive

Although the universalizability of this action 1s certainly a factor 1n
1ts moral value, nevertheless the dommnant factor 1s the altruism For
suppose one were motivated by self interest to pursue a certamn course
of action, yet one was morally conscientious and wanted to determune
1f one's action was morally permussible So one deterrmnes that it 1S
(weakly) universalizable, and one performs it The act does not thereby
acquire significant moral value, for 1t 1s motsvated by self nterest,
though 1t 15 certainly better that one tested the act for moral permisst
bility than that one did not, and 1n this sense one can say that the act
1tself 15 better than the same one not tested for universalizability but
Just motivated durectly by self interest Thus, even 1f the direct motive
\: n‘ot the only factor 1n the moral value of an action, 1t 1s the donunant

actor

The universalizability is only what makes the act morally permlsslble
It 1s not what makes 1t positively morally good The Kantian may st
claim that the act 1s nor morally good precisely because 1t is merely
permussible rather than obbgatory But thus clarm cannot be based
merely on the act's failure to be (weakly) universalizable

This pomnt 15 obscured by a moral psychology which essentially
Broups all motives in categones of *duty’ or “nclination’ and then tends
(though not unambiguously) to see the latter as primanly egoistic For
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then an action which is weakly (but not strongly) universalizable (and
theret'f;re permissible but not obligatory) will have whatever moral
value it does have in the fact of its universalizability, since there is no
conception of a direct motive which itself has even conditional moral
value, all such motives being seen as forms of inclination. But if it is
Proposed that some such direct motives do have prima facie moral
value, we see that weak universality has no way to deny this. To put it
another way, the weak universality interpretation of moral action does
not lend any support to the duty/inclination moral psychology scheme;
the latter, on that interpretation, becomes a separate component of the
Kantian view, and both would need to be assumed to be true in order
to refute the direct altruism view.

As a criticism of the Kantian view this argument has ramifications
beyond that view’s failure to undercut the moral value of direct altruism.
For any good motive which is weakly universalizable will have to be
fountenanced by the weak universality interpretation. This would
include, for example, the disinterested desire that a beautiful forest
not be cleared for a highway (not so much because of people’s enjoy-
ment of the forest but simply because one regards it as a good thing
that such natural beauty exists).

X1

One point needs clearing up. It might be thought that in my interpre-
tation of the Kantian view I have placed too much emphasis on the
agent’s believing that his action is universalizable, whereas the point of
the Kantian view is that the action actually be univcrsalizablc;‘it is this
which makes the action morally right. It is a matter, that is, of justifica-

tion, not motivation.
salizability is not what determines whether the

But the act’s univer n
agent has acted well in performing the act; and yet it s this — the

that we arc concerned with, If an act turns out,
as it happens, to conform to the mquircmfms of universalizability, but
this fact comprises no part of lh.c agent’s own understanding of his
action — so that, in relation to this agent, it is merely an accident that
the act is Kantianly justifiable - then the action does not, on the
Kantian view, have moral worth. kznlu.ninp as a whole may well also
involve a theory of agentindependent justification of acts;™® but it ks
not this which competes with the direct altruism view. It is rather the
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view of the moral worth of action, which must include the undcrst!altl:‘}s
wng which the agent has of his action So when I speak of an :llea(:: e
being unwersalizable 1 mean that the agent regards it as univers . hc'
and that thus belef forms part of the considerations for whic
erforms the action
i So weak umversality, i contrast to direct altruism and to stro:ﬁ
universality, does not offer a self contained theory of moral action
action which 1s weakly universalizable may stul be morally good on
grounds other than 1its umversality In particular, unlike strong unlve:i
sabty, weak unwersality does not by itself exclude acts motivate
directly by altruism from having moral value

Also while weak unwversality does differ from direct altruism as 2
theory of moral action, 1t does not differ by excluding altruism as 2
source of moral worth, and yet neither does 1t account for that source
A weaker version of weak universality 1s that altruistic actions have
some moral ment if they are not weakly umiversalizable, but have less
than if they were universalizable

The dufference between this view and the direct altruism view 1s that,
according to direct altruism an altruistic action’s moral worth 1s not
diminished merely by the agent’s fadure to gwve consideration t0
whether 1t can be (weakly) hzed If, out of kind or p
sion, an agent acts directly for the sake of someone’s good without
thinking about whether 1t 1s morally permissible for anyone 1n such 2
situation to do so, his action has full moral value (cetens panbus) 1t1s
diminished 1n moral value only 1f the action 1s 1n fact not umversaliz+
able and the agent could have recognized this Whereas weak untversality

depruves the action of some of its value solely because the agent has
failed to test for unversalizabiity

Let us then consider as a Kantian position, that weak umversality on
this interpretation 15 supenor to direct altruism, as a view of the moral
worth of beneficent action Is beneficence grounded 1n umversal prin

ciples (understood as weak universality) superior to beneficence
grounded i durect altruism? That 1s,

morally preferable,
beneficent action 15
from sympathy,

1s 1t morally essential, or anyway
to make certan that one’s intended altruistic

(weakly) umiversalizable, rather than to act directly
compasston, kindness, etc 7



Direct Altruism, Universalizability, and Consistency
X1t

One argument in support of weak universality is that action prompted
by direct altruism, because it is not grounded in universalizable prin-
ciples, is liable to conflict with principles which are strongly universal
and thus morally binding. For example, if I act unreflectively from
compassion I might forget certain obligations I have to other persons.
I get so carried away by my compassion that I neglect commitments
and obligations which should take precedence in my actions. So a
morality in which we allow free rein to our altruistic emotions in
guiding our actions is inherently deficient.

In response to this, our actual duties to others comprise only a

restricted portion of the occasions of our interaction with others. We
have duties and obligations to others regarding institutional relations
in which we stand to them, and regarding specific commitments made
to particular people (e.g., promises, commitments to friends); and
perhaps we have a ‘duty of beneficence’ to persons in general, indepen-
dent of any special relationships to them. (But if the latter exists, the
occasions of such a duty are quite restricted.) But occasions on which
such duties are applicable comprise only a small portion of our inter-
action with others. Thus most occasions on which, out of sympathy,
compassion, or concem, we pursue the good of another person are
ones in which our action will not conflict with a duty to someone else.
As argued in chapter II1, this holds as well for the duty of impartiality,
Wwhich requires us to give equal consideration to the interests of those
to whom the duty is owed.

If we think of the many ways we help others — friends, acquaint-
ances, strangers — out of sympathy, compassion, concemn, we realize
that in most such situations we violate no moral demands in doing so.
I respond to an acquaintance’s difficult situation by doing something
helpful; John helps the man dig his car out of the snow; Kate acts out
of friendship for Sue ~ in these acts the agent is typically not running
up against any moral demands which performing these beneficent acts
violate,

If the restricted nature of our actual duties to others is granted, the
fact that action from altruistic cmotion can on occasion conflict with
such duties and obligations will not seem so disturbing; for on most
Occasions directly altruistic actions will not conflict with them.

Yet it may still seem somewhat disturbing, for if we give free rein to
our feclings and let them gulde our actions entircly, will we not be

Jos
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blinded to the other moral demands (connected with duty and obth:
tion) 1 cases where they do ansc? So will it not still be at Jeast some:
what better to act from universal principles of beneficence than from
durect altruism?

But the person acting from altruistic emotion 1s capable of aCkn;w;
ledging these other considerations, and 1s capable of acknowledging tha
1n cases 1 which his duty would lead him to perform act A, while his
sympathy would lead hum to perform act B rather than A, he ought t;
perform A That he generally (1e, in the normal situation 1n whicl
durect altruism violates no moral stcture) gives free rein to lus concern
and sympathy does not necessarly blind him to these other moral
considerations The picture of altruistic emotions as blind, arrational,
or as overwhelmuing us and preventing any other considerations from
weighing with us 1s not accurate

But how 15 1t possible for altruistic emotions which are not grounded
n moral pnnciples to allow for the acknowledgment of moral principles
which limst their morally proper scope of actiity? To put it another
way 1f 1 restrain from acting from altrwistic emotion because downg sO
would conflict with a moral principle, does this not show that my

compassion 1s not without principle, but on the contrary 1s grounded 1n
general principles regarding when 1t 15 per ble or not per. ble to
act from compassion?

The answer to this 1s analog

to the arg t gven 1n chapter 111,
regarding the functioning of mpartiality vis- vis fnendshup (see PP
61-4) If 1t 1s acknowledged that our duties and obligations are re-
stncted 1n their application, then when someone acts from altruistic
emotion 1n a situation which he knows not to be covered by duties and
obligations, he 1s not acting from umwersal pnnciple For what he

knows is not stself a moral principle but 1s rather sumply that his situa
tion 1s one to which certain moral punciples are inapplicable Thus
John, 1n helping the man dig fus car out, could rightly believe that he 15
not thereby violating any duties to others In acting out of sympathy to

help an acquaintance 1 can already know that I am not acting in con
flict with any other duties w]

hich I have But what John and I know

these is not hing ded i universal principles
Rather, it 15 knowing that no universal principles apply to our situation
Every unwersal principle of duty or obligation applies to certain
situations and not to others So, 1n order to be able to apply such a
prnciple, one will have to be able to identify when one 15 1n a situation
to which the prnciple apphes and when oneisnot But such knowledge
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of the situation is not something which one can know on the basis of
the principle; for it is a precondition of knowing how to apply the
principle. Such knowledge cannot be assimilated to a further moral
principle without infinite regress.

One can know, or justifiably believe, that one’s altruistic action does

not violate universality, without actually having to test the act for
universality, simply by being justificd in belicving that there are no
moral requirements within one’s situation (with which acting altruistic-
ally might conflict). In such situations weak universality has no advan-
tage over dircct altruism.
. And so altruistic emotions need not be grounded in moral principles
in order for us to act on them freely and spontaneously in situations in
which no moral demands are made on us, while yet not acting on them
freely and spontaneously in situations in which moral demands are
made on us (and in which acting from aftruistic emotions would or
might fail to honor the demands). This is the sense in which we can
give ‘free rein’ to our sympathy, compassion, etc. — i.e., we can do so
when we are not in situations in which we violate any moral demands
by doing so. Qur actions in such cases will have ~toral worth, insofar as
they involve acting out of a genuine regard for the good of other
persons.

Xi

A concern related to whether action not grounded in principle is liable
1o conflict with morality is that, unless our beneficent actsare grounded
in some principle, we are liable to be beneficent towards persons who
do not deserve it; and in that way our ‘non-principled’ altruistic
emotions will lead us morally astray. It might seem that this could
hardly be a particularly serious or central problem, since whether
someone is, so to speak, an appropriate object for beneficence seems
to have less to do with whether he deserves the help than whether he
needs it or could use it. The notion of desert seems out of place
most contexts of possible beneficence. Concern with it stems at least
partly from taking charity — i.e., beneficence from the financially
secure towards the disad ged and dependent — as one’s general
model of beneficence (on this subject, see chapter III, p. 57), together
with the concern generally attached to the social ideology of charity,
that one not act charitably towards those who are undeserving of it,
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eg, those who are slothful or who have brought their unfor’tumtc
condition on themselves Thus, in dlustrating the general Kantian
notion of action on principle, C D Broad gives as an example

the case of a member of a Chanty Organisation Society giving rehief
to a complete stranger He analyses the situation to sce whether 1t
does or does not come under a certain rule or principle of action
which he has accepted If 1t does he gives relief, 1f 1t does not, he
refuses1t And he would treat 1n exactly the same way any other
man whose case had the same features '

WD Ross also, in illustrating the distinction noted previously between
an action in which we aim directly at the good of another person and
one 1n which we aim at doing the nght thing, sces the difference as
tlustrated well by that between the discnminate and indiscriminate
chanty 12

But chanty 1s only a very special case among the entire range of
forms of doing good for others It implies a situation 1n which the giver
1s very much better off than the recipient, in which the recipient 15
regarded as essentially powerless and dependent, unable in a faly
permanent way to get along without the chanty contnbution, and
finally, i which what 15 given by the giver 1s some form of money or
matenal goods which n giving he gives up or gives away (though, 1t 1
also implied, he can well afford to do 50)

But most forms of action from sympathy, compasston, or concern
lack at least some 1f not all of these features Often what we give when
We give 1o others out of altruistic emotion 1s our time, energy, efforts,
advice, comfort — things which we have not thereby lost to ourselves 1n
Bving them (anyway not 1n the sense 1 which money which we give
away 15 lost to ourselves) Also, very often when we help friends and
acquaintances, and even strangers, their general life situations are not
regarded as so hopeless that they are permanently dependent on the
Tesources of others to be able to take care of themselves, rather they
are simply temporanly 1n need of some kind of help The person 15
ll)l:‘lsxcally regarded as an equal who happens to be 1 a jam, whereas 1

e case of chanty the recipient 15 always regarded as unequal to oneself

g’:_‘rc tﬁ‘:?hei‘:‘“y' the agent 1n usual acts of direct altruism 1s better
sanly 1n any :::f"‘(:’ﬂly within the situation at hand, but not neces
prately have sym:mhe;“;::aw Or permanent) way One can ﬂPl;""
better off than oneselr # person who I financully or soculy
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Furthermore, the worry that one’s charity might be ‘indiscriminate’
is not necessarily a morally admirable concern, much less a morally
fundamental one, and stems from a view of poor people which is
connected with a certain social and political outlook — namely, that
poor people are basically divided into those whose poverty is a reflec-
tion of their own inabilities (or, even more, their own laziness) and
those whose poverty is due to circumstances not of theirr own making.
The view that the former group is a large one, that such persons are
undeserving of charity, and that therefore we must be on our guard
with principles which discriminate clearly between the deserving and
the undeserving, is a questionable one.*®

So the case of charity does not show that we need to be especially
concerned about the issue of doing good to persons who do not deserve
it. From a moral point of view this is one of the least of our concerns.
In the normmal round of our day-to-day lives it is quite evident that
many persons’ situations warrant sympathy, compassion, concern. A
direct concern with the weal and woe of others, unmediated by prin-
ciple, is all that is generally necessary, in order for us to do what it is
morally good to do. An overconcern with the deservingness of persons
Wwho are potential objects of our actions of sympathy, compassion, etc.
betokens a kind of meanness of spirit and an unwarranted distrustful-
ness, as well as the above-mentioned questionable social views.

XIv

Another Kantian concern can be put this way: just because we des.ire
the good of others does not mean that we will achieve it, and acting
directly from our altruistic emotions might well be less likely to lead fo
that end than acting from reasoned general principles grounded in
reflection and relevant information.

This objection is unfairly framed. We have to assume that the
compassionate or sympathetic agent is genuinely concerned with
fostering the good of those to whom his emotions are directed, rather
than simply acting impulsively on the basis of a superficial reading of
Situations. He will understand that there is a distinction between foster-
ing the other person’s good and doing what the other wants one to
do.!'* And he will be no less hkely than the Kantian agent to make
h'imsclf as well-informed as he thinks necessary to achieve his desired
am,
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This 1s not to say that the altruistic person necessanly possesses the
ntelligence, nsight, and knowledgeabihity t ry to gve
effect to his genumnely good intentions A person can be compassionate
yet blind, shortsighted, or unreaistic But if he 1s to be genuinely
compassionate we must assume a genuine concern with others’ good,
and not merely with superficial indications of their wants or necds
Moreover, the Kantian agent humself does not necessanly possess the
tell 1 virtues tioned, nor 1ly avord the deficiencies He
too can be stupid and unrealistic about how to accomplish what he
takes to be hus duty He can, because of ignorance, apply his principles
badly He can muspercewve his obligations, wrongly working out what
reason bids him to do

Granted that knowledge and certain 1ntellectual qualiies make 1t
much more likely that the person with altruistic intent will succeed 1n
acting beneficently, 1t mught be thought that Kanttaism must have
some advantage over a morality of altruistic emotions, since it 1s 2 view
which by 1ts nature requires more reflection But this 1s not so The

fl d by K takes place only at the stage of
attempting to determune one’s duty given how one already understands
one'’s situation It does not tself produce a more informed grasp of
one’s situation On the other side, sympathy and compassion them
selves tmpel, or can tmpel, the y reflection when the

o of plexity, when 1t 1s not evident how best to
carry out one’s beneficent intent

d“The pomt here 15 that it 15 unfarr to compare a poorly functioning
ectly altruistic agent with an 1deally functioning Kantian one

Xv

ﬁtgn'::nis;u :o:nn the alleged superionty of weak unwersality to direct
ame (ot s::rer;c}', and the agent’s commitment to acting tn the
principle on ay cgﬁo ) way n the future !5 In acting from umversal
way 1 smilar o :‘“'Wcasmn one commuts oneself to acting the same
altrulstic emotion ua |o?s m the future, whereas acting from direct
such commitment u;ls: 2 as 1t 15 not action on principle, 1nvolves N0
mnconsistency 1 a wanc:hacnon from altruistic emotion 1s hable to
expounding a Kznuaz 3t principled action 1s not Philip Mercer,
way VieW, puts this objection in the following

110



Durect Altruism, Unuversalizability, and Ce "y

to be generously disposed towards someone one day merely because
Thappen to be mn hugh spints 1s not morally commendable 1f the
next day I don’t care a damn about him These kinds of
emotionally based behavior do not commut the agent to stmtlar
behavior 1n the future We must admut then that msofar as 1t 1s
correct to say that some emotionally motivated conduct cannot

be backed by justifying reasons 1t cannot provide us with any
grounds for expecting, or requiring, its repetition 1n the future

when circumstances are appropriate, and that insofar as this 1s so

1t cannot possess moral worth 16

But the contrast implied here between action on prnciple and action
grounded 1n altruistic emotion 1s neither very great nor very sigmificant
It 15 not clear that action from altruistic feeling 1s any more liable to
lead to inconsistent behavior than action from pninciple Furst, merely
Invoking moral principle 1n one’s behavior 1s no guarantee of consistency
of behavior, nor even of consistency of principle One might be prone
to citing vanous principles to rationahize (or even genuinely to explaim)
one’s actions, and yet 1t be the case that the pnnciples which one cites
on different occasions are incompatible with one another

Stil, invoking principles 1s not synonymous wath actually holding
them and acting from them Nevertheless, even 1f a person genuinely
Possesses certain moral principles and attempts to live according to
them, this 1s no guarantee that he will necessanly do so It mught be
that he simply fails to live up to his genumnely held principles, or lives
Up to them in an inconstant fashion (However, there must be a suffi
cently genume attempt to guide one's conduct according to the prin
ciples in order to say that the person holds them ) Thus, having prin-
ciples is no guarantee of consistency 1n action

On the other side, let us consider a person who we would say 15 a
Sympathetic or compasstonate person Such a person would be prone
10 acting out of compassion or sympathy 1n certain situations (situa
tions which ‘warrant’ sympathy or compassion) It seems that by
$aying that he 15 a compasstonate or sympathetic person — i contrast
10 someone who occasionally or inconstantly shows signs of compas-
S10n or sympathy — we are attnbuting a measure of consistency to hus
behavior He tends to be moved by certain sorts of considerations
But this s not to say that he acts from umwversal pnnciples

Therefore, that a person does not explicitly gwide his conduct by
universal principles does not mean that heisnot likely toact consistently
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1 a sympathetic and compassionate way The fact that there 1s n0
guarantee that he so acts does not mean that he 1s not likely to And,
as we have seen, acting from principle 1s no guarantee of consistency
1n any case

Thus, acting from altrwistic feeling does not necessanly or even
typically involve acting inconsistently Acting from principles may have
some advantage on this score, but not nearly so much as the ongnal
contrast implied Therefore umwversal principle 1s not required for
consistency regarding the kind of behavior prompted by altruistic
feeling

And so Mercer 15 wrong when he says that ‘emotionally motwvated
conduct cannot provide us with any grounds for expecting, of
requinng, 1ts repetition in the future when circumstances are appro-
pnate’ (see above, p 111) For an established pattern of sympathetic of
compassionate action in someone does give us grounds to expect such
action in the future It does not give us grounds to require such action
i the future, but neither does someone’s adhenng to a principle 1n oné
situation give us grounds for requinng huim to do so in the future
Adh to 1 principles does give us grounds to appeal to the
person to do a beneficent act on some future occasion, but we have
grounds of appeal 1n the case of altruistic emotion — namely the con

siderations (relating to another person’s good) to which the person has
shown himself in the past to be responsive

XVl

None of this 1s to deny that a person who acts from altrusstic emotion
c€an act inconustently An exam

le of 4 clearer

Plctsuaxlc of the moral sxgmﬁcance]::f cons::tsc::;‘ helpus to gaun 2
cuhﬂyx:n::::::‘l“lnlely kind and sympathetic person, but 1s so 1 a partt
seems to de; and Way, in that she 15 especially moody and her kindness
‘down’ she lf.::mv;ry much on her moods When she 1s not fecling
out, responsive mat}: to °1h°f‘ willing to give of herself to help them
a depressed state o;h er people’s needs and concerns But when Sal1s 11
them, not so wil ¢ Is not open to others, not very responsive to
mconstant and hy 08 10 be helpful Her sympathy and kindness are

What exactl “Bbchm"'r in that sense, inconsistent

inconsisten 'l')ll' the moral defectiveness snvolved in this sort of
cY? To help explore this question let us magine that Sharon
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is an acquaintance of Sal’s, who has had the benefit of Sal’s kindness
but has not yet been made aware of the change in her altruistic behavior
when she is in a bad mood. Then let us suppose that Sharon is in a
situation in which it would be possible for Sal to be helpful to her.
Because Sal happens on that occasion to be in a foul mood, she is curt
and unresponsive to Sharon. Sharon is disappointed, surprised, and
taken aback by this.

One clear deficiency in Sal is her unreliability in the area of helpful-
ness to others. One cannot count on her to be helpful, though often she
is helpful. Also, as the situation of Sharon brings out, Sal in a way raises
expectations which she then disappoints. Besides the unreliability, what
exactly is wrong with this? The fact of raising expectations in others
does not give those others any special claim on Sal. It does not consti-
tute a commitment to them. Thus, when she fails to be kind she does
not necessarily violate commitments to others or fail to honor their
claims.

It is true that we are sometimes angrier and more resentful towards
People who, though generally sympathetic and available to us for help,
do not come through on some particular occasion, than we are at others
whom we know to be self-centred and whom we would never even
éxpect to go out of their way for us. This says something interesting
about anger and resentment, but it does not signify any greater claim
dgainst the kind person simply because he has raised expectations
which he disappoints.

But perhaps, even though the raised expectations do not give others
a claim on the person’s beneficence, nevertheless they do constitute
Some legitimate expectation, hence some moral defect if that expecta-
tion is not met, though a less serious one than violation of commit-
ment. I think there is something in this, but its force depends to some
extent on how we are picturing the way the expectations are raised.
Such a defect is not identical with one in which a person, so to speak,

8ives It out to be understood that he can be relied on or counted on to
be kind or helpful, perhaps in order to be thought well of by others. In
Such a case there is perhaps a kind of deceit involved. .
Certainly in some particular situations this inconstancy of feeling for
others might involve a serious moral failure; for example, if Sharon
Were in a really desperate situation and Sal were able to help her out
Y€t did not do so because she was in one of her depressed moods. This
might constitute a breach of the ‘natural duty of beneficence® (see
chapter 111, p. 45). Still, it would be compatible with the Xind of
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inconstancy descnibed n Sal for Sal whenna bad mood to be available
to people 1 truly desperate situations, even while her moodiness keeps
her from being available to people who are worthy of sympathy and
help though not desperately 1n need of 1t In fact, if this were not true
of Sal she would seem almost schizophremic rather than just exception
ally moody

Another thought might be that 1f a person 1s mconsistent then he
will not follow through on actions undertaken on others’ behalf when
he 15 1n his accessible moods This is a charge made agamnst capricious
feelings which carnes some weight However, many acts of kindness or
sympathy do not involve action over time as subject to such moods
M o 1f an ly kind person did, out of kindness, under
take something on another’s behalf, he might still be capable of recog
nizing that this constituted some sort of commutment to carry through
on the undertaking, despite change of mood The commitment to
follow through 1s of a different moral status than the ongmnal under
taking atself (which no such ment), and the incon
sistently kind person would be capable of appreciating and acting on
this difference (The contrast with the consistently kind person might

be that his following through would be done 1n a somewhat different,
less positive spint )

her(e)ne amlglht think tha} another serious moral deficiency 1s volved
lead,: "‘u y that the y of the of feeling would
shownsw 1;3 q;e;non the genuneness of the sympathy and kindness
how «:oulde :h a], 15 10 a good mood If she were really sympathetic then
bad mood? “7 © ©on so many when she was In 3
Sal mght havee hm;gh‘ begin to search for some ulterior motive which
had not read oa 1n being helpful, or we might begin wonderng 1f we
really there more sympathy and kindness into her behavior than was

. :1\;:‘ l:;cafr;nlspowblhly. yet 1t 1s also 1mportant to recogmze that it
porteaty s ymgathy and kindness to be both inconstant and yet
porfeatly ne anm‘g to be sympathetic when one 15 1n a bad mood
sympathy o ws o e oacan "

" 1y one shows on other appropriate occastons

Yy, possibility of lack of
otent, of altruistic feeling
P hal for failing to follow through on beneficent action undertaken

~ these are
stemming ﬁ':‘; ';‘li’ﬂl defects we have noted 1n the failure of behavior
portrayed In our ruistic feeling to be consistent, at least in the way
P ple Thus what 15 morally deficient
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about inconsistency in action is not just one kind of thing. It can be
different things on different occasions.

Such defects and potential defects must be taken into account in an
overall moral assessment of Sal’s character. And there is room here for
disagreement regarding the weight of these defects and hence regarding
the overall moral assessment. The point remains that the defects are not
so fundamental as to undermine all moral value in the inconsistently
kind person’s behavior. Sal is still capable of kindness and sympathy
and these qualities do have moral value,

In particular the kind of inconsistency noted here involves less
serious moral deficiency than the capriciousness discussed in chapter IL.
For a capricious person is one who is, so to speak, totally unreliable
about acting in a beneficent way; Sal on the other hand is partially
responsive, sympathetic and kind.

On the Kantian view consistency is a sine qua non of morality. The
above argument suggests that the only consistency which is actually

quired is the consistency involved in holding universal principles at

all; i.e., in applying the principles consistently, to all who come within
their scope, and in particular not making an exception of oneself. But
consistency in behavior, though generally (not always) morally desir-
able, is not a necessary condition of the moral worth of action or
character.

In summary: failure of action to be grounded in universal principles
does not ily lead to inconsi y in action. For a compas-
sionate or sympathetic person can be entirely consistent in his 'beffa\nor.
Thus consistency is not as closely tied to univcrsalfty and ;'mni:xplt: as
the Kantian view implies. But further, consistency in behavior is nota
sine qua non of moral value. It is one virtue among others.

These considerations mitigate whatever superiority, up to this point,
weak universality has to direct altruism. They should in any case n.ukc
it clear that the failure to test one's beneficent acts for (weak) univer-
sality is not typically a serious moral defect.
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view, which seems caught on the horns of a ddemma To the extent
that Kantiamsm presents a comprehensive view of moral action (cg,n
its strong umversality version), and thus presents a full alternative to
durect altruism, 1t cannot plausibly aspire to pass the full range of
morally good beneficent action which direct altruism purports to
encompass Whereas to the extent that it (e g, as the weaker version of
weak universality) 1s able plausibly to encompass this range 1t ncreas

wngly forfeits 1ts character as a full alternative to dircct altruism as a
theory of moral action, for 1t 15 parasitic on other motvations to action
than are provided by the Kantian schema 1tself, and 1s unable to exclude
the possibility that some of these (e g , altruism) may have moral value

So, while direct altruism 1s clearly a distinct view from all forms of

Kantianism, the Kantian view cannot produce arguments which under
mine the direct altruism view

Thus we were left in the previous sections with considenng a Kantian
view which was really ittle more than Kantian window dressing on the
basic direct altruism view, namely the claim that 1t 1s morally desirable
to test proposed altruistic actions for weak universality (And even here
the argument for the moral superionty of the Kantian view was not
compelling )

. As for the role of unwversality or universalizability 1n morality, this

P on the one 1s add g It may be that umversaliz
ability 1s a valid for acceptable moral principles 1 have
been concerned, however, with a different 1ssue, nnmel]y whether
unwersahizability 15 a valid requirement for moral (1e, morally good)
:i:‘l’:; It 15 only the latter role for umiversalizability which 1 have
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VI

ALTRUISTIC EMOTION,
REASON, AND PERCEPTION

Direct altruism, I have argued, is a form of motivation distinct from
Kant.ian-type motivation. It 1s, moreover, meant to be the kind of
motivation involved in the altrmstic emotions. That is, sympathy,
compassion, and concern are forms of direct altruism. And so, vindi-
cating the moral value of direct altruism as a motive entals a vindica-
tion of the altruistic emotions as motives.

But the connection drawn here needs explanation. For it might be
thought that direct altruism has nothing specifically emotional about it
and that, in fact, it can be understood in purely rationalist terms. For
example, Thomas Nagel argues in The Possibility of Altruism that the
good of another always constitutes a reason for an agent to foster that
other’s good. Thus we always have a reason to act altruistically, and qua
rational we are compelled to acknowledge this reason as applicable to
us. Moreover, what makes it a reason has nothing to do with emotional
factors 1n our make-up, but only with structural aspects of us as rational
beings (1n a world of other rational beings). Altruism grounded in such
considerations would be direct altruism, yet would be purely rational,

The mere existence of such purely rational altruistic motivation does
not by itself undercut the moral value of altruistic emotions, so long as
the latter are genuine forms of direct altruism. If so, then direct altruism
would sumply tske different forms, of which pure rational altruism
would be one, and sympathy, compassion, etc. would be others

It would be useful then to be clear on the ways that (acting from)
altruistic emotion differs from (acting from) pure rationa! altrnsm, and
at the same time to show that altruistic emotions are a penuine form of
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direct altrusm and are no less direct (and in that sense ‘pure’) than 1s
purely rational altruism (if there 1s such a thing)

1

We can best bnng out this difference by first contrasting acting from
sympathy or concern wath acting from duty (of beneficence) (Although
Nagel's pure rational altrusm cannot by any means be equated with
duty, 1t shares the feature of being a motive which1s1n no way grounded
1n emotion but 1s purely rational ) I have an acquaintance, Becker, who
1s 1 ajam [ have concem for Becker, and out of that concern I help
tam Cathcart, who cares nothing for Becker, nevertheless regards
himself as under an obligation to help hum, out of a duty of beneficence
Both of us, 1n helping Becker, intend that Becker be relieved of his
difficulty But our ways of regarding this aim are different My motive
i helping Becker 1s my direct desire or concern for hus good Cathcart
does not have a direct desire or concern for Becker’s good, though he
acts with the intention of bringing about Becker’s good
Suppose both Cathcart and I perform acts to help out Becker And
let us suppose, first, that the actions do serve to help Becker out of the
Jam he 15 m What would our respective feelings, attitudes, etc be
towards the resul ? Since I am d about Becker and
care about hum, 1 am greatly relieved that he 1s out of the jam Iam
pleased for im What [ am pleased about 1s not pnmanly that it was |
who was able to help hum out of the jam (though I may be pleased
about this also), but that he 15 out of the jam What would Cathcart
feel? It seems that what Catheart would mainly be pleased about 1s that
he has discharged hus duty, that he did the nght thing He would have
‘moral satisfaction,” or satisfaction at having done his duty ! But we
have hypothesized that Cathcart cares nothing personally for Becker,

nor has he any emotional responses to his situation (tus weal and woe)
And 50 he 15 not particularl

y pleased for Becker at his being out of the
Jam (which 15 not to say that he 15 displeased) Thus 1s not a thung which
makes Cathcart happy, or relieved, as 1t does me If we tmagine Cathcart
to be pleased for Becker (as I am) then we are imagining that he fecls
something more than 2 sense of duty towards Becker He would then
havc,somc altrulstic emotion towards him
We can see this more clearly if we imagine a situation n which both
Catheart and | perform the acts of beneficence, but, through absolutely
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:’:mf;ault of our own, these acts fail to help Becker (e.g., we lend him
responl:(:ney 'but then the money is stolen). How would we each
action 1 (o} Ilys outcome? I would naturaily be upset, both that my
o~ on ad failed to help, and that Becker was still in the state which
Tiginally prompted my concern. I would naturally continue to be
°°f1¢¢med about Becker, since the grounds of that concern would still
exist. .(ln fact I might be more concerned, or at least discouraged, at
the falll.!re of a reasonable attempt to help.)

'BUt if Cathcart had acted purely out of duty he would not feel these
tl'llﬂgs. We are assuming here that he regards himself as doing what was
his duty 1o do, and that he regards it as entirely a matter of bad luck,
no fault of his own, that it did not work out. So he would feel that he
had done what was his duty, or that he had done all that could have
been expected of him in attempting to discharge the duty. If he were
really emotionally indifferent to Becker, then, having done what he
regarded as all that is required of him, he would have no more feelings
about the situation or towards Becker. He would not be concerned
about Becker, or distressed at the turn of events. Were he to do so this
Would show that his emotional attitude towards Becker included more
than regarding him simply as someone towards whom he had a duty.

Finally, let us consider the situation where Cathcart and I are pre-
pared to do the appropriate beneficent act, but Becker gets himself out
of the jam without our efforts. I am pleased about this. I no longer
need to be concerned about Becker. I am happy he is no longer in a
Jjam. 1 feel relief, perhaps also joy for Becker. But Cathcart has nothing
to feel in this situation, except that he no longer has a duty to Becker.
The situation which gave rise to his duty no longer exists. (Pethaps he is
glad that he does not have to discharge the duty; but this would be
another matter, not inherent in acknowledging the duty itsclf.)

Someone might take issue with the way I have treated this example.
For, one might say, if Cathcart regards himself as having a duty of
beneficence to Becker, then in acting from this duty his aim or goal is
that Becker be benefited, i.e., that he be out of the jam. If this aim
were not met would Catheart not therefore fee! frustrated, unhappy,
ctc.? And similarly, if this goal did come about (by whatever means),
would he not have reason to rejoice, fecl happy, feel relieved, cte.?
There are two things to be said in response to this. First, even il one
grants (which I do not) that the man acting from duty has the goal that

Becher be benefited, still the feclings associated with the realization

and frustration of this aim are different than with acting from concern
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or sympathy For if the dutiful man 1s unhappy when hus aim 1
unrealized, what he 1s unhappy about 1s that his aim 1s unrealized But
what the concerned man 1s unhappy about 1s that Becker 1s stll in 2 jalfl
(and/or that an effort to help Becker 1s unsuccessful) The dutiful man’s
feelings are not directed at Becker’s situation for 1ts own sake, but only
nsofar as 1t nvolved something at which he was aiming The second
pont 1s that f 1t 15 genumely out of duty that someone acts, then s
aim 1s, stnictly, not that a certarn state of affairs should come about but
that he should do the nght thung Of course these will generally comn
cide — hus doing the nght thing will bring about the desired state of
affars But when they do not comcide — 1 ¢, when his performing the
dutiful act fails, because of fortuitous circumstance, to bnng about the
desired state of affairs — then the person acting purely from duty 1s
satisfied when he has done the nght thung
A person acting from duty mught well have a wish that the other
person be benefited And this wish can generate the emotions men
tioned But such a wish 1s separable from the duty It constitutes a
different motive, which can operate separately from or together with
the sense of duty
The concerned person’s emotions are focused directly on Beckerina
way that the duty motivated person’s are not Thus s reactions to
vanous different 1n the sit are d d by what
happens to Becker, regarding his weal and woe But the dutiful person’s
reactions are directed not to Becker directly but to Becker’s situation
asit relates to the performance of hus duty towards Becker
Thus there 15 a sigmficant difference between acting out of concern
for someone and acting out of a duty of beneficence Different attt
tudes towards the person and the action are mnvolved, which mnvolve
it m 1 resp Acting from concern 1s constituted
In part by a readmess to have feelings of pleasure, joy, sadness, frus
tration, and ho

pe regarding various outcomes of the situation one 1s 1n
Acting from duty 15 entirely separable from such 1

though n practice they might well B0 together (Thus latter point would
suggest the unnaturalne.

ponid ss of a theory of moral motivation grounded 1n

Insofar as Nagel's purely rational altruism can be regarded as 3
genuine motive, most of what has been said regarding the contrast
between acting from duty and acting from altruistic feeling can be
applied to it For Nagel's pure rational altruism contrasts wath the duty
of beneficence only in that the action which the agent has a purely
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rational altruistic reason for performing is not (necessarily) a morally
required one. But my account of the contrast between altruistic emotion
and acting from duty depends not on this feature of the latter, but
merely on its being a purely rational motivation not involving any
emotional attitude towards the person to be benefited. So, if it is
merely a purely rational reason for which I act, then the feelings
associated with acting out of altruistic emotion will not be associated
with it.

II

The differences between pure rational altruistic motivation and
emotionally grounded altruistic motivation do not render the latter any
less direct or pure as altruism.

This point can be brought out by focusing on some passages from
Nagel’s The Possibility of Altruism, which contawn a certain familiar
picture, one which denies this point, conceming what it is to act from
altruistic emotions or sentiments. That picture is, roughly, that to act
from emotion is for the grounds of one’s action to be the emotion rather
than some consideration in the situation itself. This picture can be seen
in some passages from Nagel:

A defense of altruism in terms of self-interest is unlikely to be
successful. But there are other interests to which appeal may be
made, including the indiscrimi 1 sentiments of sympathy
and benevolence . I prefer to concentmte instead on trying to
provide a better account, thereby showing that an appeal to our
interests or sentiments, to account for altruism, is superfluous. My
general reply to such suggestions is that without question people
may be moved by sympathy, benevolence, and love . . . on some of
the occasions of which they pursue the interests of others, but that
there is also something else, a motivation available when none of
these are, and also operative when they are present, which has
genuinely the status of a rational requi tofh d
There is in other words such a thing as pure altruism (though it may
never occur in isolation from other motives). It is the direct
influence of onc person’s i on the actions of her, simply
because in itself the interest of the former provides the latter with a
reason to act.?
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The general thesis to be defended concerning altruism 1s that one has
a durect reason to promote the interests of others — a reason which
does not depend on intermediate factors such as one’s own interests
or one’s antecedent sentiments of sympathy and benevolence 3

The view presented here 1s opposed  to any demand that the
claims of ethics appeal to our interests either self interest or the
interest we may happen to take 1n other things or other persons The
altruism which 1n my view underlies ethics 1s not to be confused
with generalized affection for the human race It 1s not a feeling 4

What I am interested 1n here 1s not Nagel’s view that there isa kind
of altruism grounded 1n reason alone, apart from any element of sent1
ment or emotion, but rather the contrast which Nagel draws between
thuis pure rational altruism and altruism which is grounded in emotion
or sentiment (such as sympathy, love, benevolence) Nagel imphes that
these differ 1n that, whereas the former involves a direct influence of
one person’s interests on the action of another, the latter does not
Nagel's conception of the way that the interests of one person influence
the action of a person acting from altruistic sentiment or emotion 1§
}hat the emotion or sentiment 1s some kind of factor (intermediate’ of

antecedent’) which mediates between the interest of the other and the
action of the agent, making the influence of the former on the latter an
wndirect rather than a direct one *

Another way to state Nagel’s view seems to be this there 1s a reason
"\‘rll}:Ch an agent always has to promote the interests of another person
y en one acts from a pure (rational) altruism one 15 acting solely and

u‘ecﬂy on ths reason But when one acts from sympathy or bene
‘:° lence (or compasston, concern, etc ) one 1s not acting directly on this

eel:s;n’rl;\:: :: rtal:her acting from the emotion (sympathy, benevolence,
s in ¢ m can be ulnerpreted (quas: egorstically) to mean that
desre 1 question ml:ym one happens to have the feeling of
response 10 the t".h-"'s Stua :o;mpl\ed contrast to acting genuinely 1

it :: l:;h;:n; olves a false picture of the altrmistic emotions and of what
direct innucnmm ;hem For sympathy, compassion, etc do involve 2
ce of the interests (or good) of one person on the actions

of

Ml::naszz‘sa?:o:hr:;mc emotions are not intermediate entities

acting from shtemstl others and the actions of the agent Rather, 1n

acting fust is th c emotions, one's reason for or consideration In
s the good of the other In that sense action from altruistic
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emotion is rational. But Nagel’s view of altruistic emotions does not
allow for this. (Altruistic emotions are less purely rational than pure
rational altruism, if this means that they involve an emotional dimen-
sion. But this does not make their motivational component less than
fully rational, in the sense of involving the other’s good as providing a
direct reason for the agent to act.)

The picture of acting beneficently only because one happens to have
a desire or feeling for another’s good does apply to some forms of
altruism, or pseudo-altruism. For example, because of guilt one may
have a sort of compulsion to give money away to those whom one
regards as needing it. In the absence of such feelings of guilt one would
not, let us suppose, be concerned with others’ welfare. This situation
seems to fit the quasi-egoistic description of acting beneficently primarily
because one happens to have a certain desire. (But such situations do
present real difficulties in classification in terms of egoistic and altruistic
motivation.) Yet clearly altruistic motivation need not conform to this
pattern.

Thus, if there is such a thing as pure rational altruism, it does not
contrast with altruistic emotion in involving a direct influence of the
interests of the other on the actions of the agent. Rather, this is a
feature which these phenomena share; they are both forms of direct
altruism. The contrast lies rather in the attitude, the associated feelings,
the way the other person and his situation are viewed by the agent (as
spelled out in the previous section).

Nagel appears to regard the possibility of such direct influence as in
need of some explanation, except when the altruism is grounded in
feeling or sentiment. And he appears to find the explanation for such
direct influence within reason alone, expressed as ‘the recognition of
the reality of other persons, and on the equivalent capacity to regard
oneself as merely one individual among many.’® Giving such an explana-
tion appears to be one of the main tasks of Nagel’s book.

But why is altruism grounded in altruistic emotion not equally in
need of some explanation? For in acting from compassion the good of
another moves me directly. I am recognizing the reality of another
person when I feel concern, compassion, care for him. Nagel appears to
regard the human capacity for sympathy, compassion, benevolence,
etc., as perfectly intelligible, in a way that acting from pure rational
altruism is not. He regards taking an interest in another’s weal and woe
as very much like taking an interest in one’s own weal and woe, except
with a different object. And so, for Nagel, as for adherents of Kantian
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views 1n general, the sigmficant division 15 between acting from mtt:r(:stsi
feelings, sentiments on the one hand, and acting from purely rationd
considerations on the other But this way of portraying the situation
fails to take senously that mn acting durectly for the good of another,
whether I do so for purely rational considerations or from altrustic
emotion or sentiment, I recogmize the reality of another person and
take account of tus good for its own sake 1n a way 1n which I do not
when I act only for the sake of my own good Thus, as I have tned to
argue throughout thuis book, the crucial moral distinction 15 between
concem for one’s own good and concern for the good of others, rather
than between emotional (or interested) considerations and ratronal
considerations Because of hus focus on altruism, Nagel, despite fating

to see this, provides us wath at least some of the perspective from
which thus point can be appreciated

m

For Kantianism, morality 1s primanly a matter of reason and rationality,
these 1n tum are understood as exclusive of emotion What implications
does the theory of direct altruism have for the relation between morality
and reason? In particular, 1n what ways 15 morally good, durectly
altruistic action rational or non rational?

Directly altruistic action 1s grounded 1n certain considerations,
namely altruistic ones, which mave the agent to perform beneficent
acts He 1s aware that the other 1s 1n need or 1s suffenng, and he acts 11
order to relieve the other’s woe In these ways the directly altruistic
agent 1s not acting blindly, randomly, or irrationally He understands
the other’s situation and his own response to 1t — i the sense that he
understands that the other 1s 1n a state of woe, and he regards his
mntended act as being intelligibly related to the relief of that woe
Altruistic action has a certain structure, 1 that the altruistic agent acts
1n order to bnng about a good, namely the good of the other person
" One can say that in so acting the altruistic agent acts for a reason

at the consideration which moves him 15 the reason for which he
acts It 1s particular]

y worth saying this to make clear that directly
altruistic action such as acting from compassion or sympathy 1s not
llr‘r(auon:ll. non rational, contrary to reason, unrelated to reason, and the
ke
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On the other hand, there are certain implications which some philo-
sophers have thought acting ‘for a reason’ to carry, which directly
altruistic action seems to me not, or at least not necessanly, to involve.
Most obviously, there is no essential contrast, much less a conflict,
between the action being prompted by emotion (at least 1n the sense
in which altruistic emotions are emotions) and its being done for a
reason. For, in this sense, acting from sympathy, compassion, or
concern involves acting for a reason. Appreciating this point requires
abandoning the picture, discussed in previous sections, of an emotion
as a non-rational force which, so to speak, goads us into action (in
contrast to a reason conceived as a rational force which leads us into
action). In addition, working out its implications would undercut the
reason/emotion dichotomy which is a central part of Kantian moral
psychology.

On the other hand, that acting from altruistic emotion might be said
to involve acting for a reason in no way implies that such action is in
some way grounded in reason, as if the rational element werc somehow
what was fundamental, and the emotional merely secondary or epi-
phenomenal, an “affect’ added on but unrelated to the emotion’s essen-
tial nature or moral significance.

A second common implication of ‘reason,” which I would want to
deny, involves universality. We have already seen (pp. 87-92) that acting
altruistically does not commit the agent to the view that everyone
ought to act as he has done in the situation. And so it does not commit
him to the view that the reason or consideration which prompted him
to act is one which is equally binding on all (similarly situated) agents.

But there is a weaker sense of the universality of reasons which
might be thought to obtain, namely that to act for a reason implies
regarding one’s reason as a reason for anyone (similarly situated), if not
actually as having to carry the same weight for everyone. The distinc-
tion is this: one might regard one’s reason as a consideration which
everyone ought to take account of in the situation at hand — which it
would be wrong to ignore entirely — without thinking that the con-
sideration ought necessarily to carry the exact same force or weight
with other agents as it has done with oneself. The stronger position
here is really tantamount to the universalizability-of-actions position
discussed carlier (in chapter V), for if the different reasons were to
carry the same weight with any agent as they did for the agent in
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question, the same overall balance of reasons in favor of the action
which the agent actually performed would be the result. So not only
the reason but the action itself would be universalizable.

The weaker position here is in fact much weaker, in that 1t allows for
different agents to be differently influenced by the same reason. One
agent might be willing to be late for a job interview in order to help an
injured person; whereas another might, while acknowledging 2 reason
to help the injured person, decide that hus desire to be on time for a
film outweighs this consideration. The weaker position requires only
that other agents take account of the consideration — that 1t not
completely fail to weigh with them. It puts no constraints on what that
weight is to be. This sense of universality of reasons might be thought
to have strayed far from the spirit of Kantiamism; 1t has certainly
abandoned most of the notion that our actions are to be grounded in Of
denved from universal or rational principles or considerations.

It may be, in any case, that reasons are universal in this weaker sense-
But I do not thunk that directly altrui derations are; and if thiS
is corect it would be grounds for not saying that the altruistic agent
acts ‘for a reason.’ The fact that X acts for the sake of Y’s good does
not mean that X necessanly regards Y’s good (or the good of someon®

analogously to Y)asa deration whach everyone in X's sort
of situation ought to take account of. Though he may do so, he need
not, by the mere fact of his own acting for the sake of a particular
person’s good, hold any general view about what others ought to take
account of in their actions. (And the reason for this is not that the
'Fﬁ:e‘l‘fi ::dz?n::’demtlon as one which applies to himself alone.) .
narrow in spuit, is, someone who, though generally quite selfish an

sta 2 of some 1 combination of circum
nees, deeply moved by another's plight, and shows an uncommon
and ity of spint ds that person.” He shows

:hl::n [$vm the other’s weal and woe which he does not customarly
- We fﬂxasup?ose also that after this incident he returns to his
y of responding to others and i hed by
e T
;O:I:::;W:}f?): committed to the view that others ought to be similarly
sort of c'on;d'eautt:;:“" the!:; c;usht to tke account of that parteu 7
. in their own no
evidence of actually holding such a vicw?c“cns'? Cortanly he ghes

It ma
to give {o‘:‘:“ case that through being moved in one particular case
eration to another's welfare — in 2 manner which is
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unexpected and out of character — one is awakened to a deeper sense
of concern for others. One may then come to regard others’ weal and
woe as a general reason which everyone ought to take account of.

On the other hand, as in the example above, one may very well not
come to hold this view, but may instead return to one’s former narrow
and self-centered view of the world. And even if one does come to hold
the view in question, this would not show that simply by acting altruis-
tically one must have thereby held, or was committed to holding, the
view that such-and-such altruistic consideration constituted a general
reason for anyone (in the weak sense described).

It may also be that if one is forced to think about — or if one simply
does think about — an altruistic action which one has performed, one
might naturally come, at least while one is thinking about it, to regard
the given altruistic consideration as a general reason. But, first, one
might not come to so regard it. Second, and perhaps more important,
that one does acknowledge something as a general reason, while one is
thinking about it, means neither that one was already committed to
that view, nor that one actually comes to hold the view. Whether one
does hold that view is shown by what one actually does, and by how

one actually regards others and their actions, not simply by what one
assents to in one’s mind.

This arg) t has proceeded on an extremely abstract [evel. Suppose
in a particular case X helps Y, with the thought, ‘Y is suffering.” I am
arguing that X need not hold the view that someone’s suffering consti-
tutes 2 general reason which anyone must take account of in acting.
But certainly X will hold that view; hardly anyone is going not to
regard someone’s suffering as a reason to act to help him. By contrast,

that someone could use some help, or that it would be in someone’s
interest to do such-andsuch, though genuinely altruistic considera-
tions capable of moving someone to act, are not so compelling that an
altruistic agent would necessarily regard others as having to take them
into account. Here the factor of level of importance of someone’s weal
and woe is significant (sce chapter II, p. 12). So, while there are many
altruistic considerations which an agent, in acting from, will likely
regard as generalizable to others (at least in the weak sense which does
not involve generalizing the weight or force of the consideration) there
are other altruistic considerations which are not so gencralizable.
In addition, the appropriate specification of somcone’s reason {or of
the consideration motivating him to act) is not necessarily identical
with what he says when asked why he acted. There will be qualifying
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situational factors (¢ g , how much cost, inconvenience, or sacrifice to
the agent 15 mvolved) i any full specification of the considerations
And 1t 1s thus full specification which, I am arguing, 15 not necessanly
generalizable to others, even in the weak sense involved here If this1s
nght then the considerations for which the altruist acts ought not to be
called ‘reasons’

A possible source of f regarding whether altruistic con
siderations are reasons hes 1n the fact that the altruistic agent regards
Iumself as bringing about a good, 1n the sense of a good for another
The intentional and motivational structure of this action may seem to
be acting for a reason But thus does not necessitate that the agent view
the state of affawrs at which he auns as, impersonally regarded, 2 good
thing, which anyone has a reason to promote, such a view would
wnvolve some unwversality of reasons (It should be noted however that
such a view, 1f 1t 15 interpreted to mean merely that 1t would be a good
thing for other agents to take account of the consideration 1n question,
may be even weaker than the weak view described above For such 2
view seems weaker than saying that others ought to take account of the

considerations 1n question But I do not mean to pin too much on this
distinction )

The altruistic agent 15 no more required to regard the state of affairs
at which he auns as impersonally a good thing than 1s a self interested
agent to so regard the state of affars at which he aims The situations
are analogous  the self-interested agent aims at a good for humself, the
altrusstic agent at a good for another Only 1n thus sense do the agents 1
question necessanly aim at a good, though the self interested agent
may, just as the altnustic may, in addition regard the good sn question

as one which everyone has reason to laying.
promote (e g, his prano playing
which he regards as in 1tself 2 i .

od to
bhum) good thing, and not merely a go!

Thus pownt may be difficult o see because of the moral difference in
the two cases,

namely that (on my view anyway) to am at another’s

good is to do something morall N
y good, whereas to aim at on
good is (gcncmlly) to do someth:

ng morally indifferent Still, as I have
M‘f\lcd. this moral difference is constnutcdysimply by the difference 10
‘:olf;‘;le (acd motvation) and does not require the agent’s further view as
il v.e?e chchvc moral worthiness of his aim For tlus reason, even 8
misleadin 0‘”)' that the altrusstic agent acted for a reason, it might be
oty 1 £ 10 53y that he acted for a moral reason, if this is taken 10
Ply that the agent necessanly regards his act as morally good or nght
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and his reason as a moral reason. (This would still allow us to say that
altruistic reasons are moral reasons, in order to emphasize that it is
morally good to act from them.)

Finally, whatever sense of ‘reason’ is involved in altruistic emotions,
it does not carry the intellectualist connotations of involving moral
reflection and judgment which it does in the Kantian scheme. It requires
only a certain kind of understanding or apprehension of others, and of
Wwhat one aims to do, which might not involve moral reflectiveness and
judgment.

So, in summary, there are reasons for and against saying that directly
altruistic considerations are ‘reasons’ (or ‘moral reasons’) What is
important is only that we know what we do and do not mean in saying
this, and that, in any case, acting from altruistic emotion is not acting
irrationally or contrary to reason.

\%

The argument of chapter V focused on moral action and motivation —
on the understanding which the moral agent has of the acts which he
performs. I argued that direct altruism as 2 theory of moral action is
superior in certain respects to Kantianism. Here I bring in a further
issue — namely perception of situations — which is essential in a theory
of morals, and in regard to which the Kantian view, in comparison to a
moral view grounded in altruistic emotions and virtues, is deficient.

The way we act in a given situation depends on how we perceive or
apprehend the situation. We can speak of ‘the description (or descrip-
tions) under which a situation is apprehended,’ referring thereby to
the description of a situation which is most salient or operative for an
agent in setting the context for his response to that situation. Can we
say anything general about the sorts of descriptions of situations
relevant to altruistically motivated action? It seems that a condition of
2 person being motivated to act altruistically (to act for the good of
another) js that he apprehend the weal and woe of the other person as
at stake in the situation. For example, onc apprehends the weal and
woe of B as at stake when one apprchends B as suffering, in need,
uncomfortable, having a potentiality of being greatly benefited, etc.
Another’s weal and woe may be at stake in a situation, but if the agent
In question does not perceive §t to be, he will lack a condition of being
motivated to respond to it.
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What does 1t mean, n practice, for an agent to apprehend a situation
under a description relating to someone’s weal and woe? (I am gong to
make a stmplfymng stipulation by refernng to ‘the’ descnption under
which a situation 1s apprehended Obviously there 1s often more than
one such operative description for a given agent ) We can best 1llustrate
this with some examples

1 1am nding seated on a subway tran 1 see other people stand
ing One of them 1s 2 woman holding a shopping bag She 1s somewhat
uncomfortable Let us say that the descnption under which Iappre
hended this situation 1s ‘A woman standing holding 2 shopping bag
Thus descniption 1s neutral in relation to the woman’s weal and woe 911
the other hand I could percewve the situation under the description A
woman who 1s uncomfortable standing, because she has to hold her

shopping bag® This description makes reference to the woman's weal
and woe —1¢, her discomfort
2 I'walk past 2 man digging hus car out of the snow I canappre

hend the situation as ‘A man digging hus car out of the snow’, or I can
apprehend 1t as ‘A man who 1s having a bit of a hard time diggng s
car out of the snow’ The second description makes reference to the
man’s weal and woe (fus having a hard time), the first does not

3 A man comes to my house and asks 1f this 1s the residence of
the Morells family I can apprehend thus situation as the man’s asking 2
question (to which the answer 1s no) Or I can apprehend 1t as the
man’s looking for something or someone, wanting to know something
‘The latter charactenzation 1s more related to his weal and woe If I
apprehend the situation 1n the former way I simply answer, ‘No' If I
apprehend 1t 1n the latter way | mught try to give him some help in what
he 1s looking for 1 know, for example, that the Morelli fammly does not
live 1n such and such houses on my block, so the man can avoid goIng
to them Perhaps he can say some more about the Morellt familys
Wwhich ught help to jog my memory, or give me a further clue as 10

where they might live, or at least where they certamnly do not hve 1
could share my knowled

ge and suppositions wath the man, thereby
helping him to find what he wants i

“ Tokuy that someone apprehends a situation under a certawn descrip

on Is not o say that he necessanly or typically completely fails to be

:\vave of any features of the situation which do not figure 1n that

escription It 1s only to s3y that the description 1n question is the

operative one for him It represents his *take® on the situation, the main

way in which he apprehends it For example, In case 1, that I apprehend
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:l}:zp;l,:l: (L:n. :;nd“ the description °A woman standing holding 2
450 uncon, rgo . %cls not mean that l am entircly unaware that she is
Woman soem able. For instancc, if somecone asked me, ‘Does that
level I hag bc ncomfortable? l.might say yes, and realize that at some
were, taken tl:n aware ofllcf discomfort all along. Bu? I had not, as it
"’PP'C'hcnded ;]S dl.scom.fort in. It had not been salient in the way I had
Was that g the slluaslon, All. I had been fully consciously aware of
descriptio € Was standing holding a shopping bag. This is why the given
persons nk!s the one under which I apprchended the situatiox}. (The
apprehe asking me thc'qucstion might have the effect of changing my
desers fsion 91' t'hc situation, so that I now apprchend it under a
cnpnofu which involves the woman’s discomfort.)
a sxlt: ‘:f“"‘guishing the description under which a person apprehends
of o 311011 from other aspects which the person is at some level aware
av;i dOu d readily become aware of, or is not at all aware of, I want to
4 tWo sorts of portrayals of the matter:

F.lrst, I am not envisaging that it requires particular intelligence,
Sensitivity, or perceptiveness for the person to apprehend the features
?f the situation which relate to the other person’s weal and woe. Thus,
n the subway train example, I am not envisaging it as requiring special
Sensitivity to see that the woman is uncomfortable; but rather that this
€an readily be realized by a person of normal sensitivity or perceptive-
ness. Ope could, for a contrast, imagine a case in which special percep-
tiveness would need to be involved in seeing that the woman was
uncomfortable, e.g., where there were no normal or readily perceptible
_sisns of it but only subtle ones (a shight rigidity in the way the woman
IS standing, a slightly tight look on her face, her shifting position a

bit too often, etc.).

Similarly, in examples 2 and 3, it does not require great sensitivity,
intelligence, or perceptiveness to realize that the man 1s having a bit of a
hard time digging his car out, and that he could do with some help; or
that the man asking about the Morelli family wants to know something
(about which one might be able to be of some help).

On the other side, I mean to exclude cases in which it is so obvious
that the other person’s weal and woe is at stake that it would be virtually
impossible for someone in the situation not to realize this in a way

which figured into his conscious apprehension of the situation (e.g,if
the person is being beaten).

1 am aiming to describe situations in which, though a person could
quite reacily, in the ordinary course of day-to-day life, fail to take in
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the weal and woe as part of his apprehension of the situation, 1t 1s not a
fallure to be especially perceptive or sensitive which accounts for this
Having said something about what it means for someonc to appre-
hend a situation under a description, and for the descnption to relate
to another person’s weal and woe, let us now discuss the relation
between apprehending the and responding to 1t altruistically.
Apprehending a situation as relating to another person’s weal and woe
15 an essential prerequisite for acting out of regard for their weal and
woe (Again | am making an oversimplification 1n my focus here Iam
contrasting descriptions which do not relate to the other’s weal and
woe to those which do But the contrast will typically be a matter of
degree (e g, of how important an aspect of the weal and woe 1s at
stake — suffening, mere discomfort, nconvenience, pamn, etc ) rather
than an absolute one Stull, this simplification avoids some complexities
which are not, I think, central to the argument ) So a person who 15
beneficently disposed (either from altruistic emotion or prnciples of
beneficence) 1s more likely to so act if he perceives weal and woe at
stake than 1f he does not In example 1, unless I percewve the woman
as uncomfortable, 1 lack a reason to get up and give her my seat In
example 2, there 1s less of a reason for me to help the man 1f I merely
apprehend hum as digging his car out of the snow than f 1 apprehend
hum as needing help In the third example, as described, 1 am more

likely to offer some help to the man if I perceve lum as wanting
fung ot lookung for hing than 1f I merely apprehend hum as
asking me a question ® Y 2PP)

VI

Let us now consider the relationship between altruistic emotion and

apprehension of the situation 1n te.
ms of weal 1y general
contention 1s that part of what ch: rson vs cann

aractenzes a person as canng, com
};:}s‘slonate. sympathetic, or concerned 15 that l?e 1s more lnkefy than
olh::'spesr:::\‘: 10 apprehend situations 1n terms of the weal and woe of
pathy* v o(r:e d“;,ho tends to view others ‘through the eyes of sym
apprehend thy nds to have sympathy for others) 1s more hkely to
exam, len 2 ;womm in ple 1 as fortable, the man in
CX:lm::Ie : ::b aving a bit of a hard time digging his car out, the man 1n
1o vy lelr;‘g:l able to use some helpin looking for the Morellis
1dent that a sympathetic, compassionate person 1s more likely
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to act to foster the good of others. This is part of what it means to be
sympathetic and compassionate, insofar as these involve dispositions to
have certain emotions, and these emotions involve a disposition to act
for the sake of the other's good (see chapter II). What I am arguing
here is that this difference between the sympathetic, compassionate
person and the unsympathetic, uncompassionate person should be
seen as having two components: the first is apprehending the situation
as involving weal and woe, and the second is responding to that appre-
hending with altruistic action.

The model to be avoided here is that of all persons as having the
same apprehension of situations, and diffening only in how they act in
Tesponse to such apprehension — the compassionate person acting to
relieve the perceived suffering and the uncompassionate person not
doing so. This model misrepresents both the complexity of what is
involved in having altruistic emotions (and their associated traits of
character), and also yields a false picture of the uncompassionate
person’s failure to act to help others.

Often the uncompassionate or unsympathetic pesson simply fails to
see that another’s weal or woe is at stake (or, a similar point, fails to
apprehend its level of importance; see chapter II, p. 12). This is not to
deny that the uncompassionate or unsympathetic person sometimes
does perceive the weal and woe yet does not act out of regard for it.
An intentional ignoring of another’s perceived woe constitutes callous-
ness, but not all absence of sympathetic action involves it. The point is
that an unconcerned or unsympathetic person is characterized as either
failing to apprehend (or take in) others’ weal and woe, or failing to be
sufficiently motivated to do anything about it, or both.

That there are two parts to what is involved in moral action (appre-
hension and acting) — and in the differences between possessing and
failing to possess certain virtues — is often not appreciated in moral
philosophy. Rather, the apprehension, and hence the description, of the
situation is taken for granted, and the focus placed solely on how the
person acts in the situation (and on the considerations or reasons for
which he acts).

These pownts can be illustrated in the teacher/student example
discussed in chapter I (p. 36). As I portrayed the original situation, the

tudent Clifford evid in his talking to his teacher, Jones, pain and

distress regarding his situation with his family. But this portrayal of
Clifford, though accurate, is, so to speak, a description from the point
of a sympathetic person perceiving the situation. It is the way that
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Brown (the sympathetic teacher) apprehends the situation (with Casey
1n the place of Clifford) (see pp 40 1) But 1t 1s not the way that simply
anyone would apprehend the situation Another teacher might appre
hend 1t under the description, ‘Chifford bellyaching about his famuly,’ or
‘Clifford talking about hus problems’ (where this carnes the implication,
¢ which are no concern of mine’) This does not mean that such
teachers would not 1n some way be aware of Clifford’s pawn and dis
tress, but 1t may not register with them, they may not take 1t 1n so that
1t becomes part of the descriptions under which they apprehended the
situation ®

Evidently a teacher who apprehends Chifford’s pain and distress 1S
much more likely to act to help, eg, by forgoing the talk he had
planned to attend, than 1s a teacher who does not apprehend that pamn
and distress (The case ongmally described of Jones and Chfford
presents a sort of intermedsate situation, 1n which Jones at some level
perceives the pain and distress in hus apprehension of the situation, for
ongnally he feels some sympathy for Chifford, but the implcation 1s
that this pain and distress are not particularly salient for um in his
apprehension of the situation He does not fully take them in This 1s
part of why his sympathy 1s weak )

Of course a teacher could apprehend the pamn and distress and yet
choose not to respond to 1t, for any one of a number of reasons But he
1s much more Iikely to do so 1f it 1s part of the pnmary way that he
apprehends the situation than 1f 1t 1s not

The kind, compassionate, sympathetic, or concerned person perceives
people differently from someone lacking these qualities The latter, for
example, 1s more likely to percewve them in terms of categories relating
to their effect on huis own pleasure or advantage — eg, as bonng,
fascinating obnoxious While the sympathetic person 1s by no means
immune to such categories, they will generally play a less central or
:n:!way iess exch:slve role 1n his ‘take’ on people For example, 1f A 1S
bil::\gd s oy B, a sympathetic person, 1s more likely to perceive,

s obnoxiousness, that (and 1f) A 1s hurting, wanting to com
municate, needing fnendly gesture, etc (This 1s not to deny that A
';;;Y‘Slmply be obnoxious, with nothing ‘behind” 1t, and B need not
wm‘:o':;:’es:md this) One can say, n a Wittgensteiian spint, “The

103 way, ¢ ;‘n person is different from the world of the unkind '
than wal u;c :“ ymp e Pperson will und, d more about people
He 15 more "kclS}"l“Pﬂ etic, at le:‘zst in regard to their weal and woe
Y 10 sec someone’s pain, frustration, disappointment
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This is connected with his having more empathy, and therefore seeing
the other more from the point of view of how he 1s experiencing things
rather than, as the sympathy-less person does, in terms of the other’s
effect on him. And so it is not merely that the sympathetic person
perceives things differently from the sympathy-less person, but also
that he sees things more accurately, with more insight. But this point
should not be overstated; there is much about other persons (e.g.,
rel ting to their less-than-honourable motives) which the sympathetic
person can, perfectly compatibly with his sympathy, fail to perceive.

viI

An agent’s response to a situation — the action he takes —is conditioned
by what he takes that situation to be, by the description under which
the situation presents itself to him. So an adequate moral theory must
deal not only with action and with motive but with perception, with
how situations come to present themselves in particular ways to moral
agents. A theory grounded in altruistic emotions and altruistic virtues
€an accc date this requi t. For it recognizes that a full charac-
terization of what it is to possess an altruistic virtue involves not only
the actions performed and the motives from which they are performed,
but also the fact that the agent perceives others’ weal and woe as at
stake in situations. Similarly the altruistic emotions are not merely
Mmotives to altruistic actions, but involve perceiving situations as involv-
Ing the weal and woe of others. Part of what it is to have a certain
Emotion is that the situation which one apprehends presents itself to
One 1n a certain way.
_Let us now see how perception of the situation, as a feature of moral
life, figures into the Kantian view. Consider a well-known passage from
Kant's Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, in which Kant is
discussing the moral value of acting from duty in contrast to acting
from sympathy.®® He is considering persons faced with a situation in
Wwhich they have ‘the power to benefit others in distress.” First he
considers a basically sympathetic person who in this particular situation
1S unable to be touched by, to care about, the needs of others in distress,
because of a personal sorrow. !
What I am interested in here is the man Kant next considers, namely
2 man lacking in sympathy for others, indifferent to therr suffesings.
nt imagines such a man coming to the aid of others in distress not
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out of sympathy but out of duty, and he sees such motivations
as morally superior to acting from sympathy

As Kant sets up the example the man of sympathy and the unsym-
pathetic (indsfferent) man of duty are faced with the same or equivalent
situations — persons who are i distress whom 1t 15 10 each of thewr
power to help But this omits the fact that the indifferent man of duty
1s much less likely than the man of sympathy to apprehend the other
persons as 1n distress 1n the first place This 1s part (though only part)
of what 1s involved 1n saying that he lacks sympathy for others (or1s
indifferent to their weal and woe)

If we are to make sense of the Kantian notion of a person without
emotional response to the sufferings of others, nevertheless acting out
of a duty of beneficence towards them, I submut that we must envisage
the person 1 the following way when he 1s convinced that others are
n distress, suffenng, etc, then he 1s conscientious in doing what he
tegards as his duty to help them But such a person will not naturally
percewve others as in distress to the extent that the sympathetic person
does Thus he wll less often actually be convinced of the need, pain,
suffering, distress of others than wall the sympathetic person There-
fore, he will not perform beneficent acts in every 1n which the
sympathetic person does

It 1s thus misleading of Kant to imply, as he seems to, that the
unsympathetic man of duty and the man of sympathy differ only 1n the
motives for which they perform beneficent acts, for they differ also 1
the scope of their beneficent activity, and this stems from or 1s con
nected with differences in the ways that they apprehend situations in
terms of weal and woe All these differences (motives, scope of benefl
cence, apprehension of weal and woe) are, or should be, taken into
account in an overall moral assessment of the two types of person Such
an assessment cannot be limited, as Kant’s view would have 1t, merely
to the sorts of motives from which the person acts ’

It should also be noted that 1f we are to conceive the unsympathetic
man of duty as really being motivated by duty, then we can hardly
the w:ﬂ,‘a‘:; ::oe of‘ ne every n which he 1s convinced that
SeIf 25 having 2 dut (:o ;rs, is I:Ath stake as one 1n which he regards him
beneficence, if 1t ex):sts n:uit b ave suggested earher that the duty of
atea of our potentia] b;ncﬁ”n c r:gnrded as encompassing only a small
can avold great hatm to o ce to others (e g, that area 1in which we
50 then the sco ers at little or no cost to ourselves) If thus s

Pe of beneficent actwity of the unsympathetic man of

136




Altruistic Emotion, Reason, and Perception

duty is even further limited than the previous argument implies.!? For it
is limited not only by the unsympathetic man of duty’s failure to
perceive weal and woe as at stake; but also by his failure to consider
many occasions on which he does perceive weal and woe, and in which
a man of sympathy would act beneficently, as ones in which duty
requires him to act beneficently.

Thus Kant's failure to see the importance of apprehension of the
situation leads him to a false view of the full differences — and the
moral significance of these differences — between the man of sympathy
and the unsympathetic man of duty.

Vit

The problem in the passage from Kant is endemic to Kantian moral
theory in general. That view emphasizes the importance of universal
and rational principles for guiding action; but it does not take suffi-
ciently seriously the problem of the application of those principles to
actual situations. One feature of that problem is how situations present
themselves to the moral agent. Kantian principles specify, at least
theoretically, what action to take in a situation of a certain type of
specification. So the actions which the Kantian agent actually takes
depend on how he perceives the situations before him. His perception
will determine which principles he regards as applicable, and hence
which actions he is to perform.
. But the view does not, as it stands, address the issue of how situa-
tions do present themselves to the agent in the first place. It is easy to
fail to notice that the issue is being avoided. For in writing moral
ph“°s°Phy the author presents situations in which the moral choice 1s
{0 be made and the principles apphed. So the situation as presented to
the hypothetical moral agent already has a certain character. But that
1t has the character for any gven moral agent cannot be taken for
granted; and, more important, that it is to particular agents (and under
certain descriptions) that situations must present themselves is ignored
by the theary.

Suppose, to take a very general example, that a Kantian agent holds
the pnciple, ‘Help those who are in pamn.’ This pnnciple is properly
applied in sitvations in which others are in pain. But the mere fact of

olding the principle will not tell an agent when someone is in pain.
And whether he perceives people as in pain will depend on many
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different factors Because of a failure of empathy he may often fal to
perceive that people are 1n pamn, or may take what 1s actually pain to be
something less senous, such as discomfort, difficulty, or unease Itisa
weakness 1n Kantian theory, 1n companson to theones of altrustic
emotion and virtue, that 1t fails to deal with this issue

This falure 1s connected with a weakness 1n much contemporary
moral theory, which Ins Murdoch has been concerned to emphasize,
and that 1s an overemphasis on choice and decision 13 The Kantian
theory emphasizes having the appropmnate principles to guide us 1n the
choices we make But equally significant from a moral point of view 15
what an agent regards his options to be, among which he must choose,
and, 1n the same spint, whether he regards himself as facing a choice at
all A morally insensitive person may not regard a certain situation as
presenting a moral 1ssue, and so will fal to work out which principle
ought to govern his action in that situation A person insensitive to
others’ weal and woe will not see acting 1n regard for that weal and woe
as one of s choices

As Murdoch ponts out, much of our moral nature 1s shown 1n the
situations 1n which we regard ourselves as having morally problematic
or morally significant choices to make, and 1n the options we see as the
viable ones And so much of our ‘moral activity’ — here construed very
broadly — will consist not only in choosing principles and actions but 1n
regarding others and ourselves 1n certan ways, so that we perceive
certan dimensions of situations which present themselves to us For

example, learning to be a more sympathetic person might involve com
ing to terms with certain prejudices, fears, or d: which

PP

stand 1n the way of perceving others — or certain groups of others —
sympathetically In doing this one will see certain actions (e g, benefl
cent ones) as options for oneself which one had not considered to be

real choices before Changes 1n our ways of percewving will be part of
the process of our moral growth

We have already seen, in the discussion of weak and strong untver
sality, the impossibility of carrying through on a certain 1deal or fantasy
which Kantiamism involves, namely to ground a theory of morals in
reason alone For, at most, such a view would yield only actions which
were actually morally obligatory on an agent, it would thus leave out

the much greater range of actions
which are fro: view
admirable, decent, desirable, m & moral paint of v

etc good, exceptional, praiseworthy, noble,

The 1ssue of ‘perception of the situation® exposes another flaw in
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that fantasy, namely this: from rcason alonc one can at most generate
the correct set of principles. What one cannot do is ensure that they are
correctly applied, for (to raise only one of the possible problems here)
Possessing the right sct of principles does not ensure correctly perceiv-
ing the situations in which they are to be applied. This perception
cannot be assured, so to speak, by reason alone. Hence, what cannot be
gotten from reason alone is the full-blooded moral agent, with his
perception as well as his principles; all one can get (to follow out the
fantasy some of the way) is the principles themsclves.

The point here is closely related to that made in the argument in
chapter I, that Kantian theory cannot provide a moral motive which
ensures its own availability, for it cannot ensure that an agent will be
moved by that motive on occasions on which it is appropriate.

What has to be given up is the goal of a morality grounded solely in
rational and universal principles — not given up as an ideal of what our
moral principles should be like, but given up as a conception of what it
I8 to be a morally good or admirable person (or even, I might add,
actually to possess any particular non-Kantian virtue).

I should clear up one point here. I am not arguing that because the
Kantian theory does not take account of perception of the situation the
truly Kantian moral agent can never perform acts, that Kantianism is
fot a philosophy which one could live by. What I am saying is that
Whatever perceptions of situations are involved in the Kantian agent’s
actions are not accounted for by Kantianism 1tself. It might be thought
that Kantianism does not really need a theory of situation-perception,

that it is best construed only as setting conditions and criteria for moral
Principles and actions. This 1s essentially the weak universalsty view. If
%0, it should then be acknowledged that Kantianism can no longer
compete on the same level with the theory of altruistic emotions or
Virtues, which does involve a view of situation-perception. It will be a
theory about something different — not what it 1s to be a morally good
Person, but only part of that, namely what the conditions are for
morally acceptable principles and actions.
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VII

THE INTRINSIC VALUE OF
ALTRUISTIC EMOTIONS

A major aim of this work 1s to show that altrustic emotions have moral
value The arguments of previous chapters, especially 11 and V, have
accomplished part of this aim, namely to show that altruistic emotions
have moral value as motives to beneficent action

In chapter II 1 argued that altruistic emotions are capable of being
reliable 1ncentives to beneficent acts In chapter V 1 said why 1t 1s that
action motivated by altruistic emotion 1s morally good, namely that it
nvolves a regard for the good of others

But to focus on sympathy, compassion, and concern solely as
motwvation to perform beneficent acts 1s to limut thewr significance as
moral phenomena In the previous chapter the perceptual aspect of
altruistic emotions was discussed, but its moral significance was por
trayed pnmanly n terms of 1its contribution to motivation perception
of someone’s weal and woe 1s a condition of acting out of regard for

his good In this chapter I will show that the full moral value of altruistic
15 exp d non
chapter 11, when gving a preliminary s|

lly as well as motivationally In

ketch of some important aspects
of altruistic emotions, 1 argued agamst a view which obscures their
non motivational dimenston and thus makes 1t difficult to see the value

of that dimension, the view was that having sympathy, compassion, or
! d to help the person who is

y d being

their object (pp 14 15) 1argued that this 1s true only of situations in
which the agent could readily help the other, but 1s not true of situa
tions 1n which the agent is 1n no p to help (without ex dinary
sacrifice on hus part or wholesale rear of his p )

A focus on motivation as the sole locus of moral value charactenzes
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Kantianism as well as the view just stated. Although Kant is rightly
noted for emphasizing not the actions which an agent actually produces
but his inner psychological state in attempting them, it is only qua
motive-to-action that Kant is interested in that psychological state.
Kant does not see idle wishes, emotions, desires, or even intentions as
having in their own right any moral significance; what counts are our
motives for endeavoring to bring about certain states of affairs (even
though the success of those endeavors is not regarded as significant).
And so, despite Kantianism’s concern with the ‘inner,’ it is concerned
with only those aspects of the inner which constitute motives to action.
By contrast, I argue that morality encompasses a much wider scope of
our inner life than this.

1

The emphasis on motive, in moral theory, goes along with conceiving of
human action in a particular way for the purposes of moral assessment
— namely (what I will call) ‘the schema of motive and act.” A central
feature of this schema is the distinction between the rightness of the
act and the moral goodness of the motive. A certain act (e.g., keeping a
promise) can be the right act to perform in a certain situation indepen-
dent of the motive for which the agent performs it; he might perform
it simply because he has promised to do so, or he mught perform it
because he expects to gain some advantage thereby. What makes the
act the nght one to perform will be independent of the motive to
perform it.

On the other side, the moral goodness, or moral worth, of the
motive to the act is a separate matter from the rightness of the act. A
person can, from a morally good motive — say, sense of duty — perform
what is in fact a wrong act, because he is mistaken as to the moral
requirements of the situation or is mistaken about some bit of informa-
tion crucial to determining what is the right action. In any case, what
makes something a morally good motive is grounded in considerations
other than what makes the act 1tself a right one, though it is generally
thought to be a y condition of a motive’s being morally good
that in acting from 1t we mean to be performing a right act.

On this schema, what makes the act the particular act that it is —
what constitutes its morally relevant description(s) — can have nothing
to do with the motive which prompts it. For if it did then considerations
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regarding 1ts nightness would be involved with its motivational aspects
contrary to the assumptions The act must be onc which could be
prompted by any one of a number of motwes, while stll semaining
the same act thatitas

Applying this schema to beneficence, we would say that what
makes an act a beneficent one 1s that 1t bnngs about some good to the
recipient of the action (and that it be intended to do so, for whatever
reason) * A beneficent act can be motivated by an altruistic motive,
that 15, one 1n which the agent’s ultimate purpose in performing the
action 1s to bring about a good to the recipient of the action But 1t
can as well be performed for other (e g , sclf interested) reasons

The schema allows, but also compels, us to assess the act separately
from the motve My argument will be, not that therc 15 3 gener
deficiency 1n this schema itself, but only that 1t 1s inadequate 10 most
situations 1n which we act from altruistic emotion In pamcul:r.l
will argue with regard to some of the examples already discussed that
the emotion 1tself 15 often part of what makes the act the morally
nght or appropriate one 1n a given situation, for essential to how the
act brings about a good to ts recipient — hence essential to its bend
the act of beneficence which 1t 15 — 15 that 1t 1smotivated by analtrutst®
emotion I will not deny, however, that i many cases the schemd of
::;t:::’v: and act 1s entirely appropnate for the moral assessment of

For example 1n the case of the h 7):47
ospital vistt (chapter 11, p 37):
:tegral part of the good to Sue 1n Bob's act of visiting her 1
ospital 15 that he 13 thereby showing concern for her We cannot
envisage the act of visiting prompted by some other motive, while st

Ppreserving the good to Sue of that act Suppose that Bob's motwation
n visiting Sue 1s not concern fo

r her but a sense of duty towards hef

:;sr ?::ll“;de 1s not one of concern for how she 1s domng or of making

Bob ref edtlehr oy hli visit There 15 no direct desire to see her Rathef»

um tlngar her, as ¢ g a morally binding reason for
e ‘::‘;s l;::‘.‘ :n'(‘l‘ h:ssmouvahon 1s this sense of obligation

1s duty rather at Sue realizes that Bob’s motwation in visttmng hef

han concern Would Bob 00/
to Sue? Would it bring about the g::ds e b gl

to Sue which was onginally
envi;
1saged when we described the situation 1n chapter 117 It seems that

*1 wall refer 1,
action 13 b‘::en%e‘:nt: cl:::':ﬁ‘(‘ho :’ benefited by the action and who when th
of the action. 1s Intended 10 be benefited by it as the reciplent
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the isit would probably bring about some good to Sue ~ a familiar
face when she has seen only heretofore unknown medical personnel,
someone with the time to talk to her, someone she knows with whom
she can presume to talk about certain things. But 1t would not bring
about the fu)) good brought about by a visit done out of concern. For
one thing, even the good to her of the dutiful visit will be mitigated b?’
her discomfort, anger, or disappointment, attendant upon her recogni-
tion that it is not concern which Bob shows by his visit, but that he
fecls compelled to visit her and is in that sense not doing so fully
wholeheartedly,

Thus, when we examine our original presumption that the (morally)
appropriate thing for Bob to do in this situation is to visit Sue in fhc
hospital, we see that part of this appropriatencss involves his having
certain emotiong (concern) and his acting from thesc emotions. But
this means that the motive of the action cannot be scparated from the
action itself, when one is considering the act as the morally appropriate
act of beneficence which it is. In this situation there can be no sharp
Separation between assessment of motive and assessment of act.!

We can see the same point in the case of the teacher listening to the
student (chapter 11, pp.36-7, 40). In order for the student to be made
10 feel better in this situation it is not sufficient that the teacher merely
continue listening to him. The student must also not i<l that his
confessing his troubles to his instructor is improper. If he does feel this,
he may well fee] shame and perhaps humiliation (as well, perhaps, as
Some fear that thus will lessen his esteem, and perhaps his grade, in the
mind of the instructor). In order for this not to happen, therefore, the
Student must understand that he has some sympathy and understanding

.fmm the instructor. Thus the act which the instructor performs must
involve more than simply listening; it must be listening-sympathetically,
Iistening which i motivated by and expressive of sympathy.
So the emotion which prompts the act of beneficence has sigmificance
beyond it merely producing or being the motive for that act. For the
eneficence which 15 appropriate to the situation will require more Ehan
an overt act, externally described; it will also require certain emotions
ccompanying the act, or, rather, emotions as integral parts of the
action as a whole.
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Beyond the fact that an emotion 1s sometimes required for the act to be
a morally nght or appropriate onc, 1§ the more general pont that
emotions which an action expresses are often part of the good which
the action brings about to the reciprent I will llustrate this n two
examples which, 1n contrast to the two discussed above, do not nvolve
a previously existing relation (e g , of teacher/student, frend/fnend)
between the parties involved The two examples differ 1n that the first
1nvolves some kind of interaction between the parties, the second does
not

Suppose I have a flat tire by the side of the hughway, my jach 18
broken, and there 1s no phone nearby 1am dependent on a passing car
to stop When, eventually, Manero stops to help me, 1 am greatly
relieved that my tie 15 changed so I can get on the road agawn, and I
value Manero’s act of beneficence for this reason But, n addition, I
would naturally value Manero’s act as expressive of the human sym-
pathy and compassion 1t showed 1n Manero’s taking the trouble to stoP
and help me 1f 1 had reason to believe that the act was not expressive
of such sympathy and compassion — e g, if Manero had a and of
minor business connected with hus auto repair shop, 1n which he carried
tire fixing equipment around with him and offered for a fee to fix the
tires of persons 1n my sort of situation — then 1 would regard, and
value, the act differently Though 1t would stdl have the substantial
value to me of 1pl and enabling me to dnve
my car (and for this I am quite happy to pay the fee), it would lack the
element of human sympathy or compassion For Manero would be

doing the act purely (let us assume) as a bu:
siness proposition The good
tome of the two different acts would differ Frop

g my h

A final example 1n a stuke of farmworkers aganst Califorma fruit
ir‘owers. citizens sympathetic to the stnke may support the strike
T‘:ough boycotts, sympathy stnkes, support picketing, donations, etc

is support will be of concrete aid to the strkers, helping to put

economic pressure on the grow
ers, enablin, ntinue
longer, and perhaps more TS, g the stnke to col

a1
y the general pohtical
chmate in ways which pressure the growers :o make a settlement

(\!::::edrsbzﬂ‘lh:armkﬂs But, 1n addition, at least some of the stnking
crete assistance, ‘;: and appreciate the support, not only for this con
express » but also for the human sympathy which they take it 10

press For 1t shows that other citizens, unknown to them personally
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and remote from their situation, support them and their cause, agree
with their position tn the dispute, care cnough to give something of
themselves even though they themselves do not (typically) benefit,
etc Thus the support given the stnkers 1s valued not only for its con
crete assistance in therr struggle, but also for the sympathy and human
support (i ¢, ‘moral support®) which 1t expresses
In all four of the examples discussed, the good to the recipient of
the beneficent act done from a certain kind of emotion, or expressive
of that emotion, 1s greater than if the act were done from certain other
motives So, altruistic emotions are essential to bringing about the
specific good which they do bring about when they motivate certain
acts
One consequence of this 1s that the moral significance of altruistic
emotions transcends thewr betng motwves (conceived as described on
Pp 141 3) to acts of beneficence
A second consequence 1s that the schema of motwe and act s
sometimes not adequate to conceptualize our moral assessment of
sitvations 1n which altrnstic emotions prompt acts of beneficence For
i such situations the morally appropriate or morally nght act to
perform 1s not independent of the emotion which prompts 1t If the
friend and the instructor are to do the nght thing — 1if they are to
respond appropnately to their situation — then they must have certain
emotions and must act from them The emotion 1s mtegral to what
makes these actions or responses the nght aones
I have so far expressed the nadequacy of the motivefact schema by
saying that the emotion 1s part of the action itself Other phufosophers
have made a similar point by saying that 1n order to give a proper moral
assessment of action 1t 15 necessary to know under what descnption the
action 1s being considered Thus 1n the case of Bob and Sue the action
described as Bob vistting Sue out of<concern 1s different, from the point
of view of beneficence, from Bob visiting Sue-out of-duty In the case
of helping to fix the tire, Manero stopping to help as part of his bustness
1s different — from the pant of view of the good to the man with the
flat tire —~ from Manero stopping to help-out of sympathy
In this terminology, what I have argued 1s that the relevant act
descniption n these cases wall involve the fact that the act 1s done from,
or is expressive of, a certain emotional resp to the P s
situation 1 think 1t 1s most useful, however, if we do not press the
notion of act — even act under a-certain description — to help articulate
what 1s going on in these situations The act together with, and expressive
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of, the emotion constitutes a kind of totality which 1s the bearer of the.
good to the recipient 1 will refer to that totality as theagent’s ‘responsf
to the situation So I wall say that 1t 15 Bob’s response to Sue, Jones's
response to Chfford, etc which brng about a certain good to the
recapients of those acts The response will then be what 15 morally
appropnate to the situation, and the emotion will be morally appro-
priate as an extricable part of that total response Let us say that the
response ‘conveys’ a good to the recipient

I have said so far that the emotional element in the response which s
morally appropriate 1s essential to the beneficence But the concept of
beneficence 1s really out of place here, when we are referring to a good
conveyed by a response with an emotional aspect Beneficence more
properly refers to good brought about by overt, or what I wall call

‘behavioral * acts, 1e, acts considered independently of emotions
which they might express

11

A related deficiency in the exclusive focus on motivation, and 1n the
schema of motive and act, 1s their obscunng the fact that altruistic
emotions can be of value to — can convey good to — their recipient
even when they do not lead to any act towards that person Let us
consider an example

Joan 15 an astronaut, circhng the moon Something goes wrong
with her Iife support system She signals control headquarters After
some attempts by them and by herself 1t becomes clear that nothing
can be done In a matter of about an hour Joan will be dead Let us

\magtne two fnends of Joan — Dave and Manny They both learn of
Joan’s situation They take different but entirely charactenstic attitudes
towards the situation

Manny considers that he has an obhigation to Joan to make certain

that everything possible be done to try to save her He 1s thorough,
dedicated, and conscientiou

s i explonng eve ossibility — double
checking on the indicators and on tlrcxr mlgerprert):llro:svlmh t};m screntists
and technicians involved, ete Finally he 1s convinced that nothing
\;r'};:tcvcr €an be done to help Joan Though perhaps sorry about this,

m!lmy feels that he has done what he coutd and so has ived up to hus
obligation to his friend With no more scope for helpful action on Ius
part, Manny turns hys energies and attention to other matters
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Dave, on the other hand, 1s very distressed about the situation, both
for Joan’s sake and because he 15 losing a friend who 1s dear to hum His
concern for Joan leads him to attempt to do everything possible to save
Joan’s Iife Let us imagne that 1n doing so he engages 1n all the same
actions as Manny does, and that eventually he comes to the same
concluston, that nothing can be done But throughout the inquiry he 1s
fervently hoping that the hife support mechamsm can be fixed He 1s
picturing Joan’s situation, pained by her likely suffering, hoping that
she 15 not suffering too hornbly, hoping that she can find consoling
thoughts, wanting her to know how much she has meant to him, and
lamenting us own loss When he reaches the conclusion that nothing
can be done, he does so with anguish 1n his heart He continues to be
taken up with thoughts and feelings for Joan Yet he does not engage 1n
fruitless and hopeless actiity He recognizes the situation for what 1t 15

The contrast between Manny and Dave 1s not meant to be a contrast
between two different ways of expressing an equal care and concern
about a fiend — an unemotional way and an emotional showy way
For one thing we need not picture Dave as particularly showy, as the
‘heart on his sleeve’ type, this ts not the point The contrast 1s rather
between two different responses to a friend’s plight, yet both involving

the same beneficent (or attempted beneficent) acts Manny acts from
obligation, and his response encompasses only the scope of his possibly
helpful actions, 1t 1s meant to exclude other motives and emotions
Dave acts from care and concern He performs the same behavioral acts
as does Manny (though fram different motives) but 1n addrtion he has
2 range of emotional responses which Manny facks, evidencing concern
and care for Joan
Let us assume that Joan, n her last hour, 1s able to think about some

of her friends, and that because Manny’s and Dave's reactions n the
situation are so charactenstic of them, Joan believes, even knows, that
they are reacting 1n the way they in fact are A good to Joan which
both Dave and Manny’s responses involve 1s the help which they attempt

to get for her But beyond that, Dave'’s response to the situation
involves a certain good to Joan which Manny's does not, namely the
g0od of the emotions of care and concern from a fnend This good,

then, 1s a good not co ted with benefi action, but is involved

stmply in the emotional reaction itself

This example rests on a certam absurdity, namely that Manny,
imagpined as a fnend of Joan, would not respond to the situation with
emotions connected with concern and care for Joan, but rather that he
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would act 1n her behalf only out of duty (the duty of a fnend) Sucha
response would show that Manny was not truly a friend of Joan at all
But this absucdity really helps to confirm my pownt here, for what 15
integral to bemng a fnend, and ntegral to what we want from our
friends, 1s not only the help they can render, but thetr concern and
care for us
And so 1t 1s, or can be, 2 good to us that someone be concerned for
our weal and woe even when the person cannot help us Hence the
moral value of altruistic emotions transcends their conative value An
exclusive emphasis on motivation as beimng the source of moral value
will be blind to this aspect of the value of emotions and emotional
responses Let us for the moment refer to this as the yntrinsic’ value
of altruistic emotions
The ntnnsic value 15 not something inherently separate from the
motivational value, though 1t can exist when the latter does not Rather,
1t 15 also expressed in the motivation to beneficent action We see tlus1nt
the case of Joan, Dave, and Manny For though Dave’s concern and caré
are expressed 1 some ways which do not 1ssue n action, they are als0
expressed 1n the actions he takes to attempt to help Joan We saw this
also 1n the four examples considered earlier — 1n all of them the con
cern or sympathy express themselves 1n the acts which they motivate
The help, or beneficence, 15 an expression of the concern It s only
1f we regard the beneficent response purely as a behavioral act that we
think that the good of the beneficence and the good of the concern af
always separable This 1s why I have preferred to refer to what the
agent does in these situations as his ‘response,’ a term which conveys a
sense of emotional/actional umty Just as the response 1s the totality of
the action as expressing-emotion, so the good conveyed by the response
15 the totahity of help as expressive of concern for-one’s good
Thus 1t 15 not the value of the conative or motwational aspect of
altrustic emotion which the intunsic good of altrustic emotion trans
cends, rather it 1s the confining of the former value solely to the benefi
::::: ‘“self, that 15, to the concrete help which 1s motwated by the
descnbable mdependent‘l)y ofp;\ will be only behavioral acts, 1, at;]l:
motive 15 concerved 1n this wa y emotion which they express 1f ¢ °
the moral worth of motves, ‘;;;\S ll}: gencrally 15 when one P o
3 e full good of another’s care OF

conce
th cern transcends the good of altruistic emotions as motwves But of
e aspect of altrul

1s properly regarded 35 an
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expression of the concern for the other’s good; and 1f, therefore, the
responses reflecting (and involving) those altruistic emotions are properly
regarded as an emotional/actional totality; then we can see the motiva-
tional aspect of altruistic emotions as itself involving and expressing the
intrinsic good of altruistic emotions.

v

Can more be said about what I have called the intrinsic value of altruistic
emotions? How exactly is it related to the good of beneficence? Why is
it a good to someone that someone else be concerned about his weal
and woe?

Several aspects of this good can be distinguished. First and most
obviously, the concern is good because it leads to acts which help the
person in question. Second, there is, distinct from this, a good in the
fact that concern signifies that its subject is prepared to act beneficently
towards the object of the concemn, if he is in a position to do so. In this
sense concern involves a beneficent disposition which is a gaod to its
recipient beyond the present act of beneficence motivated by concern.

But what is the good in this beneficent disposition? Two different
aspects can be distinguished. First is the good of the future (anticipated)
acts of beneficence which the beneficent disposition promises. This
good s limited to the occasions in which this help is actually provided.
A second aspect is security or confidence; this is the good of knowing
that one can count on the person with the beneficent disposition to
help one out when one needs it. Security is distinct from the first good
in being independent of the actual help we will receive. It is the good « f
knowing that we can depend on the other. Even if one never actually
needs the other’s help, his concern (and beneficent disposition) give one

asecunity and confidence with regard to him which is a good to one.?
These two aspects of the good of the disposition of beneficence
involved in concern depend only on the disposition itself, and not on
the concern which is expressed by it. Any motive whatsoever could lie
behind the disposition and, so long as the disposition were there, the
good in question would be provided, For example, 1f the person’s
beneficent disposition were grounded in a sensc of duty, or, to take an
unlikely but theoretically possible case, if the beneficent disposition
were grounded in fear of the other person (so that one hnew one could
count on him because he would be too afraid nor to come to one’s aid),
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one would still have the sccunty with respect to thus person’s benefi
cence because one would know one could count onit In this way, the
two aspects of the good of beneficent disposition, and especnally the
second which does not depend on actual beneficence, are entirely
dependent on the motivational/dispositional  aspect of altruistic
emotions, that related to the production of behavioral acts of
beneficence

The case of the astronaut helps us to see that the three aspects of the

good of altruistic emotions (actual beneficence, future beneficence,
secunty) do not exhaust the full value of altruistic emotion For with
regard to all three aspects of good there is no distinction between
Manny and Dave (with regard to Joan) They are both equally disposed
to provide future beneficence, though this in fact may not be a good 10
Joan at all, since she has no future (or none which Dave and Manny can
affect) Simidarly, the secunty and confidence of Dave and Manny’s
beneficent disposition towards Joan would be the same (On the other
hand, this 15 at best a very minor good to Joan given her situation, since
1t too 1s pnmanly a forward looking good )

Since Dave’s response to the situation involves a greater good to
Joan than does Manny’s, yet their responses are equivalent regarding
the three goods so far mentioned, there must be some further good
which 15 1nvolved 1n Dave’s concern and canng reaction, and which 15
part of the intninsic good of altruistic emotion The good must not be
directly dependent on the beneficent disposition 1n the way the goods
50 far discussed have been (though this 1s not to say that sympathy,
concern and compassion could mvolve this sort of good without bemng
the kinds of things which do 1nvolve a beneficent disposition)

It 15 2 good to us simply that someone else care about our welfare;
be sympathetic to us, have compassion for us when we are sufferng ’
Concern from another is an affirmation that one’s well being matters t0
thal‘persun and that therefore one has some kind of importance t0
tum ® In turn as James Wallace points out, this sense of mattenng t0
anuBlher serves 1o affirm one’s own sense of self worth
lnvolli‘ed“l‘::l;: llss r;_o teason to think that the non bencficence goo8
Jedged that of only one kind On the contrary, once 1t 1s acknow

B b v o e s by (ot 1

positions which le ared
of exploration of values is opened h they mvolve, a fort

Engagng in such an ex
ploration 1s beyond the scope of my argument
here, but some brief remarks may help Furst, there seems a difference

150



The Intrinsic Value of Altruistic Emotions

between the kind of good which a stranger’s concern 1s to us, 1n com
panson to a friend’s concern One values the human responsiveness to
one’s plight which leads a perfect stranger to go out of hus way to help
one out, e g, when one 1s stuck by the side of the road with a flat tire
(see above, p 144) But the value of one’s friend’s care or concern for
one, e g, mn the case of Joan and Dave, or Kate and Sue, seems different
In friendship there 15 a full scale 1dentification by the other with one’s
own good  (Perhaps ths difference 1s simply a matter of degree ) There
are other forms of human responsiveness and human relationship 1n
which the altruistic emotions convey a good to their recipient, e g , the
case of the teacher listening sympathetically to the student It might be
as Casey’s teacher, or, more broadly, as someone whom Casey respects
and admures, that Brown’s sympathy 1s a good to Casey Alternatively,
it could simply be the good of any sympathetic human being, where 1t
Just so happens that Brown 1s the only one Casey has been able to find
The different types of human relationships — stranger, professional,
friendship, etc ~ and the different aspects of these relationships, seem
to involve different ways in which the concern, sympathy, and compas
sion of one person for another conveys a good to the other What the
ultimate significance of these distinctions 1s I would not venture to say,
but they seem worth noting as a preliminary step to understanding the
varnety and complexity of the mntrinsic good of altruistic emotion

\'4

In any case, one can note a pervasive individualism of a particular sort
1 much moral plulosophy — certainly 1n Kantiamsm —~ which makes it
difficult to see the intnnsic good of altruistic emotions This form of
individualism fails to accord ultimate and irreductble value to human
rel, ups or to rel lly defined attitudes, senuments, and
emotions (e g, concern for another person) Value s defined only 1n
terms of the needs, interests, desires, and wants of individuals as indivi

duals, i ¢, as not essentially related to others It 1s difficult to pin down
this notion of individualism, since anythung that is of value to someone
must, 1t seems, be connected to that individual’s wants, necds, and the
lihe But, for example, placing value on being part of a commumty of a

certan sort would fall outside the scope of tlus form of individuslism,
for 1t mvolves desinng 1o stand in certain relahonships with other

people ?
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The notion of individualism has no g Ily agreed upon mcamnsb'l“
moral theory It 1s therefore worth mentioning four other plaust lel
meanings, all of which are distinct from my usage above, which Iw
call ‘tndividuahism,’

1 A radical individualism, seen 1n Sartre's exstentiahsm and In some-
what moderated form in RM Hare's work, in which moral values
themselves are ultimately the choice of individuals This view denies
the objectvity of moral values, which indidualism, does not

necessanly do (Kant being an obvious example of an objectivist
mdwvidualist,)

(8]

The ndwidualism of an ethical egoist system 1n which the ulimat¢
vindication of moral conduct must be in terms of the mndwidual
agent’s interests, however broadly construed Individualism, mvolves
no such req it, and 1s ible with the view that morality
must at least to a substantial extent require consideration of the

interests of others, whether or not the agent’s own nterest 1S
thereby served

w

Indwidualism not so much as a doctrine but rather as an orentation
in moral philosophy, involving concern primanly with the behavior,
attitudes, emotions of the moral agent towards other individuals,
rather than, say, towards distinct social groupings, such as classes,
cconomic groups, nations, races My own view 1s largely ndive
duabistic 1n this sense (and this 1s one of its limitations)

Indvidualism as a focus solely on the indiidual as the paradigm
moral agent, rather than on, say, groups, classes, nations as agents
(or on persons pumanly as bers of such coll ) The
present work sta:

Ys largely within the confines of this sort of ndiv!
dualism, as does most moral theory

IS

VI
L:; Us now consider some objections to the view developed mn this
'l: P\e:. that the value of altruistic emotions goes beyond the produc:
‘::;::Io:eneﬁcencg Within the Kantian view one can find two sorts ©
S — one, that only acts of to their
recipient, two, that Y beneficence have value

while emotions or sentiments may have value be)'°"d

the mot,
mora “;:/‘:lmg of beneficence, the kind of value they have 1s no!
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The first ine of thought can be seen in two passages from Kant's
less theoretical moral writings

If  there is no way n which I can be of help to the sufferer and
I can do nothing to alter hus situation, I might as well turn coldly
away and say with the Stoics ‘It 1s no concern of mine , my wishes
cannot help him, for I can only sympathize with hum and hope
fervently that he would be rid of his rusfortune*  Men believe
that sympathy in another’s msfortune and kindness of heart
constst 1n wishes and feelings, but when a man 1s indifferent to the
wretchedness of others just insofar as he can do nothing to change
1t, and troubles only where he can do some good and be of some
help, such a man 1s practical, his heart 1s a kind heart, though he
makes no show, he does not wear 1t on his sleeve, as do those who
think that fnendship consists 1n empty wishes, but his sympathy

1s practical because 1t 1s active ®

It 1s not possible that our heart should swell from fondness for
every man’s interest and should swim 1n sadness at every stranger’s
need, else the virtuous man, incessantly dissolving like Heraclitus
n compassionate tears, nevertheless with all this goodheartedness
would become nothing but a tenderhearted 1dler *

One target of Kant’s thoughts here 1s a certamn kind of Romanticism,
glonfying 1n dramatic and intense feeling for 1ts own sake ' It should
be clear that such a conception has hittle to do with my view, n which
the point 1s for one to have sympathy, compassion or concern when
appropnate or desirable, not whether one 1s showy or dramatic about
the emotion ‘Emotion for the sake of emotion’ 1s alien to my view
Rather it 35 because altnnstic emotions are forms of (appropriate)
responsiveness 1o others’ weal and woe that they are claimed to be
morally desirable

Another concern of Kant, expressed particularly 1n the second
Ppassage, 1s that 2 morality whuch places emphasis on feclingand emotion
will end up substituting emotions for action, declarations of sympathy
for concrete help Asisimplied in the d passage, one gets so taken
up with feelings that, so to speak, one never gets around to doing
anythung for those needing help It 1s as 1f there 1s a chotce where to put
one’s encrgics — into emotions or ynto action

The monhity of altruistic emotions which I have put forth here is
not ptible to these cr If we confine oursclves to situanons
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1n which the agent 15 1n a position to help the other, sympathy Ofl';;:
cern, far from being an aiternative to action, actually requirc a WIt A
ness to engage n it on behalf of the other The willingness to “f‘ g
test of the authenticity of the feehing, or of the profession of c; o
Certainly one can say (and cven sincerely say), ‘1 am very sympathe u;
concerned, etc,’ yet not be, and this can be shown in the failure .
help when one has the opportunity to do so Altruistic emotions cal '
as we have seen, be shallow, weak, ungenuine, then they are less likely
10 lead to action, to lead us to do that which requires some cffort on
our part Agamst such instances of emotion the Kantian cnticism 1
well taken, but not against the genuine item
So, developing one’s capacities for sympathy, concern, and compas
sion 15 not a diversion from developing beneficent dispositions Rather
1t 15 a way of developing them It 15 not a morality of emotion rather
than action that I advocate, but a morality of a certain kind of response
to others, which encompasses both emotion and actton
There 15 perhaps also a falsc picture of the emotions working "}

Kant’s views here, especially 1n the second passage, and that 15 ©
emotions as using up one’s energies, taking over one’s consciousness SO
that one does not focus outwardly on the situation and action appro
priate to 1t Such a conception 1s appropnate, perhaps, to what Hume
called ‘turbulent passions * But the altrmstic emotions are not €ssen
tully turbulent passions, though they can be, being compasstonate, of
fecling comp » does not getting ‘all worhed up’ and
emotional over the situation prompting the compasston It 1s tru¢ that
1f one cares about a certain bad situation being alleviated one opens
oneself up to emotional reactions — concern, compassion, frustratton
even despair if nothing can be done — which those who are not touched
by the situation are protected from, but such reactions are not neces

sanly turbulent, debilitating to thought or action And even a turbulent
emotion can 1n any case lead to

appropniate action (e g , Dave's behavier
tn the face of Joan s plight) o ee

But these arguments so far hold of
In a position to help,

nly for situations 1n which we aré
of alt and 1am arguing for the appropriateness and valu®

Tuistic emotions even when no help 15 possible Of such a VieWs
Kant could be taken ag making the cnticism that one’s energies ar
better spent in searching out those situations where one can help,
rather than worrying about responding appropnately to those in which
inly if one already knows that one can help A but not
re 1n bad strauts, then one ought to give one's attention
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to A rather than B But this is no concesston to the Kantian view First,
1t does not deny the appropnateness of the sympathy for B More
mmportant, 1t s a recommendation which the man of sympathy humself
takes or can take, 1€, a piece of advice within a morality of altruistic
emotions For the help to A can still stem from sympathy or concern
Nowhere 1n this view 1s there a recommendation that one ought to
prefer or gve special attention to those whose situations one 1s not able
to assist Second, we are not normally presented with the sort of choice
which this objection poses Responding with compassion to those
whom one 1s 1n no position to help does not normally preclude or
divert one from helping those whom one 1s 1 a position to help
It must be acknowledged that one can get too worked up over situa
tions over which one has no influence at all, and can neglect others
where one would have opportunsties for help So, making the distinc
tion between these two types of situations 1s crucial to putting into
practice a morahty of altruisic emotions Dowmng so requires good
judgment The compassionate person does more good to the extent
that he 1s better able to distingwish cases 1 which he 1s able to help
from those he 1s not Good judgment 15 11 no way guaranteed by
sympathy, compassion, or concern But neither ts it 1n any way
antagonistic to them
Thus need of good judgment does not distinguish the passionate
person from the Kantian agent For Kant’s recommendation in the first
passage s that it 1s better to turn away without further thought or
feeling from situations 1 which one cannot help But to do this one
must already have assessed the situation as one 1 which one cannot
help, and this requires the same judgment as the compassionate person
makes Hence the fact that a morality of altruistic emotion is not
self sufficient but requires, for its maximal application, good judgment
does not distinguish it from the attitude Kant recommends i the
passage
Now these remarks on the role of good judgment are oversimphified,
as we saw in the previous chapter For one’s judging is affected by
one’s emotions by one's compassion or lack of it The compassionate
person will tend to see more situations as involving opportunitics and
possibilitics of lus help than someone lacking compassion would do
Having compassion means one 1s not so ready to consign a situation to
the category of ane in which nothing can be done (or 1n which one
can do nothing onesclf) The coldly reafistic attitude of appraisal which
Kant recommends overlooks the indeterminacy with which situations
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ves to us It might not be so obvious whether someoné
:’: C::?f'ﬂ:‘;:n;ﬂt sso clear wh E,h there 1s hing one coult: (:l‘: :z
help Thus, Kant’s recommendation about the appropnate ::t;l: e
take up towards the well-being of others takes for grant Enourag
gorzation of situations which that attitude stself wall affect Taties of
ing compassion and concern, rather than always a focus on for and
beneficence, can, among other things, reveal greater needs fo

ossibihities of beneficence

i Ithmust be acknowledged, on the other side, that altruistic cmot:;’:‘;
can have a negative effect here, one which Kant seems concemne: o
warn agamnst And that 1s a reluctance to acknowledge that someo! o
negative situation might be hopeless, or 1n any case that one s onﬁsl
unable to help Because one 1s concerned one wants to be able to h!; l:(-
and so perhaps one will not readily enough face up to the fact th

t
nothing can be done The coldly practical, though dutifully beneficen
man will not have this problem

Objecting to the morality of altruistic emotions on the grounds th::
1t encourages us to put our energies into our emotional responses rath
than into genuinely helpful activities falsifies that view in another way
For no matter how much of our own life we actively fashion, thus
choosing where to put our energies, inevitably we are faced with man)e,
situations 1n which others are suffenng or 1n difficulty, and 1n which W
are not n a posttion to help This wall be so no matter how much w;
choose actively to pursue projects built around beneficent ends an
actuated by altruistic motves And so it 1s not a matter of coldly
turning away from the former situations to seek out the latter The

pomt 15, 1f my argument 1s correct, that 1t 1 good to respond with
sympathy and concern, even when o

ne cannot help, and domg so ¢an
convey a good to the person involved even 1if he 1s not thereby helped
In the first passage, Kant seems to deny any value to sorts of respons®
1o another’s plight which do not involve being able actively to help At
least, he can be taken to be emphasizing the much greater value ©
help compared to 1 response which does not 1ssu€ 11
such help There 15 an important truth here Often the good of altruistic
emotions outside a context 1n Wwhich they lead to help 1s utterly valu®
less next to the help which someone really nceds A person out of work
may get a lot of ge

fuine sympathy and even concern from friends:
employment agencies, places he goes to |
no doubt get quite

ook for work (But he will als©
a few or ung profe of sym
pathy These give the real thing a bad name, and [ think contribute t0
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some of the reluctance to see the value imn altruistic emotions ) This
mght all be very well, and better than 1f he did not get any sympathy
or concern But what he really needs 1s a job, and the person who can
convey the most good to hum 1s the one who offers hum or puts im
onto a job
I have said nothing about the relative value of the non beneficence
or intnnsic aspect of altrmistic emotions 1n companson to the benefi
cence aspect Certamly, though nothing at a very general level could be
said about thus, there 1s room for exploration My point, against Kant,
has been only that the intnnsic aspect does have value, and that this
value ts or can be present as well mn acts motivated by altrusstic
emotions, thereby adding a dimension to the overall value which 1s
not present in the beneficence alone
So while the Kantian thought, ‘What really counts 1s what you do,
not what you feel,” might be a true and important thing to say in some
contexts, in others 1t glosses over a sigmficant aspect of the value which
other people’s emotional responses to our weal and woe have for us
Finally, one can also see n both the passages from Kant a more
defenswve Iine of thought than those considered so far, namely a con
cem to defend the helpful but emotionally unresponsive person This
100 1s a pownt worth making a welcome corrective to an overemphasis
on emotion and feeling But several things must be said 1n response
Furst of all there 1s a problem or ambiguity with the terms emotional
and emotionally (responsive) While it 1s true that concern, compassion,
sympathy need not be turbulent, 1t 1s still true that they are not merely
rational or intellectual attitudes, they necessanly have an affective
dimension and thus involve emotion, 1 the ways spelled out in prior
chapters So while the compassionate person may in one sense not be
emotional, his emotions, 1n another sense, are involved 1n a way which
distingmishes him from the dutifully helpful or beneficent person One
might, so to speak, only sec the kind person’s concern i the actions he
engages n, he makes no declaration of 1t (‘His heart 1s a hind heart
though he makes no show ’) Yet1f 1t 1s genuine concern or compassion,
he must be having wathin humself some of the kinds of emotional
P d d in chapter VI and elsewhere, and portrayed n the
example of Dave and Joan
This 1s not to demgrate the emotonally distant but dutifully helpful
person But 1t 1s to say that his way of being helpful fails to convey
certin kands of goods to the recipients of fus benefi which are
conveyed by concern ot sympathy based helpfulness

157




The Intninsic Value of Altnastic Emotions
VII

’ ely that
Let us next consider a more theoretical Kantian obje:t::r;,c i::wl); dged
even 1f altrwistic emotions and emotional responses e spelled out
to have value, 1t 1s not moral value The objection can
this wa; 410
hls'Yozl have argued that a human response conveys a certaclenwi?of as
its recspient, and you have argued that this good 1s to be colr;“t ou have
a whole, with parts which cannot be separated 1n reall‘ly e the
admitted the possibility of acts (“behavioral acts’) N these
emotional or motivational aspect of the good 1s non existen  good
cases 1t 1s smply the “act” behaviorally deseribed whuch conveys
to the recipient .
‘But 1t llls only such behavioral acts which are of moral slgntlgl?:“m
For only they can be regarded as something which we ought o ;nd
are obliged to do We can be obliged only to perform a certaun y Ll
not to have a certain feeling or emotion Hence 1t 1s only beba e of
acts, and not responses as a whole, which can be made the © ]: ent
obligation And so 1t 1s only that aspect of the good to the rec opnoﬂ
which ean be brought about by an act independent of any em! e
which s of moral importance It 1s the conveying of this good Wh .
can be a “duty of beneficence " It cannot be a duty to feel anytht
but only to perform certain acts
'l'he)rlefofe what has distinctively moral value can only be 2 m‘:_:_‘v:t
10 an act behaviorally described, that 15, 2 motive whuch does not a ete
the nature of the act itself The motive/act schema may be madequ:0 .
to express the nature of the relationship between emotion and acts

I
in general, but 1t 1s the appropnate model for discussing the spectfically
moral aspect of that rela

hip So even if do convey 00 sd
and even 1f, when they do, those goods are not separable from the Sozd
of the response as a whole, nevertheless that aspect of the good convey! al
by such responses which goes beyond what 1s conveyed by the behavior: X
act component of the response 1s without moral significance Thoug:]
1t may be 3 genumne human value, the good mvolved 1s not a mof
good *
The answer to this ine of
steps It emerged 1n the ar,

ur
thinking can be scen 1n retracing ©

gument of chapter I1 that certain w:l)’sc't
ponding or behaving In the situations deor b .'(tc,chc,anduudcn
friend tn hospital) were the morally night or

But when,

morally appropnate °":s
we explored wherein tius mo!
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appropriateness lay, it seemed that it was appropriate not only that the
agents perform some overt act but that they do so from a certain
motive; or, rather, that their act express a certain emotion which it was
appropriate for them to have; for otherwise it would fail to bnng about
the full good to the recipient which was involved in its being an act of
beneficence.

Thus if the Kantian agrees that the act as originally conceived 1s
morally appropriate or morally right, he must now agree that it is
Morally appropriate also that the agent’s act express certain emotions.

The Kantian could, in line with this counter-argument, retreat from

s earlier admission (in chapter II) and say that he was wrong to
consider the acts in question (Brown listening sympathetically to Casey;
Bab visiting Sue) morally appropriate, and say that all that could be
morally appropriate would be a behavioral act — Brown and Bob
exhibiting certain behaviors. But at this point such a move would seem
entirely arbitrary. Why should the response of Brown and Bob get
chopped wp into artificial parts which were not originally perceived?
Why (assuming this were possible) should we draw the line at the good
Which can be brought about by behavioral acts (i.e., as independent of
émotion)? That is, why should we count the good which falls on one
side of this line as morally relevant, and that which falls on the other as
morally irrelevant?

In any case, it will not work to divide the good produced by the
Yesponse in this way, since the response will not be the appropriate one
unless it does involve the recipient regarding the act as done from a
certain emotion.

vl

There is, I think, one part of the Kantian view here which is correct —
hamely that the acts of beneficence which we are discussing cannot be
objects of duty or obligation. For it is true that one cannot have a duty
or obligation to have an emotion, or to act from an emotion. If the
Kantian objector were 10 confine himself to this point, he would be on
solid ground. But he goes much further when he says that that which
Qnnot be made an object of obligation is therefore without moral
elevance, though it may have some other hind of human relevance. The
HEDt view is that what has moral significance goes far beyond what can

Mmade an object of duty or obligation. The good which is brought
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mes even
about by altruistic emotion 1s morally desirable, nund :g;?ge;:ory s
morally appropnate, but 1t 1s not therefore mora tyzmons anth cors
morally good that we should respond to certain s1 u]d o be morally
concern, compassion, sympathy, but 1t 1s not and cou o liten $ym
obligatory to do so It was morally good for Brown o do 30 10
pathetically to Casey, and would have been for Jones enough t0
Clifford, 1t would have been good for Bob to be concerne ot
visit Sue, and perhaps 1t was even bad that he was not But ne 3 ones
morally obliged to have such concelrln. ntér were Brown
orally obhiged to listen sympathetically to Casey 1
" ;: xsy a chgractensnc feature of Kantian views to tend to f:hc";: ;’;_"m”y
1nquiry on what 15 obligatory and dutiful One important up: esable,
argument has been that the area of the morally destrable and ul:)le e
approprate and inappropnate, decent and indecent, admural ’allowi
able, and deficient 15 of much wider scope than the Kantian view ooh
for, and that moral philosophy ought to concern itself with this n:mns
wider temtory, and must do so 1f the moral value of altruistic emo o
15 to be gven adequate expression This point began to emell'fl ot
chapter IV, when I argued that the moral ment of friendship cou ihe
be appreciated within a moral framework 1n which the notion o 1
morally obligatory retaned a central place, and 1n chapter V whe

ally,
argued that acts stemming from altruistic emotion are not generally
and are not regarded b.

Y the agent to be, morally binding on him de
That moral theory needs to make room for actions which hie Ol-ltsl‘“ls
the terntory of the obligatory, Anglo American moral phulosophy s
begun to recognize 1n the last two decades Perhaps the most famouh
statement of ths view 1510 J O Urmson’s ‘Saints and Heroes,” 1n whic s
he argues that there 15 2 large range of actions whose moral status .s
msufficiently expressible within the traditional classification of action
nto morally 1mpy

ermussible/morally neutral/morally obligatory We
need also, Urmson

of
argues, to allow ‘for a range of actions which are
moral value and which an agent ma

t
y feel called upon to Pel’f°“"'=l‘1’:d
which cannot be demanded and whose omission cannot be ¢
wrongdoing "1

While entirely agreeing with s PoInt, my own argument 1S makmﬁ
an additional one thyy moral philosophy needs 1o be concerncd Wit
more than overt

actions It must concem stself with our whole human
fesponse o situations ang to other
includes an emot

2 persons® weal and woe, \vth:‘

al di M Thus it s not only, as Urmson $3Y| "

that some morally 80od actions go beyond the realm of the morally
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obligatory. It is also that morally good responses which go beyond the
realm of the morally obligatory also go beyond the realm of action
itself.

IX

This brings us to the notion of ‘supererogation.’ This notion is often
brought in within essentially Kantian{ike moral theories to give room
for actions which are not morally obligatory but which nevertheless
have moral value. The most striking examples of these in the literature
are the ‘saintly’ and ‘heroic’ acts discussed by Urmson. However, the
notion is not meant to be limited to actions of an extraordinary degree
of moral merit, but is meant also to cover other acts which, in being
more than what duty or obligation requires, involve some degree of
moral merit.}?

The essential feature of the notion of supererogation in the accounts
given of it seems to be that of action which goes beyond duty. If the
notion is understood in this way, then, I will argue, it will not help us in
understanding the moral significance of altruistic emotions and the
realm of moral experience in which they operate.

There seem to be two ways in which an act can go beyond duty: (1)
by involving a greater risk, cost, or sacrifice than is involved in duty;
(2) by bringing about more good than is required by duty. But action
from altruistic emotion does not characteristically or necessarily involve
either of these features.

Action prompted by altruistic emotion need not involve greater
sacrifice, cost, or risk than that involved in ordinary duties. Many acts
prompted by sympathy, compassion, or concern involve only incon-
venience to us, and no real risk, cost, or sacrifice at all. We have seen
that altruistic emotions can prompt us to acts of some degrec of sacrifice,
and even extraordinary sacrifice. But one could not say in general that
the degree of sacrifice is more than is involved in doing one's duty or
obligation.

It must be pointed out that actions from duty do not themsclves
involve a uniform amount of risk, cost, or sacsifice, any more than do
actions from altruistic ion. As Joe] Feinberg points out, some acts
of duty require quite exceptional sacrifice, while others arc routine and
even pleasant.’® But this fact does not help the category of super-
erogatary to apply to action from altruistic emotion. For if one makes

161




The Intninsic Value of Altnustic Emotions

supererogatory refer to dutiful actions which require °"“;°;‘:’;;:z
sacnfice, then ‘amount of sacnifice,’ rather than going beyon definng
the sense of ‘domg more than duty requires,’ will become the de -
feature of supererogation In that case, actions from altruistic emo
which do not involve cost or sacrifice will not be supererogatory e
Nor does action from altruistic emotion charactenstically 1nvo!
bout more good
going beyond duty in the second sense — bnnging al e of
than 1s brought about by acts of duty Quite obviously, some ac oy
duty bring about a very substantial good to the recipient, while ma ’
acts from altruistic emotion involve fairly minor goods More "“P°u
tant, as I have argued 1n this chapter, the good brought about by ﬂclo
motvated by altruistic emotion are often not directly comparable
those brought about by acts not somotivated Certainly we cannot say
in general that acts motivated by altruistic emotion mvolve bnnging
about more good than those motivated by duty Hence action fmmr
altruistic emotion would not fall, as a whole, within the purview ©
supererogation on this understanding of 1t
Though not generally spelled out 1n accounts of supererogation:
there 1s a further implication of the notion of action gomgbeyond duty,
namely that the motive to a supererogatory act be something like the
same motivation prompting normal dutiful acts, 1 e , a sense of duty
Thus Urmson sees the santly or heroic man as prompted by considera
tions which to lum have the force of a duty, even though he cannot
strictly regard hus act as a duty, since he does not think that others
would have a duty to perform 1t G R Grice, elaborating this notion,
sees supererogatory acts (which he refers to as ‘ultra obligations’)
ones which the agent regards as a duty for persons with the character
whuch he has
But, as argued 1n chapter V and els
nvolved 1n altruistic emotion 1s chara

sort than that involved 1n performing

ewhere, the type of motation
ctenstically of a quite different
one’s duty A person acting from
altruistic emotion need not and does not typically regard tumself 25
compelled 1n any way (morally) to perform the act, even, to take
Grice's suggestion, 1n a purely personal way which does not apply t0
others In this sense too, the model of supererogation 1s 1nappropriaté
toaction prompted by altruistic emotion
Thus the notion of supererogation as ‘going beyond duty’ 15 not
Properly applicable to action from altruistic emotions What actio?
from altruistyc emotion shares with supererogatory action 1s that 1t has
moral value andthat 1t 15 not monlly obhgatory But there th
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similanty ends

The important pomnt here 1s that the notion of supererogation 1s
meant to work within a framework in which obligation and duty
remain the central notions Supererogation, though itself defined as
being other than duty and obhgation, 1s meant as a supplement to a
general framework dominated by those notions, rather than as an
alternative to 1t For example, 1t presupposes the motive/act schema

Acting out of concern for a friend, or compassion for a stranger in
need, are not properly conceved of as gomng beyond the requirements
of duty Nor are they acts which have more moral worth than acts of
duty They are best regarded as n an entirely different realm of moral
experience, to which notions of duty and supererogation do not properly
apply ' If one were to redefine supererogation so that 1t encompasses
all morally desirable action and response not covered by the concepts
of duty and obligation, then the moral value of altruistic emotions
would count as supererogatory But then one would have undermned
any usefulness of the concept itself, by allowing 1t to refer to a
heterogeneous group of actions and realms of moral experience

X

The Kantian objections to regarding as morally significant the altrusstic
emotions and the full good conveyed by them as part of human responses
will not hold Now something must be said about the relationship
between the good conveyed to the recipient and the moral good of
altruistic emotion
Basically, what makes the altruistic emotion morally good 1s that 1ts
object 1s the weal of another person Why 1t 1s of moral value to have
sympathy, compasston, or concern for someone 1s that one 1s thereby
concerned for the good — the weal and woe — of another person This
1s simply an extension of the view developed in chapter V, that action
prompted by altnmstic emotion has moral value in virtue of being
Motivated by regard for the weal and woe of particular other persons
That chapter was concerned with only the conative or motivational
aspect of altruistic emotions The present vicw, 1n contrast, attempts to
articulate the moral value of altruistic emotions as a whole,fe ,why 1t
1s morally good to have altruistic emotions In being grounded in con
cern for another's weal the moral value of altruistic emotions goes
beyond the moral value of their conative aspect This allows us to see
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why an altruistic emotion can be morally good cven though 1t '-‘“;
not lead to action Dave’s feeling concern for Joan is morally go0
because uts object 1s Joan's weal and woe Brown's response to Casey
1s good because 1t 15 Casey's difficulties and pain with his famly which
are the ground of Brown’s concern
That 1t 1s morally good to be concerned with the good of others 1§
why, as we ordinanly think, 1t 15 good to be sympathetic, COMP3s:
sionate, concerned for others These are morally good quahties of
character whose moral value goes beyond their ivolving dispositions t0
perform beneficent acts
We have been led to this broader view of the moral value of altruist
emotions through focusing on the good of a concerned or sympathetic
response to a recipient
Thus T have taken more seriously than does the Kantian view the
good to the recipient as a touchstone of the moral significance of an
emotional response, or human response, by an agent ** But not every
good to a recipient confers moral value on the response of an agent
which conveys that good Not every preference or desire of a potential
recipient of a response (or an attitude, action, emotion) gives moral
fi to a resp which satisfies this desire or preference
Suppose, for example, that what Sue wants from Bob 1s that Bob b
infatuated with her This 15 the attitude on her part which she would
like us visiting her in the hospital to express This destre of hers would
not make 1t morally good for Bob to be mfatuated with her For 01
thung, not every desire 1s for a genuimne good Still, it oftenisa genuine
£00d to person A that certain other persons like him, yet this does not

make 1t morally good for these others to like (or, more generally, 10
have personal feelings towards) hum 16

The reason that p 1 feelings, and human r suchas finding
saorm"’"e fascinating, are not moral emotions or attitudes 1s that they
y : ncr!l directed at or grounded 1n the weal and woe of others What We
“ :1::, g’hwat;t from others 1n the way of emotional response towards \lls

wider terntory than 1s cov morally
sigmficant 1 y covered by emotions which are

X1
‘rvn}l:l:tl; a‘:: ;Ilnpllc:mon of the argument here for the question which
rally be asked ‘Are the altruistic emotions superior to duty
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(as motives)?’ As it stands, the question has no general answer, and it
should not be thought to need one. Generally, the sense of duty and
the altruistic emotions operate in different, if sometimes overlapping,
areas of our lives, and comparison between them has no clear meaning.
Similarly, there is no general answer to the question, ‘Is courage better
than honesty?'18

However, the question can be broken down into several others about
which some things can be said. To do this it is useful to examine the
views of two philosophers whom we have discussed before — W.D. Ross
in The Right and the Good, and Philip Mercer 1n Sympathy and E'thics
— who argue for the moral value of action from altruistic emotion, and
who compare that value to the value of acting from duty.

Ross, while regarding sympathy as a morally good motive, sees it as
inferior to the sense of duty.!? He first argues that if we are drawn to
do one act by our sense of duty and another by love, we should do
what is our duty, since we thereby acknowledge 1t to be the right
action: so that when duty conflicts with other motives it should take
precedence. This shows, according to Ross, that in such a situation we
accord sense of duty a superiority to other motives, including those of
altruistic feeling and personal feeling. (Ross does not clearly distinguish
these two types of motive.) This argument is acceptable, provided we
assume that the act to which we are drawn by love is not also in fact a
(prima facie) duty, and one of greater weight than the act to which we
are drawn by duty. For 1t may be morally superior to perform from
altruistic emotion an action which in fact is, and is believed to be, a
more stringent duty than to perform a less stringent duty towards
Wwhich one is drawn by sense of duty.

Ross next takes up the situation in which we are drawn to the same
act by the two motives, and asks which is to be preferred. Ross says
that if we give precedence to the sense of duty when they conflict then
We must also do so when they do not.

But the situation of conflict does not transfer like this to the situa-
tion of the two motives prompting the same act. For we have seen that
in general it is not the same act (or response) which is prompted by
altruistic cmotion and by sense of duty, in that the good conveyed to
the recipient of the response is ikely to differ in the two cases. In that
sense, the act prompted by the sense of duty will convey less good than
the act prompted by altruistic feeling, and may well not be appropriate
to the situation. It would then scem perverse to argue that the dutiful
actis sull monally better, if it fails to convey the appropriate pood to its
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recipient, which can only be conveyed by an action which expresses 2
certain emotion Ross’s working only within the motivefact schema
does not allow him to see how the motive could be relevant to the
moral appropnateness of the act 2°

In any case, the general supenonty of duty to sympathy —1¢, the
moral supenonty of a person disposed to act from one motive over one
who acts from the other — could not be established by Ross’s argument
even 1f 1t were valid For, as we saw in the previous chapter, 1t 1S charac-
tenstic of the sympathetic or compassionate person to perceive more
situations as warranting beneficent action than does the merely dutiful
person

The argument of the present chapter in fact does carry the implica
tion that often 1t 1s better — at least 1n one important respect — for
sympathy to prompt a certan behavioral act than for the same
behavioral act to be prompted by duty, for the total response 10 the
first case will brng about more good than 1n the second case And,
therefore, 1t will be better to be a person who acts from sympﬂﬂl)' m
such cases than one who acts from duty But again, this 1s not to say
that the sympathetic person 1s 1n some general way supernor to the
dutiful person

Thus, while Ross’s account 1s an advance over the Kantian in accord
Ing moral value to altruistic emotions, 1t suffers the defects of conceiv:
1ng the relation between altruistic emotions and the acts 1n which they
express themselves solely on the motive/act schema 1t therefore fails t0
articulate the full moral sigificance of altrmstic emotions when they
do motwate action, including the perceptual/cognitive contribution of
altruistic emotion to this significance

Philip Mercer’s view 18 much more complex than Ross's, and forms 2
major focus of his book, especially of chapters 6 and 7 I mentio
Mercer's b 1t 15 addressed to ing the Kantian vieW
and to explaiming the moral significance of sympathy, and Mercer gVeS
':”“y of the same arguments that I do for the moral value of sympathy
“Sx;rl‘n;;llv‘; Yet his account suffers from the weakness of confiniié
e motvational and when
discussingtts moral w1 cognitive aspects of sympathy
Mercer argues that an
. Y act performed from the duty of beneficenc®
(cunscxenhousncss') coul or mhe duty 0
d al that
sympathy could be ot also be performed from sympathy, O

d for as a motve
He quotes with approval Nowell Smith’s statement
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Hence the conscientious man will do exactly the same thing a man
with all the natural virtues will do. He does not do them for the
same reason; and he is not brave or honest or kindly, since he acts
for the sake of doing his duty, not for the sake of doing the brave,
honest or kindly thing. But he will do what the brave, honest, and
kind man does.?

But the kind man does not do the same things the conscientious
man does. These two virtues work in different areas of our lives. Kind-
ness does not lead us to work hard to fulfil our responsibilities, to
adhere strictly to duty and principles, to do the right thing in the face
of contrary inclination. Similarly, conscientiousness or duty does not
lead us to notice the distress of a little boy wandering around lost, and
1o help him find his father or mother; or to volunteer to pick up the
brother of a friend at the airport because the friend is not feeling up
toit;and the like.

Also, even if we confine ourselves to situations in which the behavioral
acts prompted by kindness and conscientiousness are the same, the
total responses of the two agents will differ, as will the good conveyed
by them. Actions (responses) expressive of sympathy convey goods
which acts motivated by duty do not. Thus neither sympathy nor duty
can properly be seen as a substitute for the other. Mercer thus fails to
consider a crucial area in which he could draw support for his view that
the sympathy is superior to duty.2*

A third point against the Mercer/Nowell-Smith position is that the
man of sympathy will tend to see the weal and woe of others as at stake
more than will the conscientious man lacking sympathy, and so will be
more likely to perform beneficent acts.

Mercer notes what he takes to be ‘the interesting fact that most
People would prefer to receive the help of someone who helped them
because he sympathized with them rather than the help of someone
who helped them because he thought it was his duty to do so.™* But
Mercer fails to appreciate the significance of this point, because he sees
sympathy only as a motive understood on the motive/act schema, and
hence sees its moral value solely in its motivational dimension. The
explanation of the ‘interesting fact® is that acting out of duty and acting

out of sympathy involve two different ways of regarding — different
ottitudes towards — the recipient of the beneficence. The argument
spelling out this difference was given in chapter VI, pp. 118-21. Briefly,
in acting from sympathy the recipient is seen as someone whose good
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)
matters to one, for whom one has some und of concern 1f one’s
attempted help 1s ful one 15 disapy d for the person,if it
1s successful one 1s pleased for um When acting out of duty one
regards the interests of the recipient as having some moral claim on
one’s action But one does not thercby necessanly care about the
person’s good 1t does not necessanly matter to one

It 1s thus natural (though not inevitable) that in general one prefers
10 be helped from sympathy than from duty, for the former mplies 2
fuller human response than the latter The sympathetic response
conveys a greater good than does acting from duty

Mercer may appreciate some of this when he says, ‘perhaps
sympathy possesses a certain warmth that 1s lacking 1n conscientious
ness "2 But thus formulation still seems to make the difference between
sympathy and duty a kind of adornment of the action, rather than a
matter of real substance regarding the action — a difference 1n 21

attractive quality or tone rather than a real difference in the way oné i
regarded or related to by the other
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VIII

WILL, EMOTION,
AND THE SELF

1

In chapter II I argued that to say that someone’s altruistic emotions
were capricious was to give a moral criticism of that person, to imply
that his emotional response was insufficient or inadequate. I thereby
argued that a person’s characteristic or particular emotional reactions
(or lacks thereof) reflect on him morally. In chapter VII I tried to bring
out some of what constitutes the moral significance of our altruistic
emotions, showing that they convey goods of human concern. I have
therefore presumed that our altruistic emotions reflect on us morally.
For this is necessary 1f one is to say that altruistic emotions have
moral value.

The claim that our emotions and feelings can reflect on us morally
is contrary to one of the deepest strains of thought within the Kantian
view, according to which only our capacity for choice — our will — can
reflect on us morally; feelings and emotions, in respect of which we are
entirely passive, cannot reflect on a person morally. This view bears
spelling out in detail, so that it can be met head on.

Moral assessment can be only of that in us which is directly produc-
ible by means of our will, or which is in the direct province of the will.
Only that which we choose, or which we decide to bring about, can be
3 source of moral criticism, accountability, and assessment. That for
which we can be morally blamed and praised must be somcething for
which {t is we who are fully responsible, who are its authors and
initlators; it cannot be produced by something outside of oursclves. But

that for which we are responsible fs that which it is entirely within our
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power to produce, and this can only be actions, 1t cannot be feclngs or
emotions For actions are what we do, cmotions and feclings are some
thing which we expenience and which thus happens to us We cannot
help what we feel but only what we do

Thus what 1s morally appropnate to do 1n a given situation must be
that which 15 entirely within our power to produce or bring about in
that situation This 15 one g of the formulation, ‘Ought 1mplies

can,” first brought out clearly in Kant, but accepted by many
philosophers

Man must, therefore, judge that he 1s able to stand up to [lus
mnchinations] and subdue them by reason — not at some time 10 the
future but at once (the moment he thinks of duty) he must Judge

that he can do what the law commands unconditionally that he
ought to do ?

Our feelings and emotions lie outside the scope of our will Itisnot
In our power directly to produce them within ourselves Rather, we 3t
entirely passive 1n respect to them They are something we feel rather
than something we do, and 1n that sense something which happens t©
us rather than something we bring about We do not choose our feelings
or decide to have them We are not their imitiators or authors Thus 0Uf
feelings and emotions cannot reflect on us morally

The only relevance of our feelings to moralty hes in whether we
choose to act from them or not If we choose to act from a feclind
which 15 contrary to morality, we have acted wrongly and can be held
accountable for this But then st 15 not the feeling 1tself which 1s the
source of thus moral fault, but rather the fact that we chose to act from
lc!a Th\:s the real locus of our moral responstbility 1s our will, 0“‘;
mg?&::’gﬂ‘;‘f’chmce The having of the feelings 15 a matter of mo®
wu}-\h::\ :’:‘c‘\’:\sxon of feelings as reflecting on us morally 1s conn”"‘:
products of ::I"‘ of agency and actiity 1t 1 because feelings are "‘1"(
we are morall, ¥ agency that they are excluded, for 1t 1s as agents ! ,e
of which e a);e”!essed Morality has to do solely with that 1n ‘”"un
that 1n terms :;“““”';U(OUX will, our choices, our actions), rather ”‘:s
emotions) ch we are passive (our feelings, inclination®
gm:::;n:‘;p:::ﬂ':y‘:":‘:‘dy bound up with the Kantian V“r’:
form of obt € notion of obligation Morality takes

, moral reqy s that that we 3¢
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In certain ways Only that which we can brnng about through the
medium of our will 1s something which we can be obliged to do And
we cannot be obliged to have certain feelings, as Sidgwick says, ‘it
cannot be a strict duty to feel an emotion, so far as 1t 1s not directly
within the power of the will to produce 1t at any given time " Thus
feelings e outside the scope of moral obligation It cannot be morally
required to have them, nor morally blameworthy to fail to
This hne of thought, regarding the role of emotions and feelings
the moral assessment of a person, emphasizes the notion of will as
central, as the locus of moral assessment and of the self But naturally
accompanying thus hine of thought within the Kantian view are the
notions of reason and deliberative yjudgment (For Kant the will 1s
(practical) reason ) Our reason 1s seen as fully an expression of ourselves
The 1dea that we are 1dentified with our capacity for reason and judg
ment seems present 1n many philosophers 1n some form R Solomon
articulates this tradition of thought when he says, ‘Reason 1s that part
of the soul that 1s most our own, the only part of the soul that is
completely under our control ® The exclusion of feeling from morality
1s connected with the dichotomy between reason and feeling, and the
grounding of morality in reason Thus, 1n acting according to reason we
are most fully autonomous and 1n control of ourselves, according to
this picture
These arguments and the overall conception of the relations of will,
Teason, morahty, and the self involved in them are powerful ones, and
must be met 1if we are to be assured that 1t 1s possible for a person’s
emotions and feelings to reflect on him morally, 1f we are to be able to
understand the ways we assess a person morally 1n hight of lus emotions,
and 1f we are to see how 1t 15 possible for us to change in the direction
of coming to have morally good and desirable emotions

1

The Kantian view contains a certain conception of the moral self, 1¢,
of that 1n persons which 1s capable of being morally assessed, cnticized,
or, more generally, morally attnbuted The conception is that the moral
self includes only what 1s the outcome of the will, choice, decision,
dehberative reason — only that of wlich we are fully the authors or
nitiators (such as our actions)

Against this Kantian view [ will arpuc that the moral self cannot
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plausibly be concewved to exclude phenomena with regard to \\;hll::ls‘:;
are passive, of which we are not the initiators or authors Henc s
argument against emotions and feclings being objects of mora! e
ment that we are passive with respect to them, that they are no f the
the province of the wall It 1s therefore also mistaken to identt Ymd
moral self with the will, or with deliberative reason, decision, i
choice The moral self must include emotions and feelings Thcly r:s
general) reflect on us morally as much as do our actual choices, actions,
and rational yudgments

My argut:nnglmwﬂl take the form of presenting some phenomenj
which we would ordinanly regard as reflecting morally on agents

rgue
namely attitudes and values regarding other persons 1 wll then arg!
that the Kantian view 1s unable to ac dat

na

these ph
within 1ts own conception of the moral self, for they involve elements
of passivity, and yet 1t has no independent argument against our ordinary
notion that they are part of the moral self

I will gve several instances of the values and attitudes 1n ques“ons
(1) An attitude towards black persons which involves regarding them 2
wnferior to white persons, and as less fully deserving of human con
sideration (2) Values such as those attributable to Clyde Gnffiths “;
Dreiser’s An American Tragedy — placing supreme value on living 10 ;
manner expressive of having great wealth, on attaming soctal status O!
position, yudging and reacting to people according to how well "";{l
exemplify a style regarded by one as appropriate to a person of Wea
;nd position (3) An onentation towards one’s students which mvolves

eing 11

y unsympathetic to their professed problems and cm:s
cerns, as they bear on their academic work (4) Regarding othe
pnmarnly as means to one's own pl d !

. Seeing
5 1
others primanly 1n light of their usefulness to oneself (5) Regarding
blacks and whites as moral and social equals

We would ordinarily regard these attitudes, onentations, Values
ways of regarding, and the connected patterns of behavior, desifes
typical judgments made, and setting of priorities 1n one’s conduct 25
relevant to a moral assessment of a person

I will call one’s ‘being towards others’ those values, attstudes, onent?
tions, and forms of regard towards other persons which bear on e
weal and woe Thys being towards others 15 not necessanly tobe thought
of as a kind of umty — for example, a person could have a Sympathe"c
onentation towards Itahans but 3 contemptuous attitude towar
uneducated persons, and an ympath attitude t ds Slavs
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Nevertheless, it is also not merely a series of discrete attitudes and
values. There will typically be certain interconnections.

Thus, we ordinarily think that our being-towards-others is part
(though by no means the whole) of our moral self; for it comprises
attitudes, values, and orientations towards others which are subject to
criticism and assessment. Our beingtowards-others reflects on us
morally.

Moreover, our other-directed values and attitudes, and our being-
towards-others generally, cannot be accommodated to a Kantian model
of that which is, or which is solely a product of, will, decision, and
reason. For, I will argue, (1) these phenomena — i.e., what 1t is to have
a certain attitude or to hold a certain value — cannot be seen as the
outcome of decision and choice, something which we will; (2) other-
directed values and attitudes cannot be understood purely cognitively,
as the outcome of a process of conscious rational thought, to which we
give our assent; (3) they cannot be understood purely behaviourally, as
a disposition to initiate certain actions.

111

Though analytically separable, the first two views can be considered
together. According to them a person’s values and attitudes can be
portrayed in this way: the person chooses the values, or decides to
adopt them. He weighs the various considerations for and against, and
plumps for those values and attitudes most worthy of assent. The
values and attitudes are then the result of conscious and deliberate
thought and reason.

Let us first clear a possible irrelevancy out of the way. We certainly
do not in fact come to hold most of our values and attitudes in this
way. That is, we do not ordinarily reach them by a purely rational
Process, the outcome of which is a decision on our part to adopt these
values, Rather, most of our values and attitudes are imparted by and
absorbed from our upbringing, peers, surroundings, etc. We are often
not aware of many of our values, and are not aware of their sources.
Even the ratiocination we do engage in with regard to our values
accounts only partially for the way we come to hold those values and
for the actual ones we hold.

But this is not strictly relevant to the argument (though neither is jt
irtelevant). For the Kantian view requires not that we actually arrive at
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regard our
our values and attitudes in the way portrayed, butrt‘l:;lﬂ;l:/:mdgmhom]
values and attitudes as grounded 1n such processes g Sestly the outeome
deliberation and assent, and thus as potentially and x
ch processes $ ot be 0
o sl;lu:l Eur values attitudes, and being towards o{herr:c :s:::alone. o
regarded For even 1f 1t 1s possible, through mncnn‘dp e en T 1 15
regard a value or attitude as worthy of being held, ot passble 0
possible to choose or decide to assent to the value, 1t 1 D hus not
come to hold or have the value or attitude in this wa()i' o choies
correct to see the values and attitudes as grounded 1n ec;o \_h'e ssess
and reason The Kantian view takes a picture apphicable e duses
ment of the validity or warrantability of values and amwgm;ude
1t to portray what 1t 15 for someone to possess the valu: ort -
Let us examine the instance of racial attitudes ® Le o that
someone who through rational deliberation comes to the P
blacks and whates are, and should be regarded and treated as, ':pomt s
soctal equals He thinks 1t through, agrees that this moral vie
worthy of assent, and gives his assent to 1t 4
Is ‘);“s sufficient ngﬂ)’ that the man holds the value that blac:;]sa-‘:ﬂ“
Whites are moral equals (have equal moral status)? It seemsdlsp:Img
1 not Let us suppose, for example, that the man makes ks
ing remarks about blacks He supports policies which preven ato his
from achieving social equality He 15 upset when blacks move 1

hool
neighborhood, and when tus children associate with blacks tn s¢
He feels uncomfortable with blacks

d

It scems that these reactions, hus behavior, emotional responsc:;:e"ly
other attitudes would lead us to question whether the man gc‘;d that
regarded blacks and whtes as equals, 1e, whether he truly hel 4o 50
value or attitude regarding blacks, even though he professed to ation
and even though he amyeq through a process of rational deliber
at the view that blacks and whtes are moral equals sayang

An adherent of the Kantian view might respond to this by e to
that if the man has the reactions attrbuted to hum, then we hav
question whether he really did

nal
actually go through a process of ratlo!
deliberation regarding these

did

values and views and whether he

Benuinely and sincerely assent to them It may have all been a sham
Well, it may have been 3

s
sham, we are not equating professing v:\:‘;
with genuinely assenting to them Buy the fact that the man S“d';t
Quently behaves and reacts in he way described does not show m
this process of apparent rational deliberation and assent was a sh
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All it shows is that it failed to bring it about that he actually held the
values in question. But this is precisely my point. To say that someone
holds or has a certain value or attitude, it is insufficient that he have
assented to it on the basis of a conscious and rational deliberative
process,

First of all, the man may not have even sincerely assented to the
view or attitude, even though the view seemed to hum to have reason
On its side after the deliberative process. A person might deliberate as
Sincerely as possible, trying to weigh all the various considerations
Wwhich he can think of, arrive at a result and yet still fail to be convinced
b_y this result. If he fails to be convinced then he cannot sincerely give
his assent, though he can say that the view seems to be right, or that it
Seems to have the weight of reason in favor of it. (He can also think
that he js convinced, though he really s not.)

Thus rational deliberation js insufficient for conviction and therefore
for rational assent. But, more important, rational assent itself is insuffi-
ctent for it to be the case that the person has or holds, or comes to
hold, the view (though it can be the beginning of his doing so). There
™MUst, in addition, be a context of certain reactions, feelings, other
attitudes, desires, and behavior for the person actually to hold the view
or have the value or attitude.

An objection could be made, on the other side, that the reactions I
have describeq — being upset when blacks move into the neighborhood,
#1¢. ~ do not show that the man does not genuinely hold the view that
blacks ang Wwhites are moral equals. These reactions are undoubtedly
Out of line with that view; but perhaps this just means that the man
Teacts in ways which are out of line with the views that he holds, not
that he fails 10 hold the view at all. This would be like weakness of will
(ln. Which a person fails 1o do what he believes to be right), except that
1t '3 Mot enly actions but emotional reactions and feelings which are out

:;c::"’ With the moral principle or value (alleged to be) held by the

E.Vidcnlly this does describe what is going on in some situations. It is
Possible to imagine 3 person with formerly racist attitudes, who now
Eenuinely believes blacks and whites to be moral equals yet stll has
Serain reactions which are contrary to those views. He could, for
€Xample, find himscll‘assuming that a black colleague was unintelligent,
when he really had 0o grounds for thinking this. Or he could have
€€Main feelings of unease with blacks,

But ir these are not to count conclusively agalnst his holding the
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view that blacks and whites are equal, he cannot have such reactions
too frequently There 1s cvidently a matter of degree here A person c;n
have some reactions whuch are out of line with a pnnciple 1o Whld} ﬂe
has sncerely assented, without 1t necessanly being the case that he ; s
to hold the principle But if the reactions are too extensive and rle
quent, than he will not be said to hold the principle even if he sincerely
assented to1t

A further relevant consideration 1s the attitude the agent takes
towards the out of line reactions 1f he himself sees them as out of line,
regrets them, and tnes to change and avord them in the future, this
counts 1n favor of hus holding the pninciple (He may fail to notice that
he 1s having these reactions, but if they are pointed out to him he must
regard them as incompatible with is views and try to correct them
However, 1f he has too many such reactions without noticing that he
does so, both the reactions and the fating to notice them will count
against tus holding the view )

What this shows 1s that the fact that a sincerely assented to principle
can genuinely be held even though the agent has some reactions out of
line with 1t does not confirm the Kantian view that sincerely assenting
to 1t 15 sufficient for holding 1t Emotional reactions play an essential
role

In our actual example (p 174), 1n any case, 1t just does not seem
plausible to say merely that the man’s reactions are contrary to thé
professed views If the man supports policies denymng blacks equality,
if he 15 upset that hus cluldren associate with blacks, if he makes dis
paraging remarks about blacks, 1f he 1s really upset when his chuldren
associate with blacks n school, etc, then this shows that he simply
ioes)not regard blacks and whates as equals (even 1f he beheves that he

oes;

Suppose the man thinks, not that these reactions are contrary to i
views and values regarding the equality of blacks, but that they ar
compatible with them That 15, he says that he regards blacks as equals
but he yust does not want his children to play with them or for them
to move imto hus neighborhoad And he says that though he regards
them as having equal moral status, still 1t 1s true that they generally
have certain undesirable qualities And suppose he believes that the
policies he supports are not incompatible with the behef in equality

Perhaps without somewhat more detail 1n the example we cannot ve
absolu.lely certain what 1o say Certainly there 1s disapreement as {0
what ‘equality’ means, and generally there can be disagreement as {0

176



Will, Emotion, and the Self

what a certain moral view commits one to. But we can still be pretty
sure that the man’s view here serves only to confirm that he does not
believe blacks and whites to be equal, rather than to support his truly
holding that belief in the face of seeming counter-evidence to his
holding it. (Suppose, for example, that the policy which the man
opposes were one which encouraged and helped blacks to vote, or,
more extremely, allowed them to vote at all.)

Thus for a certain attitude, value, or orientation to be truly held by
a person, or to be a genuine part of himself, 1t is not sufficient that he
give his rational assent to it, that he reach it by some outcome of
rational deliberation, that he will himself to have it (or try to convince
himself that it is justified, etc.). There must in addition be certain
attendant emotjonal reactions, ways of responding, of treating others,
other beliefs, etc. In short, more aspects of a person’s being must come
into play than merely his will, hus capacity for choice, his deliberative
reason, in order for us to say that the person holds certain values or
attitudes towards others.

Bernard Williams puts this point well:

The idea that people decide to adopt their moral principles seems to
me to be a myth, a psychological shadow thrown by a logical
distinction; and if someone did claim to have done this, I think one
would be justified in doubting either the truth of what he said or the
reality of those moral principles. We see a man’s genuine convictions
as coming from somewhere deeper in him than that.?

This argument imples that the notion of the moral self cannot be
scen on a model of pure activity, of that which is a product of choice.
The moral self cannot be identified solely with that of which we are the
initiators or authors. It is not generally within our power to bring it
about, merely through an effort of will and focused attention, that we
Possess a certain attitude or adhere to a certain value; nor is it generally
within our power to rid ourselves of unwanted attitudes and values (and
emotions) in this way. Nevertheless, the values and attitudes we have do
teflect on us morally. Aspects of ourselves — our values and attitudes —
which are fit objects of moral assessment involve some clement of
Passivity, of feeling and emotion.

So the moral self incvitably comprises a dimension of feeling and
passivity. But the original Kantian objection to the notion that our
emotions reflect on us monally is that we are passive with respect to our
feclings — we do not choose them or decide to have them. If it is
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view that blacks and whites are equal, he cannot have such reacu:::
too frequently There is evidently a matter of degree here. A p::rsonh o
have some reactions which are out of line with a pnnciple to w}}]:cfalls
has sincerely assented, without 1t necessarily being the case that ; b
to hold the prnciple But 1f the reactions are too extensive an ey
quent, than he will not be said to hold the princsple even if he sincel
assented to 1t

A further relevant consideration 15 the attitude the agent takes
towards the out of line reactions If he himself sees them as out of lu;:s,
regrets them, and tnes to change and avoid them n the future, ‘h "
counts 1n favor of tus holding the punciple (He may fai to notice t lt
he 1s having these reactions, but 1f they are pointed out to hum he mus
regard them as mcompatible with his views and try to correct the:\
However, if he has too many such reactions without noticing that ’t
does 5o, both the reactions and the failing to notice them will coun
against hus holding the view )

What this shows 1s that the fact that a sincerely assented to principle
can genuinely be held even though the agent has some reactions out o!
hine with 1t does not confirm the Kantian view that sincerely assentm%
to 1t 15 sufficient for holding 1t Emotional reactions play an essentid
role

In our actual example (p 174), 1n any case, 1t just does not seem
plausible to say merely that the man’s reactions are contrary t0 the
professed views If the man supports policies denying blacks equality,
if he 15 upset that his children associate with blacks, 1f he makes dis
paraging remarks about blacks, 1f he 1s really upset when his children
associate with blacks in school, etc, then thus shows that he simply
:oes)not regard blacks and whtes as equals (even 1f he beheves that he

oes;

Suppose the man thinks, not that these reactions are contrary tohis
views and values regarding the equality of blacks, but that they are
compatible with them That 1s, he says that he regards blacks as equals,
but he just does not want s children to play with them or for them
to move 1nto his neighborhood And he says that though he segards
them as having equal moral status, still st 1s true that they genmll)'
have certain undesyrat qual And he bel that the
policies he supports are not incompatible with the belief 1n equality

Perhaps without somewhat more detail in the example we cannot
absolutely certain wha

D t 10 say Certamly there 15 disagreement 35 10
what ‘equality’ means, and generally there can be disagreement 38 1€
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what a certain moral view commits one to. But we can still be pretty
sure that the man’s view here serves only to confirm that he does not
believe blacks and whites to be equal, rather than to support his truly
holding that belief in the face of seeming counter-evidence to his
holding it. (Suppose, for example, that the policy which the man
opposes were one which encouraged and helped blacks to vote, or,
more extremely, allowed them to vote at all.)
Thus for a certain attitude, value, or orientation to be truly held by
a person, or to be a genuine part of himself, it is not sufficient that he
@ve his rational assent to it, that he reach it by some outcome of
rational deliberation, that he will himself to have it (or try to convince
humself that it is justified, etc.). There must in addition be certain
attendant emotional reactions, ways of responding, of treating others,
other beliefs, etc. In short, more aspects of a person’s being must come
into play than merely his will, his capacity for choice, his deliberative
reason, in order for us to say that the person holds certain values or
attitudes towards others.
Bernard Williams puts this pomnt well:

The idea that people decide to adopt their moral principles seems to
me to be a myth, a psychological shadow thrown by a logical
distinction; and if someone did claim to have done this, I think one
would be justified in doubting either the truth of what he said or the
reality of those moral principles. We see a man’s genuine convictions
as coming from somewhere deeper in him than that.”

This argument implies that the notion of the moral self cannot be
seen on a model of pure activity, of that which is a product of choice.
The moral self cannot be identified solely with that of which we are the
initiators or authors. It is not generally within our power to bring it
about, merely through an effort of will and focused attention, that we
Possess a certain attitude or adhere to a certain value; nor is it generally
within our power to rid ourselves of unwanted attitudes and values (and
emotions) in this way. Neverthcless, the values and attitudes we have do
reflect on us morally. Aspects of ourselves — our values and attitudes —
which are fit objects of moral assessment involve some clement of
passivity, of fecling and emotion.

So the moral self incvitably comprises a dimension of feeling and
passivity. But the original Kantian objection to the notion that our
cmotions reflect on us morally is that we are passive with respect to our
feclings — we do not choose them or decide to have them. If it Is
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granted that the moral self inevitably involves passivity, and cannot be
restricted to what 1s an outcome of choice, then tlus objection to
considening our emotions as part of our moral self no longer holds
A person’s sympathy (or lack of 1t), contempt (or lack of 1t), etc,

reflect on hum morally as surely as do the actions he performs (and
the views to which he gives assent)

v

The thurd way 1n which values and attitudes cannot be accommodated
to the Kantian view 1s that they cannot be analyzed n terms of dispost
tions to perform certain acts (Thus preserves a Kantian element, in that
we are the mtiators of our acts — they are something we do) We have
seen that possessing these attitudes 1nvolves having certamn emotiona!
reactions and feelings, certain thoughts, etc which are not themselves
merely dispositions to act The racist man’s attitudes are not merely
dispositions to perform certarn acts, they also involve his having certn
thoughts, feelings, and inner reactions to and concerning black people
Also, the fact that certain actions can be manfestations of certai
attitudes and values does not mean that the attitude or value wnvolves
an actual disposition to perform the act For example, an attitude of
superionty towards a class of persons (e g , uneducated) can express
ttself in saying something d ging about an ducated persof
But 1t 15 surely not the case that this attitude mvolves a disposition to
say disparaging thungs For 1t might just as (or cven more) naturally
express atself as faling even to notice such persons, faing to take
account of them Both of these represent natural expressions of 21
atutude of superionty, but the latter 1s not a disposition to behave 17
certain ways, and 1ts existence precludes the former from constitutiné
what it 13 to have the atttude
Further, even when a form of behavior 1s a natural mansfestation of
an attitude, 1t 1s so only 1n certain contexts, defined 1n not purely
behavioral terms For example, 1t 1s not the case that 1gnornng of faling
1o take of uneducated p 15 1n ftself a festation of 2
sense of superionty towards them In addition there must be a certat?
wrcw of' them, which involves, at the Jeast, regarding them as not worthy
?m“"e s consideration Thus 15 to be distinguished from, for cxample:
- ;n(x‘;N ;‘uc ‘l::-rc :ccount of them simply because they are different fmm'
e 13 consctous of this reason or not) Further, “gnonng
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or ‘failing to take account of* does not name an act-type; it is not a
purely behavioral description. There are many different behavioral
acts which constitute ignoring someone. What makes them all cases
of ignoring has to do with the settings of the acts, as well as the way
that the persons are regarded by the agent, his motives, etc.?®

I would not want to say that no value or attitude could be given a
purely behaviorist account; but I would want to claim that very few
could. In particular, the values and attitudes mentioned in the begin-
ning of this chapter seem clearly to involve emotional reactions, ways
of regarding, judgments about, and the hke, which are more than mere
acts, behaviorally described. That values are manifested in behavior
does not mean that they can be analyzed behavioristically.

\4

The Kantian could take another position compatible with what I have
argued so far. He can admit that values and attitudes cannot be analyzed
without loss of meaning as dispositions to act; and that what 1t is to
have a certain value or attitude cannot be analyzed in terms of some-
thing which one has arrived at through a process of rational delibera-
tion. But he could claim that the only aspects of attitudes and values
which are morally relevant are those which can be so analyzed. Even
though values and attitudes involve more than assenting to certain
principles and performing certain acts, nevertheless, he could argue, it is
only the principles to which we assent and the acts which we perform
which are appropnate bj of moral t and which reflect on
Us morally.

Such a view could not be deciswvely refuted, but it seems arbitrary
and question-begging. For it normally seems to us that our attitudes
and values do reflect morally on us — that if anything reflects morally
On us, it is our values and attitudes. It seems to us that we regard 1t as
morally undesirable to have a ptuous attitude towards someone,
to regard someone as inferior because of his race, to regard people
Primarily in terms of their usefulness to onesclf, etc. And we ordinanly
think that 1t is the full attitudes themselves, and not merely their
behavioral manifestations, or the principles to which we have assented,
which are appropriate targets for moral criticism and assessment.

It scems, then, that the Kantian view is ashing us to revise our
normal moral judgments, but without giving us an adequate reason for
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doing so 1 have said 1n chapter 1, and throughout, that the l\anm:
view nvolves an entire alternative conception of morality, one whic

cannot be deciswely refuted 1aim only to articulate a coherent altema-
tive view, and to ply what arguments 1 can muster But there come‘s_ a
point — and thus 1s onc of them — when the best that one can hope :’Y
1s to attempt to place the Kantian view 1 a certain Light, to try ‘;
reveal a certain arbitranness 1n 1t, to try to address what scem some 0

e
the sources of its appeal and to show that they do not stand on th
foundation which they seemed to

VI
One

of my ar 1s that the passivity of emotions
cannot be 1dentified with what 1s external to our moral selves Passivity
sigmifies that emotions are something we experience, rather than some
thung we choose or imtate But that concern, compassion, hatred, of
contempt are things we feel or experience does not mean that they ar¢
not fully a part of us, that they are extemnal to our true selves, morally
speaking

A person who has a contemptuous atitude towards persons whoare
uneducated will necessanily sometimes have feelings of contempt (or
related feelings) towards such persons ® These feelings cannot be seen as
external to his moral self, for his contemptuous attitude 1s very mucha
part of him, rooted 1n an entire way of looking at persons of a certaut
type, and connected with other ways 1 which he regards himself and
Views society

A teacher who does not have high regard for students wall not 1ake
fully seriously problems and concerns of theurs, especially Jf they
detract from a student’s work, or might potentially do so Such a
person will have weak feelings of sympathy towards students 1n such

situations But such feelings of sym, his moral
sel pathy are not external to h
If, though they are pa Y

ssive, 1€, something which he expenences
Rather they are an integral part of the way he regards students

My argument here 15 nor that anything which s genuinely part of
our experience 1s as much a part of the self as anythung else, although
there 1s one sense 1n which thys
l;enc; l"o‘wa;ds ad friend who has not conformed to my admittedly srrationa!

15placed ex;

I‘eclmssl;r care rolr’er:\?‘rl::nl; an expenence of mine as much as are MY
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But from a moral point of view there is, I think, an important
distinction, if only one of degree, to be drawn between feelings and
emotions, between those which can be seen as external to the self and
those which are part of it. I think it is possible to speak of ourselves as
having dissociated ourselves from an emotional reaction, so that when
we have it it feels as if it comes upon us, is external to us. If it is a
dishonorable, regrettable, or otherwise morally undesirable reaction we
are nevertheless not to be thought ill of for it, for it does not in a
sense really reflect on us morally. (To be more accurate, since we are
dealing with matters of degree, we can say that an emotional reaction
from which a person is, by and large, dissociated reflects on him morally
much less than does a reaction which is fully a part of his moral self.)!®

Let us then examine the phenomenon of dissociation. The formerly
racist man who now believes in equality (p. 175) can serve as an
example. Occasionally he finds himself having a reaction of dislike or
distrust towards a black person. He regards such reactions as entirely
baseless and inappropriate. He sees them as the remnants of his racist
upbringing rather than as grounded in any features of the persons in
question. He wishes he did not have these reactions. He tries to rid
himself of them, by focusing on his understanding of their source and

on their groundlessness. He does find himself less and less subject to
such emotional reactions.

Such reactions are very much out of line with the man’s real view of
blacks, and with his values regarding social equality. He is not ‘color-
blind’ (on the contrary, he attempts to be aware of the different social
and historical situations of blacks and of whites as groups); but his likes
and dishikes, trustings and distrustings, do not correlate with people’s
race.

In this case I think we can say that the man has dissociated himself
from his occasional feelings of dislike and distrust towards blacks. He
can no longer be identified with them. He is not to be criticized for
having them. They are thus external to his moral self. Metaphors of
externality can be applied to such feelings — they ‘assail’ him, they
‘come upon’ him, he is ‘saddled with’ them. Such metaphors are
inapplicable to feelings in general, i.e., feelings merely in regard to our
Passivity with respect to them. Feelings of concern for a friend in

trouble do not assail me or come upon me. They, as it were, arise
from within my (moral) sclf, not from outside it, though they are
nevertheless happenings rather than actions.

These notions of passivity, dissociation, and externality are applicable
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to thoughts as well as to feelings Many thoughts simply occur to us, of
come into our heads, 1n this sense we are passive with respect to them

Nevertheless they do reflect on us But I can try to dissocrate mysell
from a thought which keeps occurnng to me 1 may succeed wn dis

sociating myself from 1t It 1s then no longer part of myself, morally
speaking, even 1f 1t 1s a morally undesirable thought Even though 1t 1s
genuinely a thought of mine, 1t does not reflect on me morally (Ths
indicates that the distinction between active and passive does not
correspond to that between thought and emotion, nor does the distin¢

tion between internal and external )

Dissociation and externality do not brng the Kantian view 1n ata
new level Dissociating ourselves from a feeling involves more than
dectding not to 1dentify with it, or regarding 1t as nappropriate For
we can choose (or try) not to tdentify ourselves with a feeling which 18
nevertheless very much a part of us, internal to our (moral) self, s
that we do not actually succeed in dissociating ourselves from 1t Andy
might recogmize 1n himself contemptuous feelings towards women e
does not approve of such feelings, and in fact thinks them repre
hensible Nevertheless they are very much a part of um He constantly
regards women 1n contemptuous ways, reacts to their opmnions with
belitthing or, more generally, fails to take what they sa¥
senously He finds 1t difficult to have a genuine heartfelt respect for
very many women He 1s not dissociated from hus feelings of contempt

D'fldmg not to 1dentify himself with these reactions and feelngs, ©f

garding them as inappropriate, 1s insufficient for hus actually dissocist™
ng tumself from them They have too deep and pervasive roots 11 his
being, as was not the case with the racist feelings of the formerly racist
';;:’c:‘::;‘;lazze They are reprehensible feelings and attitudes, 1{::
cessful, attempts lop:;\: ‘h?y‘t 1l (However, sincere, even if un;f a

person) nge do affect the overall moral assessment

Dissociating oneself from a reaction involves an entire structure of

one’s moral being —
desires, ::: —":5"1 including feelings, attitudes, behavior, thoughts

Judpment not merely an act of one’s will or deliberativé
Th:e:s:"cz‘l‘:ti ?;:t misconstrue this notion or metaphor of externality
morally t:oncgelvede namwml reaction can be seen as external to the sell
for our moral self "1"hm:s not mean that the reaction has no significanc®
about lam Thy ¢ formerly racist man's reactions do say something

ey say that he retains vestiges of reprehensible attitudes
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in lumself A man happy to be brought in as a strikebreaker could find
himself with passing feelngs of sympathy for the strkers, feelings
which he regards as nappropnate and shameful and from which he
entirely dissociates himself But the existence of such feelings says
something about this person, though his successful disavowal of them
means that he ts not to be thought well of for having them, desirable as
they are in themselves

The relation between the moral self and reactions external to 1t 1s
not a simple one Certainly such reactions are improperly thought of as
like bodily conditions, which have no human meamng for us but which
simply have causes into which we can inquire Emotional reactions
almost always have some personal meaming to their subjects, so that a
purely causal account of them cannot be fully adequate, even 1f the
Teactions are genuinely external to the moral self (Of course, bodily
conditions can be psychosomatic, so that they will have human mean
ng also) One may be able to dissociate oneself from the reaction
without inquinng mto s meaning for one But this will not deny that
meaning

Vi

I have argued that we are passive with respect to our emotions and
feelings but that, nevertheless (except when and to the extent that we
are dissociated from them) they are properly seen as genumely a part
of us, no less a full part of us than are the actions we perform and the
Judgments that we make This view mvolves some revision of the
traditional notion of passvity in philosophy For passiity has been
Pportrayed as being 1dentified not only with what we expernence rather
than what we do, but also with what 1s external to us rather than what
1s internal to us Rewision of the notion of passvity to exclude the
latter association 1nvolves a revision of the contrast between activity
and passivity On my view this distinction s to be concewved no Jonger
as a contrast between that which, from a moral point of view, 1s part of
Us and that which is not, rather 1t 1s a contrast between two ways in
which something 1s part of us
But could I not be taken as arguing that, 1n a sense, our emotions

and feclings are something which we can be regarded as dommg, as being
active wath respect 10 Harry Franhfurt argued in *Identification and
Externality* that we should distinguish, among our passions, between
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those with respect to which we are active, and those with respect to
which we are passve ™ For him, the distinction corresponds to
Anstotle’s between something regarding which the moving prnciple 15
within us and that regarding which the moving prnciple 1s outstde us,
itis phified 1n the diff between d d attention, thought,
and deliberation, and thoughts which beset us, obsessions, and thoughts
which strike us willy nilly 2

In hus book The Passions, Robert Solomon puts this view in a partt
cularly stnking way

The Myth of the Passions has so thoroughly indoctrinated us with
1ts notion of passivity that we are no longer capable of seeing what
we ourselves are dong Once the Myth 1s exploded, however, 1t 15

obvious that we make ourselves angry, make ourselves depressed,
make ourselves fall 1n love 1*

An emotion 15 a judgment (or a set of judgments), something
we do !¢

Perhaps Solomon 15 exaggerating for effect But 1n nghtly rejectng the
myth of pure passity he goes all the way to the other side, and sees
emotions as something we do, very much ke what the Kantian VieW
has 1n mind as the model of what we do, 1¢e , something which we
entirely bring about But this 15 to accept the very dichotomy which I
am trying to undercut For we do not, it seems to me, chamctcnshcnll)'
make ourselves angry, fall 1n love, etc We become angry, feel angry, ¢!
angry — 1t 15 genuinely our true self which 1s involved, but these are not
things which we do, conceived as something like performing an act:on

Nor 15 an emotion 2 Judgment, though 1t 1nvolves beliefs, copnition
Wways of regarding others (all of which Solomon himself bnngs out Very
well 1n hus book) There 15 an clement of passivity 1n emotions which
Solomon 15 not vecognizing here, and which should not be regarded 25
disturbing,

once we realize that the o, f the moral self must
include a notion of passivity 15 10on of the

no:'m:;:h{,' Frankfurt's distinction seems to preserve the very dich®
s.'lwyab €1 18 in need of revision, though he does nghtly argue, 35 %
= exl:ve; that some of our passions, thoughts, etc , can be regarded
what 1 :,: 10 the self (sec note 13) The problem 15 that he 1dentfi¢s
nd ‘emal to the self with passions regarding which we are passive:
thou, caves him with faling 1o distinguish — among passions:

ghts, ete, which are Part of the self — petween those which 87¢
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really hke directed attention and deliberation, and those which are
more like something which we expenence The latter, which include, in
general, altrwistic emotions fall into neither his category of directed
attention and judgment, nor his category of obsessions or thoughts
which stnke us wally milly
It 15 true that altruistic emotions involve judgment 1n some way —
€8, the judgment that someone 1s 1n pan, i need, suffering In that
sense, perhaps, one might want to say that they involve activity But
they are not mere reflections of such judgment, nor are they grounded
In judgment, nor are they brought about (primanly) through a deliberate
Process of judgment In this sense they are not active Moreover, even 1f
one wants to say that in involving judgment our emotions imvolve
actvity, this 1s not a form of actaty which excludes passivity For 1t
Temams true that our emotions are something we expenence or feel
It 15 not so mmportant whether one wants to say that emotions
(which are 1nternal to our moral selves) mvolve activity, as long as one
does not see this activity purely on the Kantian model of 1t, as long as
one does not see such activity as mcompatible with passity (under
stood as that which 1s expenenced), and as long as one does not identify
tll:at regarding which we are not active with that which 1s external to
the self

VIII

In summary then, the moral self cannot be 1dentified solely with will,
chorce, decision, and deliberative reason It cannot be 1dentified wath
that regarding which we are active Our feelngs and emotons are as
much a part of our moral self as are the actions we perform and the
moral views to which we give assent Though we are passive with
respect to our emotions, 1n that they are something expenenced rather
than something done or brought about, they are no less a part of
ourselves than that which we do bring about through our will They
are not nghtly portrayed as external However, it 1s possible for one to
dissociate oneself (or distdentify oneself) from a particular feeling or
thought, wlich will then be exteral to one’s moral self and will no
longer be a proper object for moral cnticism or assessment

Emotions, attitudes, behefs, values, feelings, reactions, cannot be
sharply disingwished from one another They are interdependent,
and are all part of the moral self None of these elements (including
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the more or 11

i:d

1 ones attitudes, beliefs, and values)
can be analyzed in a purely Kantian fashion What 1t Is to have a certain
attitude, belief, emotion, or reaction cannot be seen purcly asa m{ﬂﬂ
of rational delit about, and 1 assent and l}:".
certain propositions This 1s true of holding moral beliefs (such as the
belief that blacks and wlutes are equal) no less than it 1s of having
certain emotional reactions

The other side of tlus first point 1s that attitudes, emotions, values,
ete all involve an aspect of passivity to them What 1t 1s to have them
always involves something which 1s expenenced — 1t involves reactions
feelings, emotions

What this means 1s that having attitudes and values involves having
feelings and reactions Similarly, many emotions and feelings (and 1n
particular altruistic emotions) involve values, attitudes, ways of regard
ing others In fact, sympathy, P ,and can be regarded
as something like ‘emotional attitudes,’ in that they involve ways of
regarding others, of p g others, etc The differences between
attitudes, (moral) beliefs, values, emotions, feelings must be largely 3
n};uer of degree on the dimensions of activity/passivity and cognition
affect

It may be that altruistic emotions are, perhaps, more like what afé
generally thought of as attitudes than like what are generally thought of
as feelings It does not matter if this depends on inaccurate conceptions
of ‘attitude’ and ‘fecling * The pont 15 that, in arguing that attitudes
and values are part of our moral self , I can be taken asarguing durectly
that altruistic emotions are part of our moral self, as well as domg 5O
indurectly, through arguing that faiure to conform to the Kantian
picture (of activity) does not exclude something from being part of the
moral self

The argument so far has been addressed to showing that an emotton
feeling, or emotional response on a particular occasion reflects morally
on the person who has 1t But the actual argument given imphes mor°
“““L““s It implies that our patterns of emotional response, our raits
of ! , our  attitudes our ways of
1sons in general — all are fit objects of

-]
regarding and treating other pe

moral assessment and enticism All are part of our moral self

d T}:s teads to the notion of being towards-others, which I have 1%

e"::t ., Being towards-others mncludes those aspects of our attitudes
10ns, sentiments, ways of t, tterns O

behavior, feelings, > reating and regarding pa

e¢motional responses, values, and moral bebefs
186



Will, Emotion, and the Self

which have to do with the weal and woe of other persons. This consti-
tutes a subset of those attitudes, beliefs, emotions, etc. which are part
of the moral self, for some attitudes and beliefs are morally significant
yet not because of a connection to the weal and woe of others —e.g.,
the values of integrity or courage, or a persevering attitude.

But our being-towards-others constitutes an important part of our
moral self. What allows the concept of being-towards-others to have
some usefulness is that beliefs, attitudes, and emotions regarding the
weal and woe of others are interconnected and interpenetrating with
one another, so that our being-towards-others is not just a congeries of
disparate and separable elements, but can be seen as a genuine kind of
totality (which can nevertheless allow for diversity and even contra-
diction with it).

X

I have argued that our emotions are, in general, proper objects for
moral assessment, criticism, and admiration, just as are our actions and
considered judgments (regarding moral matters). I have not yet said
anything about how our emotions are to be assessed, or how a person is
to be assessed in light of his emotions and feelings.

To give such an account of moral assessment of emotions is not
central to my main purpose, which is to show that the altruistic
emotions have moral value and reflect on us morally. Nevertheless, 2
few words are in order here.

First, I think we can distinguish two levels of the moral assessment
of an emotional reaction. The first involves considering the reaction in
itself, abstracting from its context in the character of the person who
has it and in the wider circumstances of its occurrence. In this sense it
Is, one can say, morally bad to dislike someone because he is black. It is
morally undesirable to show insufficient sympathy to someconc whose
situation warrants it. It is good for Dave to feel concern for his dying
astronaut friend Joan; it is not good that Manny fails to feel that
concern (chapter VI, pp. 146-51).

A second level of moral assessment of an emotion or emotional
Teaction or resy involves seeing that emotional response in the
context of the person's character or his being-towardsothers. We
discussed this point in chapter 1 (pp. 3740). In order to have a full
moral comprehension of Jones's ‘capricious’ sympathy for Clifford, we
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have to look at hus reaction to Chfford in light of his general attitudes
towards students, and his being towards others n general The inade
quate sympathy will have a certain moral significance 1f Jones 1s gener
ally sympathetic to students but faills to be in this case, because of
being tired and therefore less patient and attentive than usual It wall
have a different significance 1f Jones's failure of sympathy 1s part of
and typical of hus general way of regarding students, 1 ¢ ,unsympathetic
ally The difference 1n being towards-others and 1n the circumstances
surrounding the response 1n the two cases 1s reflected ina difference 1n
our moral assessment of the persons, tn hight of the particular situation
In both cases we say, perhaps, that Jones ought to have been, or that 1t
would have been good or approprate for hun to have been, moré
sympathetic But in the first case we might think less poorly of Jones,
for there are mitigating circumstances (he 1s tired), and because Jones
generally does not react 1n these ways
The distinction being drawn here apples 1n some measure to actions
as well as to emotional responses We distinguish between a judgment
on a particular action — that 1t was wrong, illconsidered, or blame
worthy — and a judgment taking nto account the wider circumstances
of the action, including mitigating relating, for example,
to certain pressures on the agent '® (Ths 15 not a distinction between
the nightness of the act and the moral worth of the act cum motive,
rather 1t 15 2 distinction within moral worth itself Nor 1s 1t a distinction
between a prima facie good action and a good action all things con
sidered The action 1n question 15 either good or bad, all things con
sidered, 1n both cases, the contextual view can only mtigate, but 1ot
change, the fundamental moral value of the act) For example, 1t 1
bad of someone to cheat and lie 1n order to obtan a job, but oUr
judgment of the person 1 light of the action 1s affected by the Pres
sures which exist on hum Was getting the job a matter of great urgency
or even necessity for um? Would he have found 1t very difficult to
:\‘;fnpot?e:::::{ without 1t? If so, we would perhaps think less poorly ©
T e B Pty of Ty and et
same one a5 15 ben m;’e ad one The distinction here 1s essentially,
in discussing ho%v our f lnlconnecuon vath emotional responsey he
concepts of praise and l:lae= ngsreflect onus morally, [ have avouded
for hus emotional me I have not argued that a person s to blamé
Lo pop reactions, nor that he can be praised for having them
ant to say that Jones 1s morally to bl: for faling to be sym
pathetic to Chifford, but only that h, ¥ o blame for fathng
’ 1s failure reflects on him morally
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I suggest that notions of blame and praise, and blameworthiness and
praiseworthiness, are closely connected with notions of will, of that of
which we are the initiators. They are concepts appropriate to those
aspects of what we are which conform to the Kantian view; if my
argument is right they comprise only a subset of the concepts in terms
of which we can be morally assessed and cnticized. To say that some-
one is to blame for something, seems to me to imply that he could have
brought it about through his will that he did otherwise. But a person
cannot always, or even typically, bring 1t about through his will —i.e.,
just by deciding and trying (exerting effort) — that he fail to have an
undesirable or inappropriate emotion, or that he have a desirable or
appropriate one. The notion of blame seems to me connected closely
with the notion of moral agency, rather than with the wider notion of
moral being.

There seems to me a notion of responsibility which is connected
with this notion of blame and praise, although there seems also a notion
of responsibility which is more closely connected with the wider notion
of moral reflection which I have developed. To illustrate the first, we
might say of someone whose upbringing and social milieu very strongly
reinforced racist attitudes and values, that he is not responsible for his
attitudes, that he is not to blame for having them, that he could hardly
have been expected to think differently than he does, etc.

But that a person is not to blame for some of his values and attitudes,
nor, in one sense, is he responsible for them, does not mean that they
cannot reflect on him morally. It is still bad for the racist man to hate
black persons, to discriminate against them, to treat them badly, to
Tegard them as moral inferiors. These are morally bad actions, responses,
Ways of regarding persons, A person is thought ill of for having them.
In another sense of ‘responsibility’ I think we can say that a person
must ‘take responsibility’ for attitudes and values which are genuinely

3 part of him, no matter what their source. This means that a person
cannot use the fact of his racist upbringing to excuse himself from
moral criticism for discriminating against blacks, responding to them in
contemptuous ways, etc. If these reactions are truly part of his actual
Altitudes and values regarding blacks, then he cannot absolve himself
from mora) assessment in light of them; and In this sensc he must take
fesponsibility for them. (This Is a different situation from one described
cather (p. 185), in which a person no longer has geauinely racist atti-

tudes, but occasionally has reactions not consonant with his present

‘alues of equality between blacks and whites, reactions from which he
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dissoctates humself 1n the ways discussed previously, and for which he s
therefore not properly morally assessed )

The 1ssue :f b}l):mz (and 1ts associated sense of responsibility) differs
from the 1ssue of whether a person 1s a genuine moral being or not, 1 ¢,
whether he 1s a fit subject for moral assessment at all The psychopath
15 not responsible for his psychopathy, nor (1 am envisagng) ls the
racist for hus racism Nevertheless the latter 1s a genuine moral agent,
and therefore can be morally cnticized for lus racist reacum:s and
attitudes (and 15, 1n the second sense, ble for them),
the former cannot be morally cnticized at all

I do not mean this discusston of the notions of blame and respons
1bility to have done more than scratch the surface of a difficult problem
1 have said nothung about the rel hip b moral tin
terms of blame and the wider notion of moral assessment appropnate
to a persons emotional reactions, values, and attitudes Another
question 1s whether a person can ever be said to be blameworthy for
hss attitudes and values, that 1s, whether some persons can more properly
be regarded as the authors of their own values and attitudes than can
others, and thus more blameworthy or praiseworthy for them Can
some people’s racist values and attitudes be accounted for prmanly by
external forces and others not? Or are everyone’s values and attitudes
equally to be accounted for (ultimately) in terms of forces external to
themselves?

I leave these questions unanswered 11ntend this discussion pnmanly
to explain that, when | speak of moral assessment and moral reflection,
these are not to be thought of in terms of blame, praise, and (in on¢
sense) responsibility

X

The notion of the moral self
5 menon
of moral change — je , o s particularly crucal for the pheno:

f how 1t 15 that we become morally better

selves particularly clearly 1n thesr appl, to the ph °
::'ﬂl change There are seyera] distinet views of moral change which

],uslly be seen as Kanian or Kantian like
wmn:a:l':c llc(babtcgm With a view which 15 grounded 1 two elements
nUian view of the moral self, and results from followin8
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out their implication for a view of moral change. This view may seem
extremely unsympathetic, one which no one would actually hold; but
itis useful as a point of reference.

The two elements are these: (1) The identification of the moral self
with the will, the capacity for choice and decision, deliberative reason,
that of which we are fully the initiators or authors and which is fully
within our control. (2) Regarding emotions and feeling as lying outside
the moral self, external to us.

These two premises have the consequence that as moral agents we
have no control over the nature of the feelings and emotions which we
eXperience. We have no control over whether we experience a particular
feeling or emotion; for our feelings and emotions come upon us from
outside. What they are is due to something which is not part of our
moral] selves.

This view does allow for some relationship between our moral selves
and our feelings. For what is within our control is the effect of the
feclings on our actions, on what we do, on what is the outcome of our
fational deliberation. Since it is within the capability of the will to
choose our actions, it is also within the capability of the will to deter-
e whether our feelings will influence those actions or not. We can

choose whether o not to act in accordance with our feelings or
emotions, whether to accede to the feelings or not.
3t are the consequences of this view for moral change? It scems

}hat what is within our power is to try to keep our feelingsand er.not.xons

o etting us from acting in accord with what our moral pnnmples

tell us s right to do. Becoming more moral, on this view, consists ina

P'Osre‘ssivﬂy increasing ability to keep our feelings and emotions from

tifecting our actions and the principles to which we assent, This is not

co:um 3l our feelings and emotions will necessarily incline us t::z:

ov"l'ary to morality. Rather it is because, since we have nohco el

bilyy: v T;a( our feelings and emotions will be, there is always t tc‘lx:s i

m ¥ that our feelings and emotions will go against the dicta of

Or;duy. And since our feelings and emotions play no role in w;h:n ;
th 'ich constitutes moral actions, it will be entirely a matter of chanc
e they do in fact lead in a morally good direction. .

Our acut? becomung morally better will mean increased sclfco:::‘: o

Nereasey - 2" Fationallty in our moral thinking. The progress h
Cased self-control will have to be continually renewed.'® There €3

gy, ho K"Nlnl.ec that we have reached a plateau in which we c:r:lrl:
4164 of acting morally, across a certaln range of sorts of ction:
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we are truly only our wall, and are powerless to affect the na‘:ureo ?:I:th;
material which affects our ability to act in accordance with m o
This matenal 1s always liable to affect us so as to draw us away
rality 1
moBa:tymcreased selfontrol 1s a very hmted aspect of all t.hatoﬁ
involved 1n moral change, especially when the selfcontrol res:sany
somewhat precarious ground Self<control does not brng abo?&nd |t
fundamental change 1n moral attitudes, values, and prnciples o
seems that this version of the Kantian view leaves no room for su":‘a |
fundamental changes For as we have seen, what 1t 15 to hold 2 le
value or principle 1nvolves having certain emotional reactions, feel dmss'
etc Thus changing one’s values will involve new ways of respon 3;
different emotional reactions, etc But 1f we cannot affect the namrehot
our emotions, but only their effect on us, we cannot bnngt about t ae
we have different emotional reactions from the ones we do have Hen:l)
we cannot bning about a fundamental (or even not so fundament
change 1n moral principles and values
Moreaver, with regard to altrusstic emotions, the prime moral task 1S
not to control them but to bring them about 1n ourselves, to become 2
person who 1s prone to altristic response when 1t 1s good and appro
pnate to do so
By locating the moral self 1n the wll, this version of the Kantian
view forbids us access to most of what is actually necessary to bnng

about substantial moral change in ourselves our attitudes, ways of
regarding others, emotions, and feelings

X1

What does the view of the mora} self which I have put forth n this
chapter imply for moral change?

By broadening the view of the moral self to nclude emotions, and,
more generally, to include one’s being towards others, my view allows
for a much richer and more realistic view of what it 1s to become &
better person 1n regard to the altrwistic wirtues How, then, d0 we
become more 7 . sympatt d, and carins
persons? The first thing to say s that: in cont;ast to the Kantian mode!
the will must be seen as Playing 2 much diminished role It now becomes
only one element in both the source and the material of change

Ttis beyond the scope of ths work 1o give 3 detailed theory of mordl
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change. What can be said is that moral change will involve at its most
fundamental level an engagement with and reorientation of our being-
towards-others, I say ‘will involve,” but the point is really that it can
involve' this. That is, because our being-towards-others is part of the
moral self, it becomes something which is capable of change, something
with which we can engage (because it is part of what we are). If Iam a
person who lacks compassion, this will mean that I have a certain kind
of regard to others, a certain onentation of my being-towards-others, If
this orientation can be engaged with and changed, then I could perhaps
become a more compassionate person.

How is one's being-towards-others engaged with? Without trying to
s2y anything general about this, one way to look at it is to ask the
question, what are the obstacles to a person’s being sympathetic, com-
Passionate, caring, etc.? Some may be: self-absorption; competitiveness;
regarding others solely in terms of their usefulness to oneself; an
inflated sense of one’s own importance; various kinds of prejudices
against particular groups of people; lack of imagination, and lack of
experience or knowledge of what others are like, of what is going on
with them. All these sorts of things affect our being-towards-others, and
stand as obstacles to being a person prone to the altruistic emotions. It
is in some cases possible to do something about these obstacles, to work
at changing. One tries to understand why one is competitive, self-
centered, etc. One tries to change, one subjects oneself to better influ-
ences, one focuses one’s attentions on certain things rather than others.

We can see these points in the case of the unsympathetic teacher,
Jones (chapter 11, p. 36). Let us envisage Jones as having a generally
unsympathetic attitude towards students. What would it be for
Jones to come to regard his students sympathetically rather than
unsympathetically?

Let us imagine that central to Jones’s ways of regarding students is
the kind of importance he gives to different aspects of his life — his
teaching, his intellectual pursuits, etc. It would be possible for him to
undergo 2 kind of value shift in his life, so that he came to feel that
educating students was what was most important, and that other
pursuits were secondary. He would then give much more of himself to
his teaching and to his students. Such a shift in value would almost
certainly involve 2 more sympathetic attitude towards students, since
it would involve giving them a kind of importance in his life which they
did not herctofore have. He would care more what was going on with
them, with how well they were doing. He would be more inclined to
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understand the different elements of their own Lwes, which play a part
er learning and education
" t\":h: can lmaine several ways that such a shuft 1n values would Zz:lﬁs
about 1n Jones — 1nfl of resg d colleagues, certan CxP”“mon
with students, frustrations 1 his own ntellectual ife Whatever gt
vates the change, the pomnt here 1s that involved in the P;"‘: His
change will be an engagement with Jones’s being-towards stu entS wl
attitudes, sentiments, values, emotions, beliefs regarding students "
all have to undergo some kind of change This change cannot c:nn
about simply through willing or wanting to do so, or becoming be
vinced that 1t would be a good thing to do so — though all these can
the beginning of change and can play a continuing role within it "
The obstacles within Jones to a different attitude towards sluderL "
might well be deep ones, not readily amenable to change Thus, o
might harbor a kind of resentment against his students, because he fee :
that hus talents deserve what he regards as a more desirable :l!:ﬂdm’“e
environment He may feel that he ought to be teaching at 2 mmd
Prestigious institution, n which s students are better prepared an
more academically onented, and 1n which his colleagues are mor¢
prominent 1n therr fields He may feel that 1t 1s unfair to hum that hes
teaching where he 1s, and he may be quite frustrated by this He may
take thus fr out on his stud in the form of the unsym
pathetic attitude descnibed above Perhaps a quite profound change i
Jones would be required to bring about a sympathetic attitude towards
us students, 1f this sort of thing 15 the source of hus unsympﬂu“’“c
attitude

X

In the next sections I want to consider three views regarding the fand of
access we as moral agents have to our emotions, and the kind of moF o
change of which we are capable Al of these views offer some kind ©

alternative or modification of the extreme Kantian view elaborated i
PP 1902 Each of the views, while accepting the notion that we ¢
essentially passive with respect to our feelings and emotions, neverth®”
less sees them as subject to moral criticism and change, n @ ¥
Xtreme Kantian view does not strictly allow for They arg"
that we are not confined simply 1o accepting the feelings and emotio™

Which happen to come upon us, winl. trying not to allow them 10
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affect our actions Rather, we are able, at least to some extent, to
affect the actual nature of the feelings and emotions which we
experience

While each of these views makes an advance on the extreme Kantian
view, I will argue that each one retans too much of the identification
of the self with the will or with conscious reason Whle they are hmited
as adequate accounts of the relations of will, self, emotion, and moral
change, each one contains valuable msights regarding ways that 1t 1s
Possible for us to change 1n regard to sympathy, compasston, and
concern

XIII

The first view can be found 1n Henry Sidgwick, and 1n some sections of
Kant’s The Doctrine of Virtue According to this view, 1t 18 possible for
Us to bring 1t about that we have a greater amount of altruistic feeling
than we mght otherwise have, by placing ourselves wn circumstances
which we know to be causally related to producing altruistic feelings in
ourselves, and that in fact 1t 15 some sort of moral requirement to do so

Thus, though Sidgwick agrees with the view (which he attnbutes to
Kant) that 1t cannot be a strict duty to feel an emotion, insofar as1t 1s

not directly within the power of the will to produce it, nevertheless he
says

It would seem to be a duty generally, and until we find the effort
frustless, to cultivate kind affections towards those whom we ought
tobenefit by placing ourselves under any natural influences
Wwhich experience has shown to have a tendency to produce
affection 20

In The Doctrine of Virtue, section 34 (‘Sympathetic Feeling 1s a
Duty 1n General’), Kant, departing from doctrines central to other
aspects of hus moral wntings, argues that nature has implanted within
us the capacity for sympathetic joy and sorrow, and that we have a
d_‘“y 10 use these feelings to foster our performance of beneficence
(‘active and rational benevolence’) towards others

Thus 1t 15 our duty not to avoid places where we shall find the poor
Wwho lack the most basic essentials, but rather to seek them out, not
to shun sick rooms or debtors pnsons 1n order to avoid the painful
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sympathetic feelings that we can not guard against. For this 1s stdl
one of the impulses which nature has implanted within us so:tlhal
we may do what the thought of duty would not accomplish

Thus view progresses further than the previously discussed Kantla:
view, 1n allowing us to have some responsibility and chorce 1n the kin
of emotions we have, not directly through the wall 1tself, but indrectly
through our power to place ourselves 1n circumstances which we know
will cause us to have certain emotions It does not reject 2 radical
separation between will and emotion, but 1t does allow ways in which
we can bring 1t about that we have the emotion 2

But 1f we are really to imagine someone becoming a mor¢ sym
pathetic or compassionate person, a person more prone to feeling
sympathy or compassion,®® the conception that this can be brought
about through placing ourselves n certain circumstances which cause
us to have these feelings 15 an incomplete one If someone does come
to be more compassionate or prone to sympathy as a result of bemngin
certain circumstances, this will mean that in some way hus general
being towards others has been engaged with, so that there will not bea

direct causal link b the situational 1nfl that Kant 1s talking
about and the person’s b

g a more sympathetic and comp3s
sionate person Rather, as I wall argue below, the ink will be by way of
the person’s other values, ways of regarding others, etc , which must be
seen as fundamental On the other hand, if we try to abstract from 2
person’s being towards-others, imagiming the natural effect of beind
placed 1n the Kant , 1t 15 not clear that thiS
effect would be the sympathy and compassion desired by Kant (and
Sidgwick)

Kant assumes that contact with suffenng and misery, for example, 1
sick rooms or debtor's prisons, will naturally and automatically bring
about sympathy for those suffenng But 1t might very well have :
contrary effect, producing feehngs of disgust, revulsion, or even cof
tempt, rather than sympathy The main effect mght be to cause e
:crs::; 1o flee, to stay away from such places, to want not to have
llI:Zn :,g to do with them to want the suffering out of his slsh‘v”,'h':
assumes :3::: :lxm to have sympathy for the people wvolved }Jﬂ'
By n:e Y Positive effect stemming from such experience, b

The ot ns assured or even necessarily the most likely t
people, depenar. Titances will have different effects on differen

» depending on other features of themselves A person wth 3
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merely naturally, independent of the moral bemng of the person in
21
que'ls':lznsame conclusion can be reached by a different route “‘{ec z::\
wmagine that a person is caused to have momentary feel:)ngs'so oy
passion or sympathy by going to a poorhouse, hospital, del u:lr ?eserve
or into circumstances of suffening or misery But what w1“ :’urn he
such feelings after the person leaves the poorhouse? What wi on
feehngs 1nto a g and full sympathy and compas A
for the inmates? Only 1f the fleeting feelings take root in 2 Persl"ce
wider sentiments, emotions, and moral attitudes will this take P! ason
One can easily 1magine, for example, a selfish and selfentered pe}Yme
being moved to flickers of compassion for destitute people wh? )
somehow been brought to hus attention But because of his "ﬂnd
mental self-centeredness, and the structure of his values built arou .
thus, he simply wall not come to be genumely compassionate :l:n
sympathetic towards these people He wall not have a true apprecia : g
of thewr plight He will not have the disposition to help when 1

n,

possible for lum to do so He will not come actually to have compassio|

concern, or sympathy
Thus, although

be caused 1n

fepl,

y gs of sympathy or compasston €an
by the cir which Kant mentions, t:lcs);
will not constitute genuine sympathy, compassion, or conzcnem unie:
other aspects of a person’s being towards others are engaged .
Sidgwick also suggests one other way 1n which we can cultwvate ou
affections towards others which lead to beneficent acts — namely 10
€ngage in repeated beneficent resolves and actions, ‘since, as has often

e
been observed, a benefit tends to excite love in the agent toward lh’
tecipient of the benefit

» 10 less than 1n the recipient toward the agent .
But agam, affection for the person benefited is not an ble, n0
necessanily even a natural effect of kindly acts when some posiivé
regard does not already exst, at least to some extent If, for example,
the acts are done stnctly from duty, the agent mught very well 35
naturally have resentment towards the person he benefits as have

affection for him, especially sf the duty were unanticipated and regarded
as a burden Wheth,

°r an agent will come to have sympathy rather tha?
poentment, Indifference, anger, or Irmtaton for recipients of hi
beneficence will very much depend on the way the agent already
wekards this other person, and the way he understands his bcm‘ﬁcen.‘
3cts towards him But thys 15 to say that wider aspects of a person
moral being must be taken 1ngq account If the connection which
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Sidgwick asserts as natural is to take place.

Though Kant and Sidgwick have noted a significant way in which we
€an come to increase our sympathy towards others, they both overstate
its significance and misrepresent its naturc. Their views still regard our
feelings primarily on a model of pure passivity, as too separate from
other aspects of our moral being, and as external to our true selves. The
self is stil] primarily identified with the will, scen as our ability to
€ngage in actions which place us in certain circumstances.

XIv

A second view of how emotions can be brought into morality begins
from the consideration that it is sometimes possible for us to bring it
about that we have sympathy or compassion directly, through summon-
ing up that feeling within ourselves. In this way feelings and emotions
are in fact available to our will, and directly so. Therefore, as Philip
Mercer says, we can ‘exercise some kind of choice in the matter of
Whether or not we experience a particular emotion.” Feelings become
something we can choose to have.

In order to understand the significance of the consideration on
which this viewpoint rests, we must understand that it is only on some
Occasions that emotions are able to be summoned.®® Earlier in the
chapter (p. 188) 1 described a way of understanding the reaction of
Jones to Clifford, in the situation described in chapter II, in terms of
Jones’s being basically a sympathetic and responsive person who fails
to be sympathetic and to do the sympathetic thing in this situation,
because of his mood or temporary state of tiredness. It is in such situa-
tions that we can imagine a person summoning up his sympathy.
Suppose Jones is aware of his mood and aware that this mood would
tend to make him feel less sympathetic than he would otherwise be. He
Tecognizes the difficulty of Clifford’s situation, and, though not spon-
taneously feeling sympathy for Clifford, is able to summon up some
sympathy, managing by force of will to overcome the contrary ten-
dency of his present mood. In such a situation the picture of someone
bringing it about through his will that he feels sympathy seems a
plausible and appropriate one.

This picture 1s not appropriate, however, with regard to the Jones-
Clifford situation descnbed on p. 188 of this chapter, in which Jones is
basically unsympathetic tostudents. His response to Clifford as descnibed

199




Will, Emotion, and the Self

n it
1s typical of the ways he does respond to students In such : sl:;::;:thy
does not really make sense to imagine Jones summoning P!h
for Cifford and thereby bnnging 1t about that he feels sympa uzaled t

Furst of all, 1t 1s extremely unbikely that he would be mo! oting
do so, or even that we can make sense of the notion of his :lt:: vl;lues
to do so For, 1n contrast to Jones 1n the previous example, °“m he
and attitudes which Jones here bnngs to this situation mean lements
does not expertence Chifford’s situation as contamng the Cr bt
which would warrant a stronger and more substantal sympathy fo hof
than he already feels He brings a general unwillingness to give mu:}ung
humself to students, especially 1f this requires sacnficing somed He
which he really wants, such as the talk which he wishes to :mcndm(s
brings a general failure to fully acknowledge the difficulties of stu s
a suspicion that they are trying to weasel out of something, etc "

In such a context, how can Jones be envisioned to summ°:m‘;
sympathy for Chfford? Whatever sympathy he would manage to nd
about through tus will alone would necessanly be extremely weak 2
flumsy, mere shadows of real sympathy rtan

Though Mercer 1s corect to speak of one’s attendimng to ce n
features of the situation 1n order to brnng 1t about that one has “ml
feelings,™ 1t would be misleading to think of this option as 8‘3““"‘;‘]’;
available to every moral agent For such features of the situation !
not really be available immediately to a person whose moral ontlook‘;

being towards-others does not incline lum to see those features It holds
only for those who, Like the first Jones, generally see and respond ':
those features but whose “taking them i’ 1s temporanly clouded 1n
particular situation by a mood or other feeling, whose mfluence they
can, by force of will, counteract

What thus argument suggests 1 that the will can operate to bnng
about altruistic feelings onl

y 1n people (or people n certain ‘“""‘°“2
who are already normally prone to that altruistic feeling For peop t
not prone 1o that feeling, this effort will not be possible, or at least 2
il 1 C ly, what the fact that feelngs “}:
the will shows 1s not so much that
ly 13 pnmanly 1n morality, and that feelings have a role u:
morality mnsofar as they are mediated through the will, but rather th
what 15 primary 1n morality 1s our moral bemng, our being towards
others, our character structy, :

f re, taken 1n the widest sense The
unctions in a subsiduary role 1o this

Y qt
sometimes summonable up by
will real]

3
This sccond Kantuan View notes an important source of access t0 0¥
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emotions, but still gives the will primacy and centrality in the moral life
and in moral assessment, and gives feelings and emotjons a subsidiary
role, grounded only in their direct availability to the will. It tries to give
2 role to the feelings only insofar as they approach the inappropriate
ideal of being self-produced or chosen.

Moreover, this view leaves no room for fund al moral
For we can choose or cause ourselves to have certain feelings only if our
being-towards-others is in a certain state. The model gives us no way of
engaging with and changing our being-towards-others itself.

h

Xv

The final view to be considered is related to an important strand 1n
contemporary thinking regarding the emotions, namely that emotions
are intentional, i.e., that they have objects to which they are necessarily
telated, and in that way they involve beliefs, and can thus be seen as

ving a cognitive component (see chapter II, pp. 120).3

It is through rational assessment of the objects of emotions, or the
beliefs on which they are based, that we as rational persons can have an
effect on our emotions, that we are able to direct, control, and change
them. “The most obvious influence of rational thought or advice on the
eémotions [is]: that of convincing one that a given object is no proper
Or appropriate object of that emotion.’> I might have compassion for
s?meone who seems to be being grievously abused, but subsequc{!tly
discover that the man is getting exactly what he deserves;my compassion,
found thereby to be inappropriate, ceases to exist.

is view enables us to be accountable for our emotions, in that we

are able to assess the appropriateness of their objects. It is within our
Power at least 1o attempt to have only emotions which are appropriate,
in the sense that their objects are appropriate ones for the given
émotion. The moral self, on this view, is identified with thought,
sonscious reason, and cognition, Emotions are seen as secondary to
Judgment, and as morally significant primarily in relation to their
Cognitive element,

. 1S view suffers from an initial limitation, if it is meant to capture
n important part of how we have access to our emotions, of, more
Eenenally, if 1t is to serve as a model for moral change in the area of
trulstic ¢motions. The Limitation is that it applics only to our assessing
“ready existing emotions as to their appropnateness. It allows us to try
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to nd Ives of napproprate tions, but not to acquire appro
nate or desirable ones
? Nevertheless, 1t could be argued that the notion of assessing ob;;cs
can be extended to cover acquiring desired emotions, and this s 1n ane
suggested by Hampshire, who speaks of ‘desires and attitudes Iothe
could just as well say, “emotions™] bewng formed by considenng
pprop of their objects™® (my emphasis) 4
One might 1magine an altruistic emotion coming to be forme h“:
something like this way Suppose I hear that an acquaintance, Peter, 3[
been laid off from his job On the grounds of this belef about Pet:,rd "
come to have sympathy or even concern for hum, for I believe he X
suffer financially and emotionally from losing s job 1 beleve thal
Peter 15 an appropnate object for sympathy and concern, and 1 don
fact come to feel concem and sympathy for um 1
The grounds on which my concern rests can be a matter for rationd
Suppose, for ple, that tells me that, unbe
knownst to me, Peter has another job lined up — one which he prel’e(;
to the one which he has just lost — and that he was prepared to quit!
he had not been laid off Iam skeptical about this, given the present j0b
situation, but if 1 come to believe that what the person says 1s true this
will affect the appropnateness of my sympathy and concern for Petef
In this way, we can regard my sympathy and concer as outcomes of 3
process by which I come to assess the appropnateness of a certat
object, or potential object, of those emotions
Nevertheless, thus process yust described cannot be regarded 5
portraying the whole of how we have access to our altrustic feelings
and emotions For we can come to be convinced of the facts on which
1L 15 appropnate to feel certain emotions, and yet nevertheless not cOme
to feel them I might acknowl dge that an has been lad
off from his job and yet not feel sympathy or concem for him
There are different ways in which this could happen Other feelngs
regarding Peter might gt In the way of sympathy or concern — €8+
personal envy, anger, or resentment towards lum Morc generally, O1°
lgl&‘l( simply not allow the acquamtance’s plight to touch one’s feelings
ne might umply not focus on what this might mean concretely for the
“‘E‘I::l:;;n;:; ::ou% one readily admuts, when pressed, that 1t 15 ?olﬂ;f
one has not lm‘";m‘:e might be more taken with feclings of relic L:”
things that do happen e 2 O ¢ might thnk of the much wors
things, the acquai © People, and think that, compared to ol
qualntance is fortunate In another direction, the 1€
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about Peter, coming on top of one’s knowing so many people losing
their jobs or not being able to find jobs, is something one is simply
unable to take in, to allow to engage with one’s emotions. One is, so to
speak, emotionally numb regarding this sort of situation, though readily
acknowledging that Peter is an appropriate object of sympathy or
concern. One might be convinced that Peter is an appropriate object for
Sympathy, and even hope that someone does have sympathy for Peter,
without oneself having sympathy for him. One might not let one’s
feelings, one’s sympathy or compassion, be engaged with, knowing that
one could very well do so if one let oneself.

Thus there seems to be a gap between acknowledging something as
an appropriate object of an altruistic emotion, and coming to have that
emotion. Other elements in our attitudes, feelings (towards particular
People or towards people in general), or general being-towards-others
€an prevent the connection from being made. Thus, though assessing
objects and beliefs can play some role in moral change regarding our
altruistic emotions, there are distinct limits to that role. Therefore the
conception of assessment of objects is a limited one as a view of how it
s that we have access to our emotions, and how we are able to change
them, But, in addition, even when we do succeed in bringing it about
thf't we have a certain desirable emotion, through assessment of objects,
this conception does not allow us an adequate understanding of the
Process involved,

Within emotions cognition cannot be regarded as having any parti-
cular primacy, Qur being-towards-others must always be seen as a
fecessary context for understanding our altruistic emotions, and no
notion of pure cognition can allow for this. We saw in chapter VI that
€motions often determine how one perceives a situation, and in that
Way the cognitive judgments made about that situation. So emotions

3¢ not determined by or grounded in cognition. The cognitive com-
Ponent which we have scen that emotions characteristically involve
€anot be seen as having any particular primacy in the nature of
€motions or in their moral significance.

XvI

In the Preceding three sections 1 have considered three different views
Of the way (hat our emotions can play a role in the assessment of our-
sches oy moral beings. Each marks a departure from the Kantlan view |
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spelled out 1n the beginming of the chapter, in which our emotions do
not reflect on us morally In articulating a more substantial role for the
emotions n the moral life, each of these views involves a conception of
the way that we as moral bewngs have access to our emotions, a o
ception of what 1s involved 1n moral change regarding emotions, anda
conception of the self nsofar as 1t 1s relevant to morality Yet none of
the views departs sufficiently from the Kantian 1dentification of the
self with will, deliberative reason, judgment, choice, decision, cognition
I have agreed that each of these three views shows us some of the
ways that we as moral beings have access to our emotions, and thus tells
us something of the ways that we are capable of moral change Weare
able to place ourselves 1n circumstances which can cause us to have
certain desirable emotions, such as sympathy We are sometimes able
directly to up destrabl within ourselves We are able
to assess the object of our emotions and can thereby come to nd

ourselves of 1nappropnate emotions, and even come to possess apPro-
pnate or desirable ones

Against these three views, I have argued that each 1s incomplete as2
fully adequate conception of how we have access to our emotions, and
thus of how we are able to change morally Not only does each view
gwve us only some of the ways that we are able to change morally, but
1n addstion, they all fail to portray adequately what 1s involved i the
processes of moral change which they do articulate What all fall to
::::g: ut 15 that our being towards-others 1s fundamental to mora!

XVII

:::::z;‘ llh‘:::! tc; make some brief remarks regarding the relauonshl}:
and ‘charact, 912l self, being towards-others, and the notions of "rtu
hul :‘ Thsu “lehsome important similanities between a mloml
Y le 5) on the notions of character and virtue (such 3
?;::Sl::n:?i :on N ;nc which involves the notion of the moral self which
view Moralit a: culate There are sumilar divergences from the Kantia?
will For a mycurzl’:c)t seen primanly as a matter of the exercise of the
will that we hml ¥ of virtues, we cannot bnng it about through O4f
POssess 2 moralj Vln:es, or desirable trats of character What it Is 1
tion 1o perfy ¥ 800d trait of character 15 mote than to have a dispos!
Ofm eertain acts It mvolves, in addition, patterns of €m0
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tional response. On Aristotle’s view we cannot simply bring it about
that we have a certain virtue, such as courage or liberality. Rather we
must learn, and learn to take pleasure in, certain habits of action and
response which take time to acquire. Moreover, we must have had a
certain kind of upbringing which provides the foundation for the
development of such habits.

Therefore character, like being-towards-others, is a kind of totality
which encompasses ways of behaving, attitudes, and emotions. The
Perspective of character requires and involves a richer and fuller notion
of the moral self than is involved in the Kantian view.

It is possible to cast much of the argument of this book in the
language of character and of virtues. To some extent I have done this
explicitly. For I have regarded compassion, sympathy, and concern (or
concernedness) as virtuous traits of character, associated with the
motions denoted by the same terms. I have wanted to argue that it is
morally good to be a compassionate person — to be a person who
Possesses the character trait of compassion (or compassionateness) — as
well as that it is good to have (the emotion of) compassion for others.

An aspect of the concepts of virtue and of character which leads me
to prefer my own formulations, in terms of attitudes, values, emotions,
and our being-towards-others, is connected with the phenomenon of

moral change just discussed. The notions of virtue, and especially of
character and trait of character, seem to me to imply a kind of fixity
Of permanence which I wish to avoid in my account of a person’s moral
being. It seems to me that to refer to something as a quality of some-
one’s character is to imply a deep-rootedness in the person’s being
Which would make the person very resistant to change with regard to
the quality. Let us consider, for example, a person (called Bemis) who
We want to say has the quality or trait of competitiveness in his
character. Let us contrast with this the formulations, ‘Bemis has a

Competitive attitude towards others’; ‘Bemis regards others in a com-

Petitive way’, and ‘Bemis acts in a competitive manner.” it scems to me

that the formulation in terms of character implies the other formula-

tions — it implies ways of regarding others, ways of behaving, and

attitudes. But it implies, I think, more than this.

The formulation in terms of attitudes, behavior, and ways of regard-
Ing imply possibilities of change which the formulation in terms of
character does not. We can inquire Into the sources of Bemis’s competi-
tive attitudes. Let us say that Bemis Is competitive with his colleagues,
Pﬂhapx this competitiveness is connected with a sense of insecurity
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regarding how he 15 viewed by them He feels he has to establish his
posttion by belittiing others, because he does not fecl that he 1s really
valued by them Let us imagine that, were he to be convinced that he
has the respect of his colleagues, then he would cease to be so com-
petitve with them In this case I think we would be loath to say that
competitiveness was a part of Bemus’s character, or that he possessed
the trait of competitiveness, though we would say that he had a com
petitive attitude and behaved 1n a competitive manner
To say that competitiveness 1s part of Bemis’s character seems to me
to imply that 1t could not be changed in the suggested,
to speak of attitudes and ways of regarding and behaving leaves such a
possibility open If this 1s true, 1t 1s an important pomt n regard to
moral change For p 15 hing which 1s a natural
obstacle to developing sympathy or concern for others
It seems to me that a person who has struggled to overcome his
competitiveness, through comng to terms with its sources in his mse
cunties, 1s less usefully spoken of as ‘changing his character,” or as
losing a trait of character, than as having changed his attitudes, s
ways of regarding others, hus patterns of behavior
If this verbal intuition 1s correct 1t means that regarding persons in
terms of traits of character, rather than in terms of being towards
others, can discourage us from looking for the ways that persons can
change For example, if we thunk of a person as ‘a selfish person’ —as
having the character trait of selfishness — then we tend to regard this as
a relatively permanent and unchanging feature of lum We are not
encouraged to look at the meaning and sources of his selfish attitudes,
ways of regarding others, ways of behaving, etc It might turn out, to
be somewhat oversimplistic, that the person is selfish because he feels
no one cares for tum or could care for um His selfishness 1s grounded
n a kind of bitterness regarding others Perhaps this 1s an attitude
which could be changed, e g , 1f he saw that hus own behavior involved
the “self fulfilling prophecy’ of turning others away from lum In this
case perhaps the person could come to be less selfish 3
1 do not want to quarrel about the word ‘character’ or “trait * The
main point 15 that we not look at a person's (undesirable) attitudes
patterns of behavior, and ways of regarding others 1n a manner which
wmphies less of a possibility of change than really exists If someone
uses the concepts of character and trast 1n ways which leave room for
this sonilof moral change, then I have no quarrel with this
Finally, I am obviously not denying that 1t often 1s appropnate to
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apply concepts of character and trait to persons (given my understand-
ing of those concepts). In many cases, patterns of behavior, attitudes,
and ways of regarding are so substantially rooted in a person’s being
that it is true that they constitute part of hus character. He simply is
selfish, competitive, shallow, kind, compassionate. These are qualities
of his character. My point is only to discourage a conceptualization of
a person’s moral nature in these terms when it 1s not appropriate to do
0.
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1 ALTRUISTIC EMOTIONS AND THE KANTIAN VIEW

I have 1n mind some contemporary works on Kant such as Mary
Gregor’s Laws of Freedom, Keith Ward's The Development of
Kant’s View of Ethics, and John Rawls’s reading of Kant in A
Theory of Justice, as well as increased attention to Kant's
Metaphysics of Morals — all of which argue for a less formalist
account of rationality, a less severe dichotomy between reason
and inclination, the presence of empirical elements in morality,
and the hike, as part of a sound interpretation of Kant

For support for this view of morality see Alasdair Maclntyre, 4
Short History of Ethics, Joel Feinberg, ‘Supererogation and Rules’,
and W D Falk, ‘Morality, Self, and Others *

Ins Murdoch, The Sovereignty of Good, pp 49-50
Ibd,p 17

11 ALTRUISTIC EMOTIONS AS MORAL MOTIVATION

‘Weal’ (a translation of the German ‘Wohl”) will be useful for my
purposes in distingwishing among several concepts of ‘good’ for
which the German language provides different words (Wohl, Gut,
Gute) while the English does not It 1s approximately equvalent

to the philosophical use of the word ‘welfare,” but 1s somewhat
broader 1n scope 1 will also use

‘woe'

o its opposite, ‘woe’ (in German,
A fuller of the d — as well as of the
other features mentioned below — of the altruistic emotions 1s
given in my ‘Compassion *

Not, I woutd claim, can emotions be analyzed a
have such feelingstates v2ed 8 dispositions to
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Notes to Pages 14-22

4 Philip Mercer, Sympathy and Ethics, p. 10.

5 It is worth noting also that, though impulsive, an action might turn
out well, because though the agent did not really have enough
information to understand his situation adequately, his spon-
taneous ‘take’ on it turned out to be right (so that it was not
merely an accident that it did turn out well). Moreover the sym-
pathetic or compassionate impulse can be admirable even if the
act, taken as a whole, is morally defective. That is, it can be a good
thing about the agent that he is a concerned person who so wants
to help, though it is a deficiency in him that this concern takes
such impulsive forms, i.e., that he acts without sufficient under-
standing or grasp of his situation. These considerations mitigate the
defectiveness of impulsive though altruistic action.

6 That there are degrees of the strength of the desire for the other’s
good, and thus of the motivation to help the other involved in
different altruistic emotions and sentiments, is recognized by
Aristotle, in his discussion of eunows (‘well-wishing’ or ‘goodwill’
in Thomson’s translation) which Aristotle contrasts to ‘friendship,’
philia (Nichomachean Ethics, book 9, chapter 5). Of persons who
have eunoia towards others Aristotle says, ‘All they wish is the
good of those for whom they have a kindness, they would not
actively help them to attain it, nor would they put themselves
about for their sake’ (p. 269). The contrast Anstotle is drawing is
with friendship rather than with altruistic emotions (which play a
minimal role within Aristotle’s ethical theory), but 1t is the same
contrast which I am drawing between well-wishing and altruistic
emotions: between a sentiment which does not, and one which
does (or does to a much greater degree) involve a disposition to
help the other.

Important steps in this direction (focused primarily on the concept

of generosity) — to which my brief remarks above are indebted —

are Lester Hunt, ‘Generosity,” and James Wallace, chapter 5 (‘Bene-
volence’) of Virtues and Vices. See also my ‘Compassion.’
Immanuel Kant, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals,
p. 14:398.

For a development of this point see Jean Baker Miller, Toward
a New Psychology of Women.

10 One might perhaps imagine extreme forms of depression in which
a person is unable to find virtually anything in the world in which
to find meaning or interest, or to which he can form a commitment
or attachment. His inability to be touched by the plight of others
S0 as to be moved by sympathy or compassion would then be part
of a general inability to value anything, including his own pu{suxts.
But this case, though not without its own philosophical signifi-
cance, is of a fairly serious form of emotional disturbance. It is
much more than a mere state of mind or mood of depression, and
so is not strictly relevant to the issue of the effect of negative
moods on altruistic feelings.

Y
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Notes to Pages 22 31

In considening the sigmficance of this ad for the adeq
of altruistic emotions as moral motives, 1t 1s important to point out
that we are capable of counteracting, or attempting to counteract,
this effect 1f 1 know myself to be someone who, when in bad
moods, 1s less sympathetic than usual, and if 1 desire that this not
be the case, then 1 might be able to P for ttus tend:
1n myself When I feel myself to be in a bad mood I can make a
special effort to be attentive and receptive to others

On another level I may attempt to understand what 1t means
about myself that I tend to get mnto moods which have the effect
of closing me to altruistic feelings There may be deeper sources of
this sn my personality Though 1t may be difficult in particular
cases for me to counteract 1ts effects, a more powerful method
such as psychotherapy might get at the root of this condition
W D Ross, The Right and the Good, p 144
C D Broad, Five Types of Ethical Theory, pp 117-18
‘Whether one could like or feel affection for another person and yet
have no more inchnation to feel sympathy or compassion for him
or her than if one did not 1s another 1ssue All I am arguing here 1s
that sympathy and affection do not always occur together
Immanuel Kant, The Doctrine of Virtue, p 63 401(Academy
edngw;n page number) Henry Sidgwick, The Methods of Ethics,

p2

Kant, tbid, pp 53 392 62 400, and Kant, Foundations of the
Metaphysics of Morals, p 16 399

Kant, The Doctnine of Virtue, loc cit

See, e g, Kant, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, pp
1516 399, and The Doctrine of Virtue, p 62 400 In the latter
passage one sees Kant’s ambivalence about whether to call benefi-
cence from duty ‘Jove’ at all, or to restnict Jove to what 1s a matter
of feehng The former view, seen in the Foundations passage and
elsewhere, preserves Kant's roots 1n the Chnstian tradition 1n which
love 15 2 commandment, a duty, the latter view more accurately
follows through on the Kantian view that st 15 stnctly only conduct
which can be commanded of us, and not feelings at all
Kant, The Doctrnine of Virtue, p 63 401
‘For when incentives other than the law itself (such as ambation,
self love n general, yes, even a kindly instinct such as sympathy)
are necessary to determine the will to conduct conformable with
::‘:4 la;grntt:: merelylsccxdenltlal that these causes coincide with the
. ey could equal Wi ’
Reléglon‘wll;‘lln the L'mxg ofl%ea:;lr{ Ax?ocrllt: p“sZGW)Olauon (Kent:
¢ also Foundations of the Metaph .uu;) or.
gb:ermllon: on the Fecling of the Bea{mful {1.’1:{1 r::':.g'sblsm?z ,(:; i5"7d
w::l'::de vVehllnm,s articulates this notion of being moral as equally
e e, ;l{%nqe u: l::(a;zbnhty as a central Kantian line of thought in

,’ from Problems of the Sel, 22
See,c g, Kant, The Doctrine of Vlrtue,{) 37 ;’lg P 228
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23 In thus stage of the argument I follow Kant in using the following
interchangeably ‘sense of duty’, ‘sense that (firm conviction that)
something 1s morally night or wrong’, ‘sense of obligation’, ‘sense
that one ought morally to do *, though there are in fact not
msignificant differences between them

24 Kant, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, pp 234 407 8,
and elsewhere

25 The notion 1s spelled out exphicitly 1n Thomas Nagel's The Posst
bility of Altrutsm It 1s expressed in Kant in the idea that moral
considerations make an appeal to the rational nature which all
human beings share

26 Arthur Schopenhauer, On the Basis of Morality All subsequent
references to Schopenhauer’s views are based on this work, which
1s a cantankerous, mostly unsympathetic, and often grossly dis
torted account and critique of Kant’s ethics, and an attempt to
replace Kant’s ethics with one built on compassion The tone, the
sloppiness, and the distortions in this book have, 1n my opinion,
led moral philosophers to neglect 1ts several powerful nsights and
perspectives on moral philosophy

27 Imagining the sympathy as actually disappearing seems to mean
envisioning a scenano such as the following Jones alters his view of
Clifford or of hs situation, perhaps coming to feel that the latter 1s
blowing a minor farmly problem out of proportion, or that Chfford
1s exaggerating or dissembling tn order to win Jones’s sympathy, so
that Jones will excuse him for turmng his work 1n late

III FRIENDSHIP, BENEFICENCE, AND IMPARTIALITY

1 Charles Fried’s Anatomy of Values spells out such a conception of
morality explicitly, as seen in the conjunction of the following
passages

‘The principle which specifies the content of morality 1s an
expression of the concepts of equality, impartiality, and of regard
for all persons as ends 1n themselves * (p 42)

‘The domain 1n which the concept of morality apphes is the
domain of all ends and actions which impinge 1n any sigmficant
way on other persons * (p 41)

‘The 1nterests, preferences, or desires of the agent have no
specal status or hugher pnonty just because they belong to lhc‘
agent, that 1s, an agent may not prefer his own interests as such
(p 42)

2 Frned, 1bid , sees that his conception of morality appears to posc a
problem for personal relations For example he wormes whether it
1s morally permussible for a father to take his son fishing, 1n prefer-
ence to taking some other child from the neighborhood (p 54)

Chzabeth Telfer, in ‘Tnendship,’ shows a similar concern that
frnendshup involves a breach of smpartiality, and hence an injustice
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Those who oppose the 1dea of duties to fnends mlgl;t we]l.: L:z
on to argue that friendship seems pnima facie to 1nvo ve :nt "
of injustice, 1n that 1t means giving preferential treatm! o
those who differ neither 1n need nor in desert — 1n other wo o
so far from being duties our services to friends mught be co
strued as posttively immoral (p 235)

It might be argued at this point that 1 have not met the oblcci
tion that 1t 1s unjust to view friends as having very SP“’"

claims, for since friendshup 1s, and 1s bound to be, very unevenly
distnbuted, the nghts which 1t confers will also be uneven);
distnbuted I think the only possible answer i1s that this 1s a cas

where the utility of a practice 1s high enough to compensate for
the fact that some measure of injustice 1s involved in 1t (p 236)

Both Fried and Telfer believe that these wommes can be met
within an impartialist moral framework
Sidgwick, op cit ,p 253 The view that we have natural duties and
that beneficence 15 one of them 1s developed by John Rawls, 4
Theory of Justice, sections 19 and 51 Iam not so much endorsing

this view as citing 1t, as one plausible source of an alleged conflict
‘between morality and friendship

See Fried,op cit ,p 226 and elsewhere
Sidgwick,op it ,p 268
Telfer,op it ,p 235

A few remarks are 1 order here on Bernard Williams's ‘Persons,
Character, and Morality’, an article to which my argument of this
chapter is greatly indebted Wilhams gnize: impartiality and
ampersonality to be central to Kantian moral theory and shows
that utlitanamism 1s not far from Kantiamism in this regard He
points out that the sense we normally have of our own attachments
to other people, or to the projects and endeavors which gve
meaning to our lLives, can clash with this impartialist perspective,

and that the Kantian claim to be the pervasive and final arbiter to
our projects and actions 1s not acceptable

The weakness 1n Wilbams's argument lLes in its tendency to
accept the Kantian identification of impartiahty with moraltty
stself, thus portraying the possible clash between personal relations
(or personal projects in general) and impartiality as a clash between
those relations and morality as 2 whole This alarmung view 18 not
necessary, since 1t 1s not morality itself which clashes with personal
relations but the false Kantian/impartialist conception of it
Morality, 1n its complexity, stself places himitations on impartiality
and gives a proper place for personal relations (2nd other personal
;t:mt;\':;r:\cnu) generally outside the bounds of lmparmhty's

This 15 1n no way to deny the potential clashes between our
personal commutments and impartialist morality, but it 1s 10
mimmize their significance in the overall scheme of things
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Nevertheless, Willilams’s view finds 1t difficult to take fully seriously
those situations 1n which 1mpartiality 1s properly demanded of us,
compelling us to overlook personal ties even though it mught be
painful to do so
Wilhams’s imphed view that morahity demands the impartial

perspective of us in a global way leads um to an unnecessary
attack on morality itself In general he faus to distinguish 1n any
clear way between morality and the Kantian conception of it, so
hus attack on the Kantian conception becomes an attack on morality
itself This is a lapse 1n Willams’s article, for in most of Williams’s
other writings on ethics he tends towards a view much closer to
my own, 1n which a fundamental demarcation of the realm of the
moral hies 1n the distinction between concern for others and con-
cern for self See, e g, huis Morality (esp chapter 1), ‘Egoism and
Altrwism’ in Problems of the Self, and ‘Utiitanamsm and Moral
Self Indulgence * Wilhams 1s also concerned to emphasize a related
point that there 1s no single unified concept of morality

Telfer,op cit ,p 235

This does not mean that one always enjoys dnnking with a fnend
more than dnnking with someone one does not know It 1s not a
matter of the degree of pleasure but of 1ts kind, of the meaning of
the expernence to the person

Thus argument 1s made 1n my ‘Friendship and Moral Commutment *
This sort of justification 1s one to which, as mentioned 1n note 2,
both Telfer and Fried appeal in thexr defense of beneficence to
friends, 1n the face of Kantian wornes

A detailed defense of this point 1s made 1n my ‘Friendship and
Moral Commutment *

John Rawls’s ‘Two Concepts of Rules,’ pp 3-32 1s the semtnal work
on this reconciliation

In Rights and Persons, A1 Melden has argued powerfully that the
‘institution’ model 1s 1nappropniate, and distorting of the moral
nature of family relationships and of promuses

Nicholas Rescher, Unselfishness, pp 77-8

The hine of thought presented here, and some of the response to 1t,
was suggested to me by Bernard Williams, 1n pnivate conversation
In general the next sections owe much to this brief conversation
and to Wulliams's three lectures on ‘Ethical Theory and the
Individual,’” delivered at Johns Hoplins Umiversity 1n March 1977
These sections are also strongly influenced by Stanley Cavell’s
‘The Claim to Rationality’ (PhD, Harvard University, 1961) This
has now been published as The Claim of Reason

This ine of thought owes much to Cavell’s ‘Rules and Reasons,’
chapter 8 of “The Clasm to Rationality’ (chapter 11 of The Claim
of Reason), mentioned above There Cavell argues that knowing
that I ought to keep my pronuses, or more gencrally my commut-
ments, 1s fundamental to being a competent moral agent at all It is
not a judgment which 1 make, say 1n some particular case, on the
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basis of some scheme or principles of justrfication which tells me
that 1 ought to keep my promises On the contrary 1 could not
even understand what 2 moral pnnciple was unless I already
understood such things as that I ought to keep my promises and
honor my commitments

1 am suggesting a similar argument with regard to impartiality
and 1ts related moral conceptions (fairness, justice) that it 1s 2
basic moral notion, an understanding of the general range of
apphicability of which 1s part of being a competent moral agent |
recognize that this argument, to be adequately made out, would
require a good deal more expansion

1V FRIENDSHIP AS A MORAL PHENOMENON

1 On this 1ssue see Anna Freud, ‘A Form of Altnusm,’ in The Ego
and the Mechanisms of Defense, Max Scheler, The Nature of
Sympathy, pp 423 and passim, and Blum, Homak, Housman,
and Scheman, ‘Altruism and Women’s Oppression *

2 Bernard Mayo, Ethics and the Moral Life,p 198

3 Ths hine of thought should make one suspicious of an wnteresting
argument put forward by Bernard Wiliams in Morality, chapter 1,
that a person who is generally selfish but who cares for just one
person could be led to extend his canng to others, the transition
from one to many being a fairly natural one (a matter of quantity
rather than quality), and the gap between one and many being
much smaller than that between none and one If my own argu
ment 1s nght, then the kind of canng which a selfish person has for
only one person 1s likely to be minimal and deficient, and not such
as could be readily extended to a genuine canng for others

I am not denying here that a person could care genwnely and
deeply about only one person, but only that such a person could
be a fundamentally selfish person, essentially unresponsive to the
weal and woe of others

4 A selfish person will have many relationships which are not friend
shups at all, but which are sustaned solely by his denving some

pleasure or advantage from them If he does not wish the other
well at all, nor really hike um or enjoy being with him, then there
1s no friendship But 1f these clements do exist, then even 1f the
man’s pnmary concern with the other 1s the advantage he denves
from tum there 1s still some sort of friendship And so the basically
selfish person can have friendships of a mimmal sort (I follow
Anstotle’s of friendship here MNich hy E'thics,
books 8 and 9, and in particular John Cooper’s reconstruction of
s ttht account in ‘Anstotle on the Forms of Friendship *)

P :cx':l v::t!y/th: pnt)bl.el"n here 15 that the language and antitheses of

- lll-sulzt:;mtz' lf:::ss, s::nethmg/somethmg happening to one,’
w our friendship 1s a reflection of
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ourselves morally Ths 1ssue 1s taken up exphaitly in chapter VIII
6 The previous and following sections owe their existence to some
well taken cnticisms by Jenmfer Radden of a previous draft I
fear, however, that I have madequately addressed the issues raised
In those criticisms
7 Ths conception of canng 1s powerfully spelled out by M Mayeroff
1 On Caring
8 This unhealthy form of pseudo fnendship 1s descnibed by Scheler,
op cit ,p 42
9 See chapter III, pp 55-7, concernming good to others within and
outside of friendship
10 The general 1napphicabihity of the notion of self-sacnfice and the
Limitations of the concepts of egoism and altruism 1n the context
of friendship have wider imphcations for moral and socal philo-
sophy For 1t can be argued that such concepts are musleading in
the context of any genumnely cooperative endeavor, 1€, one 1n
which there 1s a shared goal among the participants, a goal regarded
by them as a good, and thus a good which ss 1n essence shared
rather than bemng merely an aggregate of individual and pnvate
goods Such a cooperative enterprise, even 1f 1t can be seen also as
fostering the individual and private interests of its participants,
becomes a context of meaning which 1s essential to understanding
the significance of actions which individuals take within that
common endeavor Acting for the sake of the good-of-cooperation
1s here analogous to acting out of friendship (In fact fnendship
can be seen as a type of cooperative relationship, on this defini
tion ) It cannot typically be seen as involving self-sacnfice, nor,
on the usual understanding, can concepts of egoism and altruism
be usefully apphed For a discussion of this perspective, on the
concepts of egoism and altruism see Alasdawr MacIntyre, ‘Egoism
and Altrwism’ In ‘Community,” chapter 5 of The Poverty of
Liberaltsm, R P Wolff makes an important beginning to defining
concepts ry for ptualizing cooperative relationships
and endeavors
11 Soren Kierkegaard, Works of Love, part 1, chapter 2B
12 Kant, The Doctnne of Virtue, pp 1406 468-73, and Lectures on
Ethices, pp 2009
13 John Cooper, *‘Anstotle on the Forms of Fnendshup,’ p 620, has
argued that Anstotle uses the concept of fnendshup (phulia) to refer
to many different forms of social connection between people
(*avic friendship), all of which are different ways in which, or
contextsin which, we come to carc about another for his own sake
14 Some reference to CD Broad's ‘Egosm as a Theory of Human
Motives® 15 1n order here Broad is one of the few wnters 1 have run
across who dustinguishes out condtional altruism as a particular
type of motive e calls it *sclf-referentisl,’ distinpuisiung 1t f[rom
‘self regarding” motives The former are genuinely allmi_mc, he
acknowledges, though their operation fs dependent on an ‘egosstic
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motwve-stimulant,” such as a pre-existing relationshup to the other
erson
’ Yet Broad confuses the 1ssue by implying that 1t 1s useful fo
group self-referential motives together with self-regarding ones to
yield a possible and plausible defimtion of psychological Egolsl?
(1e, the view that all motives are either self-regarding or self-
referential — see pp 109, 111, 112) He thus imples, seemngly
contrary to his onginal defimtion, that self-referential motives are
best seen as 1n some way egoistic
It may be that Broad believes that all self-referential motives
are as a matter of fact accompanied by egoistic motives of the
self regarding kind (See, eg, p 108 ) As a matter of empincal
fact this does not seem true, and Broad’s support for 1t seems
weak For example Broad 1s certainly wrong (as well as sexist) 1
saying that a mother’s desire for her child’s happiness 1s always
accompanied by ‘the desire that other women shall envy her as the
mother of a happy, healthy, and popular child’ (p 108) Inany
case, even 1f the general claim were true, 1t would not make the
self referential motive itself any less genuinely altrustic
Broad’s discussion seems to involve, though not consistently,
a kind of umiversalist bias — a tendency to class other-regarding
motives which are not grounded 1n universal considerations (¢ 8
love or duty to human beings simply qua human beings) as some-
how egoistic or otherwise morally deficient
15 Charles Fried’s discussion of love (which he sees as very akin to
fniendship, diffeing pnmanly 1n intensity) in Anatomy of Values
dlustrates this false view Fred explains love almost entirely 1
terms of the willingness to give of oneself to the other beyond
what 15 deserved (pp 77-80) He gives msufficient emphasis to the
ﬂ: u:; ::mt;.l enjoying being with the other, etc Sidgwick tzs
of love w. s
of Ethics. pp 244.5 amns against precisely this error The Metho!

16 Nor, I would add, 1s a fnendshup 1n which the friend’s moral virtue
15 ﬂ:e grounds of the fendship necessanly a morally superior form
:,,, by ‘car Such a grounding does not seem to me what we
pins n by ‘*anng for another for hus own sake * If this 1s night 1t
canl:s‘(g Me a pont against Anstotle’s view of friendship, but I
by love ovextain of this, for the interpretation of what he means
pdv Go(ﬁ (’li',‘s’)sf‘”l ‘}']'Mger for his own sake 1s not entirely clear

ee John Coo P e

. %n:ud n Anstotle,” pp 290.31";'- op cat ,and ‘Friendship and th
lh: I;L‘l‘l;mé:ts T Joseph Butler in Fifteen Sermons Preached at
Broad in ‘C ng (especually the Preface and sermon) and of C D
to me Pamcgul‘::?y’:z:r;l;th? of Human Motives® (note 14) seem
however (1n my opinion Y of note here These arguments are not,

), conclusiv of
egoism, such as in self-real.iutlon“ﬂ:e:?e‘:“ more subtle forms
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V DIRECT ALTRUISM, UNIVERSALIZABILITY,
AND CONSISTENCY

The umversahizability implication which regarding an act as morally
nght carries with 1t 1s complicated Peter Winch has argued, I beleve
successfully, that in situations with competing moral considera-
tions, to regard a certain act as the nght one to perform does not
require one to beheve that the act would be nght for any agent
similarly situated It requires only the belief that any such agent
should take seriously the moral considerations which one regards
as present 1n the situation If another agent, having conscientiously
allowed those considerations to weigh with him, sees 2 different act
as nght, one 1s not required to regard him as having acted wrongly
(‘The Universalizability of Moral Judgments’ in Peter Winch, Ethics
and Action )

If this argument 1s night the universalizabihity involved 1n regard
ng an act as nght 1s, stnctly speaking, a universality regarding the
considerations which must weigh with any similarly situated agent,
rather than a umversality regarding the actual act itself Of course
1n many cases there will not be, so to speak, any room for someone
both to conscientiously take into account the considerations which
one regards as grounding the nightness of one’s action, and yet
come up with some alternative action as right In such cases um
versalizability will indeed require one to view any action other than
the one which one regards as nght, as wrong for any stmlarly
situated agent
Mayo, op cir, pp 1934 1 do not endorse the characterszation of
this view as ‘existentiahist *

It should be noted that Mayo’s interest 1n this view 1s mn the
alleged uniqueness of the situation facing the moral agent, rather
than 1n the umqueness of the good of individuals In focusing on
the latter I am making use of this quote in a way which Mayo
would not necessanly approve
Eg,seeibd , chapter 9
Ross,op at,p 163
It 15 beyond the scope of this work to enquire which of the two
interpretations 1s the better one of hant on the whole Two recent
works on Kant argue that Kant’s categorical imperative or univer-
salization test cannot coherently be understood to do any more
than provide a test or cntenon for morally night acts, that 1s, 1t can-
not do what the strong umversality interpretation envisions —
namely by itself generate monlly correct prinaples R P Wolff,
The Autonomy of Reason Onora Nell, Acting on Principle

Murdoch,op af,pp 1,2
Sidgwick,op cit ,p 22§
Bernard Wlliams, 1n ‘Utilitananism and Moral Sclf Indulgence,’
makes something hike these points also
Sidgwick too recognizes that acting virtuously does not require
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regarding one’s act as virtuous, or nght See ibid

To be precise, those actions which are required, hence generated,
by strong unuversality are also generated by weak universality But
what I am concerned with here arc those actions regarded merely
as permussible but not required, which hence conform to weak
but not to strong universality

On the weak umiversality interpretation of the Kantian view, 1t
1s not really possible to determine the nghtness of an act indepen-
dent of the agent who intends or proposes to perform it, in that 1t
1s the particular agent’s maxim of action which 1s tested for its
universalizability

Broad, Five Types of Ethical Theory,p 118

Ross,op it ,pp 1623

Kant shows a more accurate understanding of the nature of poverty
and 1ts relationship to chanty when he says, ‘The ability to practice
beneficence, which depends on property, follows largely from the
njustice of government, which favors certain men and so intro

duces an inequality of wealth that makes others need help’ (The
Doctrine of Virtue,p 122 453)

Towe this distinction to Mercer who calls 1t ‘helping’ and ‘assisting,’
op at,p 100

1 owe much 1n this section’s discussion to Richard Norman
Mercer,op at , pp 1056

VI ALTRUISTIC EMOTION, REASON, AND PERCEPTION

See Kant, The Doctrine of Virtue, pp 345 376 7, where 1t is
asserted that there 1s a kind of moral happness or pleasure which
;f;lmcs fnl:qm clonscuousness of having done one’s duty

omas Nagel, The Possibihity of Altruism 79 80

Ibd ,pp 1516 e 798

Ibid ,p 1

This view can be given an e, 015t d he
following paseape Bt rendenng, as Nagel does in t

Egoism holds that each individual’s reasons for acting and
::;m:lle l:easo:s for aC!l:E- must anise from his own interests

esires, however those inter, e
interests of one person can ests may be defined Th

me sentiment of hu. ath;
PuY. ox bencvolence (The Possibility OfAl‘:rfuu:v‘l}l:eﬁsX)mp "
sen‘:;';’;":‘;“"“"sh Nagel 15 not entirely clear about this, 1n
€goist, 1n thi OWs a distinction between a desire or mterest which 1s
somethun r: stnct and most useful sense of being a desire for
for the & 4 t oneself, and a desire or interest which 1s genuinely
good of others for their own sake Thus the above passage
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represents a lesser strain in Nagel’s thought.

Nagel, op. cit., p. I and elsewhere.

This description is drawn from, though 1t is not meant actually to

reflect, the character of Rosamond in George Eliot’s Middlemarch,

especially in her encounter with Dorothea in chapter 81.

8 Needless to say, a person can apprehend a situation very clearly as
involving someone’s weal and woe and yet not act altruistically.
For instance, in example 1, I might very clearly perceive the
woman’s discomfort and yet fail to give up my seat to her, not
because I feel that 1 would be equally uncomfortable standing up,
but simply because I do not want to. Apprehending weal and woe
at stake is not a sufficient condition for acting with beneficent
intention, since the agent may lack the altruistic motivation. It is
only a necessary condition.

9 Iam assuming here that the sympathy-warranting description 1s
accurate. Of course in many situations in which sympathy is not
Warranted (e.g., the student is lying in order to get the teacher to
excuse him for failing to do 'his work on time) a non-sympathy-
warranting description will be accurate.

10 ;(ant, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, pp. 14-15:

98-9.

11 Kant’s discussion of this part of the passage has been examined in
chapter I, pp. 21-2.

12 One could, in response to this argument, say that Kant’s man of
duty might have an especially strong and wideranging notion of
duty, so that he regards 1t as his duty to perform acts of benefi-
cence which, strictly speaking, are not matters of duty at all, and
Wwhich include the acts which I claim the altruistic agent will
perform. This man’s notion of duty will cover actions which are
supererogatory rather than dutiful in the strict sense, But sych a
stringent sense of duty can not be grounded in rational considera-
tions alone, ones applicable to all rational beings. In any case, onc
€an not derive a general argument regarding duty from cases of
Supererogatory conceptions of duty; for not all persons who have a
sense of duty have such a strict sensc of duty, nor does stnct
attention to their duty compel them to do so. Thus an cs?cc!ally
strong sense of duty will not address the criticism of Kant's vicws
being made here. . .

13 Murdoch, op. cit. Murdoch includes existentialism, Kantianism,
and, in a general sort of way, most contemporary British moral
‘h°3°9ry in this critique. Sce also her *Vision and Choice in Morality,
p. 39,

~N o

VII THE INTRINSIC VALUE OF ALTRUISTIC EMOTIONS

1 1t should be nated that my argument, that the actions must cxpress
certain emotions in order to convey the full appropriate good to
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the recipient, depends not so much on the actual emotional moti-
vation as on the emotional motivation as percewved by the reaipient
I thunk that for the kinds of cases we are discussing, we can regard
the actual motivation and the perceived motivation as the same,
though 1n some cases 1t might be morally appropnate to attempt to
disguise one’s true motivation In any case this complication does
not, I thunk, ly affect the
John Rawls in A Theory of Justice, pp 338 9, draws the distinc
tion between actual beneficence (present and future) and the scnse
of secunty, confid and trust attendant upon knowing that one
can count on others to come to one’s aid when one 1s in need
Rawls thus notes a value which goes beyond the durect receipt of
beneficence, though I will argue below that such a value, in not
going beyond that involved in the disposition to beneficence, fais
to amcula'te the full value of sympathy and concern The co;next
;oar lllawls s discussion 1s a rationale for the duty of mutual aid
wls argues that 1t would be a good to individual members of
society if the duty of mutual aid were observed In contrast to my
own argument, Rawls’s takes place on a soctal level — what 1s good
:;; ;tiéait:g:a(lc:n:}rt‘ f:llo»;lhuuzenks generally have a disposition
cted with an acknowledgm f
mutual ai1d) towards him [ have claimed onlyg t;;tl?i:};c::;g ?o
;r:lmdmdual that another individual have such a disposition
ey et LIl
of the giming of tlocd Se::ln(;l; of the social and moral dimensions
the wntnnsic value of ammmcoe:l‘: t(no go beyond Rawls 1n noting
personal contexts Titmuss’s ducum(;annslsand opioe oo no:lli
me;nton only two of hus major conclusions @ complex one I
itm
blood l":s';:".:’.:ls::::;_ s:’;:teem’: for the organization of giving of
that all gving of blood 1s uncom: let 1s forbidden to sell blood, so
tary In the market: syatem blogdnsated and 1n that sense volun
dity, 1t can be purchased 1 o o l; treated as a market commo-
&ve blood can be compensated TT s anays, and persons who
of the voluntary system on ' 1tmuss argues for the superionty
higher quality 15 generated, sec wz Sounds first, more blood of 2
while the market sy“cm-ms:n »the voluntary system encourages,
altruism, responsibiity mwudourages, 3 sense of socul solidanty,
the needs of others, i and bets b anld responsiveness towards
lmlg;lown £0 one ambties ween s of society p Ly
1tmuss, hke
(voluntary bloodl;av‘:g:') nloetesntlhe beneficence value of mutual ard
And both Rawls ang ’i_“m.“ e value of the blood tots recipients
rnuul.m ad as t e “"5: see the “valuf of the principle of
involving a va Both see1t as
B B e sty n genersl "
social sentiments, attitudes 2" In seeing intrinsic value in the
» and emotions which he 1s discussing
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They arc good in themselves, beyond the good attached to them as
derived from being productive of beneficent acts. It is a good to us
merely that someone, unknown to us, cares about our weal and
waoe.

. Titmuss's view is worth mentioning also becausc he shows the
importance of the question of the forms of social orgamzation
which encourage and discourage the altruistic emotions. I have
mentioned something of this issuc in chapter 4 in the discussion
of conditional altruism. But my own endeavor in this book shares
with most mainstream moral philosophy the failure to investigate
the social conditions of morally good conduct, an inquiry which
has a philosophical as well as an empirical dimension.

4 This insight and others regarding the good of concern derive, for
me, from Nicolai Hartmann’s discussion of ‘Brotherly Love’
especially p, 273,

5 James Wallace, Virtues and Vices, pp. 154-5. Wallace’s discussion
of the good of benevolence is valuable on these points.

6 Accounts of the good of friendship often fail to bring out the
inherent good of being the object of another’s care, concern, agd
love. For example, Telfer, in her account of the value of fnendship,
mentions four factors. (1) Promotion of the general welfare. (?)
Usefulness to the friend (beneficence). (3) Pleasures of friendship
(e.g., of shared activity). (4) Life-enhancement. friendshup enhanf:es
life by increasing the things to which we are attached and 1n which
our emotions are bound up, by enhancing our invo]vcmept and
absorption in activities shared with friends, and by increasing the
7ange of our knowledge of other people and their needs and
natures, and of other points of view (and Telfer compares this last
with something which can be gained by reading a great work of
literature). (Telfer, op. cit.)

But this list omits — or at least fails clearly to articulate — the
800d to the friend in the fact that his friend cares about um or
loves him.

7 There is a trace of individualism, in the view of Wallace’s men-
tioned above (p. 150) that altruistic sentiments are a good to their
Tecipients because they support their sense of self-worth, and 1 2
Similar argument regarding friendship made by John Cooper in
“Friendship and the Good of Aristotle’ pp. 302-10 — that a central
good to us of friendship is that it affirms our self-worth. Both
Wallace’s and Cooper’s accounts are grounded in Rawls’s emphasis
In A4 Theory of Justice on self-respect as ‘perhaps the most impor-
tant primary good® (p. 440). .

The basic insight of these views seems to me entirely correct and
Important, but there is a tendency for it to obscure the fact that
the good to us in being the object of an altruistic sentiment is not
only having our self-worth affirmed but knowing ourselves to be of
value to a particular other person. Rawls's insight goes beyond the
indviduabism of much traditional hiberal political theory, with its
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strong cmphasis on indidual autonomy, by recogmizing that
others’ valuing of oneself 1s normally required in order for one to
be able to sustain a sense of onc’s own self worth Yet this nsight
does not quite accord a fully autonomous and intnnsic value to a
relat; hip between p ,ortoa relat Hly-defined attitude
Kant, Lectures on Ethics, p 200
Kant, Obseniations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and the Sublime,
pp 589
Because of this focus on Romanticism Kant does not sufficiently
distingwish what 1 call altruistic emotions from emotions as con
ceived by the Romanticist view
J O Urmson, Santsand Heroes,’ p 208
The account given here of supererogation draws mainly on Rawls,
op ct, especially pp 117, 191, 435, 478, Feinberg, ‘Supereroga
tion and Rules’, Urmson, ‘Saints and Heroes’, and G R Grice,
The Grounds of Moral Judgment , chapter 4
Feinberg,op cit ,p 399
Something like this point 1s made by Feinberg (op cit ) when he
argues that doing favors for someone ‘s not similarly commen
surable with duty’ (p 397), and, more generally, that notions of
duty and obligation apply wittun institutional ike contexts which
cover only a part of the moral hife
A few remarks on Hume’s moral theory (as expounded 1n Enquiry
Concermng the Principles of Morals) are 1n order here, for Hume
gives a central role to emotions i1n general and to the altruistic
wirtues (see ¢ g, pp 9, 10) In addition, Hume distinguishes from
the ‘utility” of these virtues (1e, their leading to acts of benefi
cence), a second source of their value, namely their ‘agreeableness’

It will also be allowed that the very softness and tenderness of
the [of b ce], ats g endearments, its
fond 1ts del attent: Sy

X and all that flow of
mutual confidence and regard which enters into a warm attach
ment of love and fnendship — 3t will be allowed, [ say, that
these feelings being delightful in themselves, are necessanly
communicated to the spectators and melt them into the same
fondness and delicacy (p 80)

Here Hume Tecogmzes an intnnsic
value in benevolence, not
merely a utilitanian one Yet this value 15 expressed less 1n terms of
the z:ud to the recipient of the b than 1n the

ness to t 1 o -

p the ther person

This accords with han Sach to

racter; Hilo
sophy, which 1s from the pomnt oty poach to moral p
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importance not so much as the foundation of particular virtues or
morally desirable emotions, but rather as the source of our dis-
interested moral approbation of certain qualities of character (On
this aspect of Hume’s moral philosophy, sce Mercer, op cit ,
chapters 24 )

Note that I have not argued here that infatuation, liking, etc , fail
to be morally relevant because we are entirely passive with respect
to them, and have no control over whether we have them For one
thing, I do not think this characterization 1s entirely true For
another, as I wil argue 1n the next chapter, these are misleading as
critena for what can have moral significance and value

In ‘Morality and the Emotions’ (in Problems of the Self) Bernard
Williams says,

Is 1t certain that one who receives good treatment from another
more appreciates 1t, thinks the better of the giver, 1f he knows 1t
to be the result of application of pnnciple, rather than the
product of emotional response? He may have needed, not the
benefits of universal law, but some human gesture It may be
said that this 15 obviously true enough in many cases but has
nothing to do with morality, it just shows that people place
other sorts of value on human conduct besides moral value Well
this may be said, and Kant indeed said 1t, but it leads to an
uncomfortable dilemma Esther the recipient ought to prefer the
minstrations of the moral man to the human gesture, which
seems a muldly insane requirement, or, alternatwely, if it be
admitted that 1t 1s perfectly proper and rational of the recipient
to have the preference he has, the value of moral men becomes
an open question, and we can reasonably entertain the proposal
that we should not seek to produce moral men, or very many of
them, but rather those, whatever their iconsistencies, who
make the human gesture While there 1s something in that

concluston there cannot be anything 1n 1t for Kant (p 227)

While I agree with Williams that looking at Kantian morality
from the standp of the recipient finds that lity wantwng, I
believe he goes astray 1n implying that when we give tmportance to
an aspect of human lfe which cannot be encompassed wathn a
Kantian framework, that importance wil be non moral (This
tendency 1n Williams’s work was noted and cnticized i chapter
11, note 7 )

Willlams speaks of a ‘human gesture * Altruistic emotions are
one kind of human gesture, and I have tned to show why they
bring about a good to someone which 1s not brought about th
acting from duty or principle, and thus why someone mght prefer
that sort of human gesture to action from unsversal pninaple But,
contrary to Williams, I have tned to make it cleas that the altruistic
emotion has moral \'!alue, which not every kind of human gesture
Which we might value (e g , a personal feelng) possesses Hence to
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question the value of the Kantian way of being moral, at least 1n
certain circumstances, 1s not to question the value of moral persons
altogether, as Wilhams seems to do

This 1s not to say we never can rank virtues 1n terms of importance
For example, we can say that honesty and compassion are in
general superior to punctuality and amiability

Ross’s argument 1s found mostly on pp 164-5

In some cases 1t 1s the same act which can be prompted by either
motive, € g, a case i which the non motwational aspect of the
altruistic emotion 1s not a good to the reciptent But this will be a
restncted class of cases, and, more important, a general theory of
the supenonty of duty to feeling cannot be buwlt on 1t

In earher chapters, Mercer d other aspects of sy hy 1n
Hume's and Adam Smuth’s moral philosophies, in particular sym-
pathy as a source of moral judgment (See note 15 above, on
Hume ) Mercer finds this view of the moral role of sympathy
basically unsatisfactory, and 1t 1s for thus reason that he turns in the

later chapter to a consideration of sympathy as a moral motive
Mercer,op cit,p 114

Ibid , aiting G Nowell-Smuth, Ethics, p 258

On p 123 Mercer seems almost to recognize the sort of point I am
arguing for here, when he says, ‘sympathy affects the nature of our
help * But thus turns out to mean that sympathy allows us to under-
stand better what someone needs, and thus to help him 1n a more
appropriate way The ‘help’ here 1s still seen as entirely distinct
from the emotion which prompts 1t, 50 1t 1s styll the value of the

beneficence itself which Mercer 1s talking about, rather than an
value of the sy

Ibid , pp 1012 o
Ibd,p 102

VIIWILL, EMOTION, AND THE SELF

Kant, The Doctrine of Virtue,p 37 379

This view 15 connected with what Kant and other philosophers

:;gmd as the autonomy and freedom required by morality, 1€,

Il:!dm being moral 1t 15 only and wholly ourselves on whom we

are ipendenl for our action, to be dependent on anything outside

on{;t ;:: l:“tl;: be unfree, *heteronomous,’ and not moral Butit s

, our
oty e, capacity for rational choice, which s fully and
Sidgwick,0p cir ,D 239

'I;:b::‘( Sol(:’mon, The Passions, p 11
e views being discussed here ma:

Y seem to have strayed too far

Il’:om anything like what can be found 1n Kant to be use)t"ully called

bar::l:n Bl:t lhe'polnt 1s that | am i} resources d

Y a Aantian (as descnbed in the b g of the chapter)
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o attempt to accommodate the presumption that our valucs and
attitudes reflect on us morally The use of the term *Kantian® 1n
the first half of the chapter should be understood in this way
The arpument in the remander of this section draws on PL
Gardiner, ‘On Assenting to a Moral Punaple *
Wilhams, ‘Morality and the I motions,’ in Problems of the Self,
p 227
For arguments regarding  the impossibility of a purely act-
dispositional account of chamcter traits, sce GH von Wnght,
The Varicties of Goodness, chapter 7, and Marcia Homuak,
Character, Virtue, and Sclf Respect, chapter 1
A contemptuous attitude cannot be jdentificd with the attitude of
superionty discussed above The former is focused on the persons
who are its object, whereas the latter 1s about the persons (regard
Ing them as inferior, etc ) without being so substantially focused on
them So, for example, failing to pay attention to the persons 1n
question 1s more a manifestation of a sensc of supenionty than it is
of contempt. (I owe tlus point to Martin Andic) ,

he argument of thus section draws on Harry Frankfurt, ‘Identifica-
tion and Externahity ° Frankfurt argues that some passions can be
regarded as external to the self
Ibid , p 241
Ibid , pp 2412

Solomon,op it ,p 193
Ihid \p 186
Ibid, p 58 It should be said that despite such tendencies to
€Xxaggeration, Solomon’s book 1s a sustaned and powerful anacl:
on the Kantian conception of cmotlor[ls. ar:d 1s an importan
contribution to an adequate conception of emotions

The distinction | am ?irawmg here with regard to actlo:‘ls comes
from Elizabeth Beardsley, *Moral Worth and Moral Credit ;
A condition for moral assessment m either sense is that the x.;;;r:l; t
In question be, one mught say, a moral agent, someone capa 1
acknowledging the force of moral considerations Tlu.; vgona
exclude a person with certatn sorts of moral/psychological 2 cnol
tion and incapacity, such as a psychopath Such a person ‘S‘h"
Simply unresponsive to the weal and woe of others (and tlo oddx
moral considerations) 1n the way that a selfish person is nbre of
tion he has a type of deficiency which makes him 1ncapa rh
8rasping moral considerations at all, which 1s not true of the se
e ell as to

This point applies to the actions of the psychopath as w! aste

hus emotions If he acts in a way which harms the mteaes tson
others he 1s not blameworthy for this, and 1t does not rel veec' o
him morally, even though he acted from a morally bad mt}" o

atming another 1n order to promote his own nterest For

not really a moral agent at all

The etlamplt: of gtht:t1‘:o‘sycl~mp:nh 1s not uncomplicated and more

225



Notes to Pages 188-197

needs to be said about how to charactenze the nature of his moral
incapacity On this see Hervey Cleckley, The Mask of Sanity

18 The notion that self-control 1s fundamental to morality 1s a not
unfamibiar one ‘The vanous wirtues, it may be sad, are so many
forms of self-control’ (von Wrnight, op cit ,p 149)

19 A contemporary statement of this view can be found in the wnt-
ings of Stuart Hampshire, who has elaborated a subtle and power-
ful moral philosophy and moral psychology connecting morality
with will, and emphasizing control over unfit emotions as central
to this conception In addition, especially in Freedom of the
Indwidual, the notion of reason, and the grounding of emotions as
much as possible 1n reason, plays a central role (See also Thought
and Action, and ‘Commitment and Imagination *)

Though such wviews rep the d t dency in
Hampshure’s wntings, some passages lend support to the anti-
Kantian views which I am developing here

the concept of action 1tself 1s [not) by 1itself sufficient to mark
the domain of the essential human wirtues One has before one,
for reflection and comment, whether 1n one’s own person orin
the person of another, always a whole person, including the way
he thinks and expresses his thoughts and feelings, the things he
notices and neglects, the attitudes he adopts, the feelings he
restrains and the feelings to which he allows free play, the words
that he chooses to use (Thought and Action, p 91)
20 Sidgwick,op at , p 239
21 Kant, The Doctrine of Virtue,p 126 456
22 In the sections (34 and 35) from which this quote 1s taken, Kant
seems 1 some way to locate the feelings in the will itself Iam not
certain how he can do ths, 1in any case the more dominant picture

n these sections 1s the one seen in the passage, 1n which the feel-
ings are not themselves part of

the will, nor directly available toit
23 1am overlooking the fact that for Kant the point of arousing this
sympathy 1s to become more dutiful 1 our actions I am consider-
ing the goal to be the arousal of the feelings themselves
24 A good descniption and discussion of this sort of ‘anstocratic’

o clear not nyonc¢
25 who was not a person of quality *) otion of suffenng in any

Even if a person does not have the a Topriate orientation of his
he;f}i‘z!owardmthm. or if he does :2vepsuch :blstacles to sym-
z:nfrow:(hm him, at 15 stall Possible, though much less likely, that
e x;: ation with misery and suffering would have the effect

ant wants Tor example, 1t could shake a certain kind of
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to much else), one wiich had left no serious place for the fact of
extreme misery, deprivation, and oppression which some people
face

Yet, for such a person this reaction would not be typical More
likely the person’s moral outlook would allow him to assimilate the
e€xpertence without being moved or shaken by it He might be
momentanly affected, but could think, ‘The people are 1n poor-
houses, debtor's prnisons, etc, because they cannot do any better
for themselves *

In any case, no matter what the reaction, an understanding of 1t
will have to take into account the person’s being towards-others
See Kant, The Doctrine of Virtue,p 125 455
We can imagine two sorts of person here One 1s already generally
Sympathetic, but lus sympathy has been flagging lately, and he 1s
looking for a rewitalization of 1t The second person 1s not so
Sympathetic, but regrets this and would ke to become more
Sympathetic The experience Kant refers to will not trigger an
€Xisting reservorr of sympathy in the latter case But if th; lx'n:m
genuinely acknowledges the duties of beneficence, and 1s as I have
described him, then he 1s at least open to feehng sympathy i a
Way that someone else might not be
It )s,hould be noted thatg!c]vcn if momentary sympathy does‘;ot
automatically turn into a fuller and more substantial sY""P‘llk Yy
nevertheless 1t could have the effect which Kant lzxmself 1s ta n';(:
about 1n the passage, namely strengthening one’s resolve to a
from duty of beneficence
?;dgwxck,ap at,p 239

ercer,op cit ,p 105
Mercer p;nts uul: that some emotions, ¢ g fear or anger, cnn:xggl]};
ever be directly summoned up, but nghtly claims that symp
no;one of these Ibid ,p 108
b1 X
This ’vfepw lx.?%niant as a corrective to a dominant view of cmoulon;,
found 1n Descartes as well as most empinicist philosophers, w ot
Tegards emotions as feeling-states and thus as only conlm’gcx;nz
connected with their objects rA Kenny, Action, Emotion,
Wail, discusses this conception of emotions
Wilhiams, ‘Mortahty nndpthe Emotions’, in Problems 0/;.’";5;’”[,'
P 224 Ths conception 1s emphasized by Hampshire 1n
:‘fthelndmdual Indvidual, p 93

ampshire, Freedom of the Indnidual,
Thatpu:ll‘;s-g cfmac(e{ invalve patterns of behavior seems c:isd:’x::l
That they involve attitudes and ways of regarding pt‘rf(»;;am of
situations 1s argued by M Mandelbaum, The ”"'""""'"J F focus
Moral Expertence, chapter 4.rcsp;:ch(lllylﬂ 1 ""4‘;1‘:"“ Is a mijo
of Homiak’s fnterpretation of Atistotle in o
Two things :;:oul‘:! be sald here First of all 1 do not rcg:rd':’!‘l:
attribution of a tmit of character as implymg the abso
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impossibihty of change, of ndding oneself of that trast Persons can
undergo extremely dramatic personal changes which involve change
of character But such cases seem to me unusual They compnsea
minor portion of 1nst 1 which sut tial moral change takes
place within one’s behavior, attitudes, or ways of regarding others
Second, 1t may be worth pointing out that for Anstotle, who 1s
generally regarded as the foremost exponent of a philosophy of
virtue and ch , traits of ch: are extremely resistant to
change In fact, Anstotle often implies that possessing virtues 1s
almost entirely dependent on having had a certain kind of upbnng

ing, without which one would find 1t nearly impossible to acquire
those virtues
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