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I 

ALTRUISTIC EMOTIONS AND 
THE KANTIAN VIEW 

This book focuses on sympathy, compassion, and human concern, 
considered primarily as emottons 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 I 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. 

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 morahty 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 



AltntiSIIC Emotwns and the kant tall Vtcw 

Wlthm Kant's philosophy, and " often associated w1th Kant On th: 
other hand 1 do not claun thalli represents a full and balanced ar!lcul 
han of Kant's v1ews, takmg mto account aU hts wntmgs beanng on hi~ 
mora\ philosophy ,11 could }Ust\y be regarded as an unsympathetic vefSIO 1 
of Kant's v1ews 1 Though 'Kantlan' IS more than merely a conventen 
label, my mam mterest IS less m Kant's own v1ews than w some bnes 0~ 
thought, associated wtth hun, wh1ch have been mfluenhal m mora 
plulosophy Hence I do not mtend to take Sides m the diSpute over the 
correct readmg of Kant's v1ews 

The genera\ conception of emotions and feehngs mvolved m the 

Kanhan VJCW IS this 
Emotions and feehngs are transttory, changeable, and capncious 

They are weak, subject to vanahans m our mood and mclmatlons They 
are controlled by and responsive to considerations other than moral or 
rational ones Emottonally motivated conduct thus 1s or 1s hkely to be 
unrehable mconsistent, unpnncipled, or even urat1onal 

Feelmgs and emotions are entarely dtstmct from reason and 
rattonahty They do not y1eld knowledge, and can m fact divert us from 
morally duected thmkmg and JUdgment In order to obtam a clear v1ew 
of the nghts and wrongs 10 a S1tuat1on we must abstract or distance 
ourselves from our feehngs and emotiOns 

We are pass1ve 1n respect to our feehngs and emottons They are not m 
our control, and thus we are not responsible for them They he outstde 
the scope of our will We do not choose to have the feelmgs and emohons 
we do have And so, as moral agents our feelmgs and emottons cannot 
renect on us We cannot be blamed or morally pra1sed for havmg or 
fallmg to have particular emohons and feehngs 

Emohons m particular the altruauc emottons are duected towards 
and occasioned by parhcular persons m parttcular cucumstances They do 
not have the generality or umversahty requared by morality Thus they 
mvolve 'p:utaahty ' They are not based on pnnctple I mtght feel com 
passion for A, but not feel it for B, though A's and B's sttuauons 
are entuely analogous 

To act from altruistic feeling or emotion 1s to act out of an inchna 
lion or de:ure Titough the lnchnahon 1s towards the good of another 
a~hon thus prompted Is fundamentally ego1sltc m 1ts motivation Fo; 
~ etgent acts beneficently only because he h3.ppens to have a part1cular 
nc ma.t10n to promote the other·s good 

111e Ka.ntb.n VJew or feel d 
1 mgs an emohons JS correlative to certoun 

genera conceplions of morality and •the moral pomt ofvJew • Morality 
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Altmistic Emotions and tlze 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. Moral1ty must involve se(f.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 particular 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 Jines of thought do not spnng 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 
inclin•lions from one's selfish lower nature, on conscientious action on 
principle, rot her than emotion•! spontaneity. n1altr•ditlon has deeply 
affected the moral thinking and experience of Anglo·Americans. Thus 
part of the usefulness of focusing on the Kantian view Is that one Is 

3 



Altnmtlc EmotiOIIS and tire kanuan VIeW 

thereby dealmg wrth many of our own moral vrews, mturtron;j and 
ways m wh1ch we expenence and assess ourselves and others mora Y 

II 

A bnef outhne of the argument of the book ts as follows In chapter II 
1 constder the Kant1an clatm that feelmgs and emotiOns are capnc1ous, 
changeable trans1tory and weak and are therefore unreliable as moral 
mottves Clear\y d1st;ng\11shmg ~ltrUisttc emotsons from some other 
psychologrca\ phenomena shows these VJews to be unfounded AltruiStiC 
emahons are not hke changeable moods, such as good spmts and 
exuberance, whtch rmght on occasion lead to acts of beneficen.ce 
Actmg from altrUlshc ematton IS not charactenshcally actmg on 
Impulse' or 'Impulswely', nor u tt actmg 'an mchnahon' or domg what 
one 1s 'm the mood' to do AltruiStic emotions must be d1stmgu1shed 
from some other regardmg senttments (such as well WJshmg), wluch 
mvolve weaker d!spos1t1ons to act beneficently and wh1ch a1m at 1ess 
s1~,rnficant aspects of a person's good than do altrUtStiC emotiOnS 
Negahve states or moods such as depressiOn or sadness can weaken 
altruistic emotions, but do not necessanly do so, nor do they typtcally 
extmgu1sh them 

Altrulshc emohons are dtshnct from personal feehngs such as hkmg 
and affechon The former are grounded m the weal and woe of others, 
whereas the latter are grounded m personal {but not necessanly moral) 
charactenshcs and features of the other person Altrutstlc emotions 
towards someone can occur m the absence of personal feelmgs towards 
hun, and vtce versa That altruistic emotions can sometimes be weak, 
transttory and capncJous does not mean that we should shun emotional 
mohvahon m favor of duty and rational pnnctple For altnust1c emotions 
are themselves capable of the strength and rehabthty whtch the Kanhan 
demands of mora\ mohvatton Moreover, m theu actual operat1on 
reason based mohvat10ns are sUbJeCt to many of the same defects and 
dutortmg mfluences as are altrulshc emotions It 1s m1sleadmg to 
compare the tdeal potential operation of Kanttan motivations wtth 
med1ocre spec1mens of the altru1shc emohons 

Ol.apters 111 and IV deal w1th fnendshtp and morahty In chapter 
III 1 focus on a central cla1m of the Kanha.n v1ew of morality - that 
Impartiality ls a pnnc1ple and a perspectiVe wh1ch defines 'the moral 
point of V1ew ' 1 use the case of fnendslup to argue that 1mpart1ahty 

4 
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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 a 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 good 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 concern 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 III and N generally I argue that friendship has significant 
moral dimensions; yet Its human 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 umversal principles morally binding on the agent; the latter 
view, 1 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 acllon excluded by the stronger view, it cannot 

s 
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prov1de a full explanation of why such acuon Is morally good, andhs~ 
would have to allow for non Kant1an forms of moral value (such as 1 3 

put forth m the account of duect altruiSm) 1 d 
AltrUtsttc emotions not grounded m umversal moral punctp es 0 

not typ1ca\ly lead us to acllOn wh1ch confl1cls w1th moral demands, nor 
does such acuon typ1cally mvolve mcons!stency (But mconSlstency Is, 
m any case only one sort of moral defect among others, and 15 not 
undermmm~ or moral value m a person•s behaviOr) Nor does altrutsm 
not grounded m umversal pnnc1ple typ1cally lead to undesecved 
beneficence 

Action grounded m altruiStiC emollOn IS no less directly altruiStiC 
than actton grounded m purely ratmnal a\tnusuc motav:J.tlOn, nor does 
the emottonal element render such action m any w'J.y egmstlc Acuon 
from alttuuttc emot10n may m a sense be satd to be done "for a reason,' 
but the nahan or •reason• here must be understood much less 
rattonaltsttca\ly than ts customary 

In chapter VI I dtscuss the role of perception of others' weal and 
woe as a factor m beneficent actlon The compassiOnate or sympathetiC 
moral agent differs from the Kanttan moral agent not only rn the nature 
ofh1s motives to beneficence but m the greater hk.elthood of h1s percep~ 
ban of the cond1ttons whtch make beneficence appropnate 

In chapter Vll I argue that what makes some actions morally appro~ 
pnate ls mseparable from the emotions wh1ch prompt them, so that m a 
sense the emotions must be seen as part of the actton (morally viewed), 
or rather the two together (emotiOns and action) must be seen as part 
of 'a untty, wluch I call a 'response ' Responses convey a good to the 
persons responded to, and the altruistac emottans are essential to 
conveyUlg that good AltruiStic emotions can convey a good even when 
they do not lead to acts of beneficence 

The good conveyed by altruistic emohons takes us beyond a con 
stderatlon of a1trulStic emohons merely as motives and theu full moral 
value cannot be appreciated Without taking th1s 1~to account, as even 
non Kantaan defenders of altruts\Ic emotions have usually faded to do 

In Chapter VUI 1 contend With a fundamental Kantlan cn\lciSID of 
my enterpnse m the book, namely the claun that our emotions and 
feehngs. cannot be relevant to a moral assessment of us For we are 
entuely pamve With respect to our feehngs and emottons they are not 
In our control, and he outside the duect scope of our wlll ' 

Agamst thiS 1 argue that our emotions are integral to our genera\ 
attitudes, values. and onentatlons towards others (wtth regard to their 
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weal and woe) - 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 'acth•ity' 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. 

III 

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 ordmary 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 tlze 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 morahty 
is a human enterprise with a unitary nature, for which a single 'founda­
tion' can be found. Second, related to thts, is the assumption that 'the 
moral knowledge of common human reason' is essentially unified, that 
it has no internal tensions or contradictions. Titird is Kant's starting 
POint, namely the experience of obligation, of being unconditionally 

7 
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bound to do somethmg srmply because It IS the morally nght thtng 

to do 
In contrast to Kant I do not cla~m that morahty IS of a unitary 

nature When 1 argue that 1t IS morally good to have sympathy, com· 
passion, and concern, 1 wlll not need to be committed to reg3rdmg 
these altnnst1t emotions as the most fundamental moral phenomena, m 
terms of wh1ch others must e1ther be reducible or dtscarded I wtll not 
deny that 1t ts also morally good to be ratlonal,JUSt, pnnc1pled,lmpar 
hal, conscienttaus, nor wllll cla1m that the grounds of the moral worth 
of these Kanhan vutues IS of the same nature as the grounds of moral 
worth of the altrutstlc v~rtues What 1 will want to say IS that there are 
1rreduc1bly different and vaned types of moral goodness Thus tn 
defendmg the moral s1gmficance of the altruiStiC emot1ons I will not 
also be attackmg the moral stgmficance of some of the moral quallues 
Important to the Kanuan v1ew Another way to express the relahonslup 
between my v1ew and the Kantl:m v1ew 1s that much of the Kanuan 
v1ew of morahty (though not of the emotions) 1s true- 1f confined to 
1ts proper scope or arena w1thm the moral hfe I wtll not be so con· 
cerned to work out thlS truth, though I hope not to deny 1t 

In re1ectmg the vtew that morality JS of a umfied nature, I am also 
departmg fmm Kant m not attempting to gtve anythmg hke a founda· 
hon to morality For 1 do not tlunk there could be such a foundauon 
In thiS I depart also from Schopenhauer (m On t/Je Basrs of Moralrry), 
whose VIews are otherw1se closely akm to my own Schopenhauer IS 

nght, I beheve, to see compass1on as a morally good motive and to 
lament 1ts neglect mother systems of morality (pnmanly Kant's) But 
he makes the further unsupportable claJm that compasston IS the onlY 
morally good motlve and, m addltton, that 1t IS the basis of morahty as 
a whole 1 am not attemptmg a totahsuc vtew of morality of the sort 
that etther Kant or Schopenhauer puts forth 

1 dlS3gree also Wtth Kant's second assumption one whtch seems to 
be Widely shared, and that ts the notion that the' common moral con 
~~~~r:n;,~· 00 Its most fundamentallevel,Is essentially without mtemal 
d t lion On the contrary, tt seems to me unltkely that all the 
h:l~erances of the ordmary moral consciousness, even our most deeply 
toget~~;s~~t~~~nhrely compauble With one another and can be brought 
the concept •mo:a~~~~~n system 1lus JS connected wtth the fact that 
rather bea th h cannot nghtly be giVen a umtary mean mg. but 
pthers dif~n:n~ s:~tage of dtffer;nt moral traditions from whtch tt 

5 of meanmgs More generally? the assumption of 
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unity seems to me an article of faith, not borne out by experience. Iris 
Murdoch warns against the 'spurious unity' which she sees as an occupa· 
tiona! hazard of moral philosophy.3 I mean to preserve the sense that 
when I argue for a morality of sympathy, compassion, and concern, I 
am seeing this as only a part of an overall'pluralistic'view of morality. 

To give up the notion that there is one unified 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 ge11eral 
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 ordinal)' 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 ordinal)' moral consciousness and to give a rationale 
for it, whlle leaving evecything else intact. It must also involve counter· 
ing some other deliverances of the ordinal)' 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 itself strictly incompatible with the morality of altruistic emotions 
which I am articulating, in fact it orients moral inquicy in an entirely 
drfferent direction. I will be concerned 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. 

IV 

The notions of 'altruism' and 'altruistic' will play a central role In this 
work, and bear some delineation at the outset. By 'altruism'! will mean 
a regard for the good of another person for his own sake, or conduct 
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motivated by such a regard Th1s mcanmg corresponds, I thmk, to 
customary phdosoph1cal usc of the term as well as to what Butler 
meant by 'benevolence' But 1\ departs from ordmary use m not carry· 
mg the connotatiOn of self sacnfice or, at least, self neglect Because of 
thts usual connatahon, 'altrutsm' 1s m many ways an unfortunate term. 
yet 11 seems the most smtab\e among the optiOns available But II 
should be remembered that, m my usage, to say that an aclts aJtrutsttc 
IS only to say that 11 mvolves and IS mohvated by a genume regard for 
another's welfare, 11 ts not to say that m performtng 11 the agent neg 
lects hts own mterests and desues (The tmphcatlons of thts pomt are 
spec1fically addressed m chapter IV) 

By callmg sympathy, compasston, and concern 'altrutst1c' emottons I 
mean to 1mp\y that they mvolve a genume regard for the good of the 
person who IS the11 obJect But I do not mean, Simply by my chmce of 
label to rule out the vtew that all emotions, hence altrutsttc emotions, 
are m some way fundamentally self regardmg, that actmg from them lS, 

Ultimately, actmg eg01shcally 
ln contendmg wtth the Kant1an vtew, one ts deatmg w1th more th:m 

an exphc1t set of arguments and pos1tlons In add!hon, and not readilY 
d1stmct from these, are certam concerns, general onentatlons of 
thought, mtellectual tendencies. metaphors, and the hke whtch do not 
necessanly congeal mto defimte v1ews or positions Ins Murdoch seems 
to be makmg a Similar pomt when she speaks of the unav01dabthty of 
metaphor m moral phtlosophy 

The development of consciousness m human bemgs ts mseparably 
connected With the use of metaphor Metaphors are not merely 
penpheral decorations or even useful models they are the 
fundamental fonns of our awareness of our dondthon 
Plulosophy m general, and moral philosophy m particular has m the 
past often concerned Itself With what lt took to be our m~st 
unportant Images, clanfymg exlstmg ones and developmg new 
ones It seems to me impossible to dtscuss certam kmds of 
~~ncep~s Without resort to metaphor, smce the concepts are 

e~seh ves. deeply meta phon cal and cannot be analyzed mto non 
me ap oncal components Without a loss of substance 4 

kanhan notions and t h d 
slgrufic:m f me ap ors o not always exclude the moral 
they do act\ o t ~mpathy, compassion, concern, and fnendshlp, but 
1 bnng to ~:: a ~~~:tc~hus from 1l Because of th1s, the cons1derauons 

g e elements of the Kantlan v1ew wlll not always 
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be detailed arguments or counter-arguments, but rather alternative 
perspectives, constructions, and examples. TI1ese will all, I 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 usc 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. TI1ey 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 far the development of alternative 
views. 

II 



II 

ALTRUISTIC EMOTIONS AS 
MORAL MOTIVATION 

nus chapter will atm at an account of the altru15tiC emotions whtch 
brmgs out theu 1mmumty to some of the Kanuan cnUctsms I will 
begm With some prehmmary remarks, nohng aspects of the altrmstiC 
emottons wh1ch are unportant to keep m mtnd from the outset Some 
of these remarks wlll be elaborated m later sections. and addttlonal 
aspects wlll be noted as the full account of altrutstlc emotions emerges 
m our dtscusston 

One purpose of th1s prehmmary account IS to mdtcate some of the 
complex structure of the altrUistic emotions as psychologJcal pheno· 
mena. Part of the source of neglect of these emotions m pht.losophy hes 
m oversunpbfied vtews of them 

Altrutshc emotions are tntenhonal and take as thetr objects other 
persons m hght of theu 'weal• and, espec1atly. their 'woe ' 1 Sympathy • 
compass1on, or concern are dtrected towards others m vtrtue of their 
suffenng, m1secy, pam, travail And so the altru1suc emohons have a 
copuhve dunensmn the subject of the emotton must regard the object 
as bemg m a certam state (e g, of suffenng) A person's woe mvoh'es 
elements of diffenng degrees of Importance or senousness, for example, 
suffenng ts more senous than mconvemence, one cares more about 
avo1dmg the former than the latter Compasston, concern, and sym· 
p:~.thy are d1stmgutshed from one another and from other other regardmg 
senhments or attitudes partly by the d1fferent levels of woe which theY 
can t:~.ke as their objects I have sympathy for or feel sorry about 
someone who is mtldly mconvemenced by a detour or who m1sses a 
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;ood film; but I cannot (barring unusual circumstances) feel com­
~assion or concern for him on those grounds alone. Compassion and 
:oncem take more serious levels of woe as their object.2 

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 docs 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' 
we 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 'havmg 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 wh1ch 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 to him· 
self, then A does not have concern, 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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psychology have prctured emotions purely as states of possrvely 'bern~ 
affected by' somethmg Altrursttc cmotrons ore both offecttve an 

conative d d 
Yet m makmg thrs pornt some phrlosophers hove overstate on 

mrsconstrued the conattve element For example, Phrhp Mercer clarms 
that concern and sympathy for a suffcrrng person mvolve 'bemg drs 
posed to do somethmg about' the person's condttlon 4 

let us dtstmgUlsh two types of sttuauons tn whtch compasston, 
concern or sympathy can occur In the first, the objeCt of our emotion 
ts some~ne whom we are not m a posttlon to help, such as those remote 
m diStance from us (e g, Vtcttms of natural dtsaster, dtsease, or cnme: 
whom we learn about through the medra) By 'not m a posrtron to help 
I mean ~not m a posttton to help Wlthout extraordmary rearrangement 
of pnonhes, dtsruphon of our hves, or sacnfice ' The second category 
of sttuahon mcludes those tn whtch we arc m a pasttiOn to help, at 
mtmmal mconvemence and wtth no sacnfice There are many sttuatwns 
falhng between these two types, rn whrch helprng the other would 
requrre vanous degrees of cost, mconvenience, or disruption 

Wlule, m the second type of s1tuatton, compasston, concern, and 
sympathy do rnvolve berng drsposed to help, they do not rn the first, 
I e, where one IS not m a posthon to heJp,at least, to say that they do 
Is qu1te mtsleadmg, for there IS no help for one to render Perhaps tn 
havmg sympathy, concern, or compassion one IS disposed to do some 
thmg until one becomes convmced that there ts nattung for one to do 
One mtght then Wtsh that there were somethmg one could do, regret 
that there ts not, etc , but 11 seems odd to say that one 1s 'disposed to 
help' when one IS convmced that one cannot 

Mercer's VIew extends an unportant truth about some sttuauons of 
sympathy • compasston, and concern, to all sttuatlons In dmng so tt 
overstates the 'prachcar or action onented nature of these phenomena 
and obscures the moral unportance of the altrutshc emotions nus 
Importance, dlScussed m detatl m chapter VII depends on recognamg 
that the value of altrutshc emotions ts not exhausted by theu capacttY 
to motivate acts of beneficence 

Common to the altruistic emotions m situations m wh1ch one ISm a 
rSih~n to help and those ln WhiCh one IS not lS a deSire for or regard 
(~~;e~de l'o~d of the other (for h1s own sake) This destr; prompts 

Fe ) neficent action when the agent 1s m a poSition to engage 
In ~~ allure to so act IS a sign that the desue ts absent 

e motiVational aspect of altrutstlc emottons stems from th1s destre 
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or regard for the other's good; yet the desire or regard can extst 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. 

II 

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 
to how one feels - one's moods, impulses, and inclinations - and not 
according to the moral requirements of the situation. Our feelings for 
different people dtffer, 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 unrehable 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 ob!tgatory- can meet the requirements for 
moral motivation. 

In the next live 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 I will discuss the relationship between the altruistic emotions 
and other psychological phenomena, such as moods, impulses, inclina­
tions, personal feelings, and other altruist!c sentiments. Titese latler 
Phenomena do suffer from the moral defect of being unreliable as 
motives of significant beneficent action, and my argument will be thot 
it Is a failure to dist!nguish these phenomena from altruislic emotions 
proper which supports the ~ntian view of the Iauer as morally 
unreliable. 

IS 
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Ill 

Let us first conSider certam moods whtch may lead to beneficent actton 
As part of a happy, JOyful, and exuberant mood, I may be feeltng ve~ 
expanstve and generous, and may therefore be more mchncd than 
normally would to g~ve, e g , money or possesstons, to people around 
me But such a mood mtght well pass, causmg my generous feeltngs and 
tnchnahons to dtsappear 

Moods of exuberance, or Joyfulness, or general warm fccllngs towards 
other people are certamly capnctous tranSitory, and changeable If 
beneficence had to depend on them tl would rest on a very precanous 
baSIS 

Such moods are stgmficantly dtfferent from altrutstlc emouons 
They may be sources of such tmpulscs as would prompt us to lend 
someone money, buy drmks for others, etc But they m1ght JUSt as 
readtly fall to prompt any beneficent act whatever I may be cxctted 
and exuberant yet (except perhaps for a general cheerfulness) fat! to do 
anythmg of benefit to anyone 

AltrUistic feelmgs and emotions mvolve an mternal connectton WJth 
the good of the particular other person who IS their object They mvotve 
an appreciation of another person9s sttuatlon regardmg his weal and 
woe The acts of beneficence prompted by altrutstlc emotion grow out 
of tlus apprec1atton By contrast, the moods m question do not mvotve 
such an apprectatian of the other's SitUation Such moods do not take 
as theu objects other persons m hght of theu weal and woe, as altruistiC 
emotions do In fact 1t seems mtsleadmg to say that they take 'objects' 
at all rather they mvolve a kmd of tone or colonng of the way m which 
we expenence the world when we are m such moods 

Therefore that acts of beneficence can flow from such moods 35 
e~cttement htgh spmts exuberance, and expanstveness ts no tnd.Jcauon 
~bJ~:u~~et~:ncern, compasston, or sympathy for the person who IS the 
by Itself an ar beneficence Hence the capnclDusness of the moods IS not 

N gument for the capnctousness of altrutshc emotions 
ext consider the VIew th t h 

hkc tmp 1 a sympat y, compasston, and concern are 
cannot ~e s~~u~~:d are hence unreliable as moral motives smce tmputses 
prompt 1 on to be there when we need them, and are hablc to 
whether ;c~~:ro:;~::e acts I will dtscuss thts view by cons1denng 
or on an Impu~s~:: truistic emot10n 1s actmg tmpuls1vely, on 1m pulse, 

Wha.t 15 It to a.ct ImpulSlvely? At the least 1t mvolves acttng 
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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 
grasp 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 
impulsively 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 
acquaintances, 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 characteristically is. 

Moreover, acting on a sympathetic impulse does not entail acting 
impulsively, in the sense delineated here. The fanner 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 
former avoids Ute particular moral deficiency of the latter, though, 
again, not all sympathetic action Is done on a sympathetic impulse. 5 

So action moth-:tted by altruistic emotion does not typlcolly suffer 
the deficiencies, as moral motivation, thot Impulsive action docs. 

Another way In which altruistic emotions ore assimibted to moods Is 
conceiving Ute octlng out of altruistic feelings as the doing of someUtlng 
'llhlch one Is 'in the mood' to do (or, what seems almost equil·alent, of 
II. hot one 'feels like doing'). TI•ls phenomenon seems also to correspond 
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to what we mean by 'actmg accordmg to one's mchnahons', tn at least 
one sense of that protean tenn 'mchnahon' Thss usage of 'mood' seems 
dlStmct from what has been diScussed above Sttll, moods m tlus sense 
are evtdently capnctOus, and tf actmg from altrutsttc emot10ns entails 
bemg m the mood to do sometlung, 1t would follow that altruiStiC 
emottons are capncious and hence unrehable as mottves to beneficence 

But th1s v1ew of altrutsttc emotions 1s mcorrect I am by no means 
m the mood to do everythmg wh1ch I do out of sympathy, compasSion, 
or concern Out of concern for a fnend I m1ght spend an evemng 
helpmg !urn to sort out a difficult sttuat10n, when thiS IS not at all what 
I am m the mood to do I might really be m the mood to stay home and 
watch teleVISIOn Qu1te often the acts naturally prompted by an altrUistiC 
feehng will mvolve us domg what we are not m the mood to do, and 
not domg what we are m the mood to do (ThiS " not to deny that 
sometimes we are m the mood to do that whtch we do out of altnnst1c 
emouon) That m haVIng an altnmllc feehng I desue the other's good 
does nat by any means entall that I am necessanly m the mood to do, 
or that I feel hke domg, what Wlll bnng about that good In thiS partl 
cular sense of mood, m acting out of altrutstlc feelmg I can act contrarY 
to my mood So not all altruiSm comes from altrutstlc moods Hence 
we do not have here an argument for the capnctousness of altrUIStiC 
feehngs 

Thls pomt compnses part of a response to the Kanttan vtew that 1n 
actlng from emotton one acts egmshcally hence w1thaut moral value 1.11 

one~s achon For what 1 have argued here 'ts that m actmg fromaltruts\IC 
e~otlon one IS not actmg egotsttcally 10 the parllcular sense of do1ng 
~ at one feels hke domg or ts m the mood to do In fact m actmg fro111 
a trUIStic emotton one can act contrary to one~s moods One can even 
:lct self sacnfictngly m actmg from altnnsttc emotion (The tssue of 
egotSm Wlll be dtscussed further In chapter IV, pp 75-7 and 83) 

IV 

Let us now discuss sam h 
Impulses, lnchn3.tJons 0e ot er altruistic sentiments whtch, wh1le not 
maUves to Slglltfic 1 be r moods, nevertheless suffer a defictency as 

Alttulstlc emot~ns ~eficent actton 
the good of aneth nhments, and attitudes all mvolve a de me for 
dtrTer in the stren;~~:C~· this 15 what makes them altrutstJc But theY 

1 15 de!lre Some altrutStic scntunents mvotve a 
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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 
is in 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 docs not imply a strong desire for the 
other's good. If the oUter were suffering, well-wishing would not imply 
a substantial willingness to help out if doing so would take some 
trouble or inconvenience. 6 

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 I perceive that someone is in trouble 
or danger, compassion or concern for this person can lead me to go out 
of my way, to sacrifice some of my own desires to help him out. 

or 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 
go and still be compassion, concern, sympathy. For example, having 
compassion for someone implies a greater strength of regard for their 
w~a) than feeling sorry for or being mildly upset about someone's 
Phght; yet the latter sentiments do involve a genuine regard for another's 
wea) and are thus altruistic. 

The strength of desire present in an altruistic attitude or emotion is 
related to the issue of rehab~ity as motivation to beneficence in this 
Way: the weaker the desire, the less the disposition to engage in benefi­
cent action - that is, the less likelihood there is of beneficent action 
(e.g., because the less the cost sacrifice and inconvenience to oneself 
one is ~lmg to countenance 'in order ~o help the other). Hence, the 
weaker the desire, the less reliable as a moral motive. 

So the altruistic emotions are more reliable than altruistic sentiments 
~hich involve a weaker degree of desire for the good of the other. And 
~ e stronger the sympathy, compassion, or concern, the stronger the 
•sire: hence the greater the reliability. 

d' l1us dtfference among altruistic senttments is connected with a 
tstinction noted earlier between different levels of importance or 

~nt:allty Within a person's weal or woe (p. 12). Though the same 
lrutstic emotion can take different levels of woe as its focus, in 
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general compass1on, concern, and sympathy take more central aspects 
of woe as theu focus than do some other altrUIStiC sentiments, such as 
well wiShmg, feeling mildly sorry for, etc Often 11 IS because one IS 
helpmg to relieve a strong negat1ve cond1t1on of the other that one IS 
more w!llmg to put oneself out to help than one would 1f the other 
were m only a mildly ncgat1ve cond1t1on 

The foregomg account and arguments have largely emphaSized those 
features shared by the altruiStiC emotions, for the argument of the 
book concerns what 1s common to the altruiStiC emot1ons and to the 
altruiStic vutues aSSOCiated With them It " worth pomtmg out, there­
fore, that mterestmg and morally Slgruflcant differences eXlsl among 
these altruiStiC phenomena, which can not be explored WlthiD the 
confutes of my argument For example, while compassiOn rnvolves the 
apprehenSion of someone as m pam or sufferrng, generoSitY does not 
One helps an InJUred person out of compassiOn or concern, but not out 
of generoSity IllS perhaps generous, but not compassiOnate, to g!VO a 
pft to someone to whom one stands under no obligation GeneroSity 
necessarily mvolves pvmg up somethmg which IS a good to oneself, 
while actmg from concern, kutdness, or sympathy does not An act of 
concern, but not of generoSity, can conform to (though not be moll 
vated by) one's dulles or obligations Some altruiSm mvolves a sub­
ordmatJon of one9s own mterests to those or another, some does not 

These remarks md!Cate some of the Important d1Simct1ons among 
compasSion, benevolence, generoSity, kmdness sympathy, thought 
fulness, chanty, love - aU of wh1ch share the feature of 'altruiSm' An 
Important task for moral philosophy 1s to explore these d1fferences 1 

Yet the dommant tende1101es m moral philosophy and especiallY 
KanllaniSm have d11ected us away from thiS general moral territory 

v 

~P110 thiS pomtl have been concerned to dastmgu1sh between altrmsi!C 
•• mgs and some other feeh d 1 cleanr on as t r 0~ moo s, and Impulses, m order to ge 
re11abduy .t~~:alo the nature of altruistic emotsons relevant to thc•r 
worth focu 1 motaves In conSidenng tlus 1ssue of reliabilitY II IS 
emotions. smc 1 10 on the causal efrect of our moods on our altruiStiC: 

I wdl exarrune the rei 
slates of mtnd _ such as atlonshtp between certam negatiVe moods or 

sadness, depreSSlon, sorrow. 'bad mood•- on 
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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 
whom 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 
Worried 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 myselr and thus to snap out of my 
own bad mood. But even if it did affect my direct inclination to help, it 
Would 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 
conception 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. 
1.Wd depressions, bad moods, or sadness do not prevent us from being 
attentive and responsive to others in sympathetic and concerned ways. 

lltis argument relates to a well-known passage in Kant's Foutrdatiom 
of tire Jlfctaplrysics of Morals in which he portroys 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 
rersomtl sorrow, unless it were \'cry extreme, would not typJe:alfy 
exUngui•h my sympathy for persons "hom I regard as being in bad 

21 



A /truiStic Emotwns as Moral Motivation 

stratts and for whom I have felt sympathy Thus tf I performed a 
beneficent act In such a Sltuallon I mtght do so out of sympathy nus" 
not to say that the act could not also be pe1fonned out of duty, as 
Kant enmages, nor IS ttto deny the posSibility that one's sorrow could 
extmgUtsh one's sympathy It IS only to deny that thts happens neces 
sar~y Some of the plauStb~tty of Kant's vtew of duty as the sole 
worthy moral motive comes from fatlmg to see that our altruuttc 
feelmgs and emotiOns can survtve our negattve moods and states, and 
can mohvate us to act counter to our mood of the moment 

Thus the capnc10usness of negative moods, the fact that they come 
and go regardless of moral constderattons, does not carry aver to 
altnusttc feelmgs, for altruiStic feelmgs, though to some extent affected 
by moods are not controlled by them 

But the effect of negative moods on altrmst1c emotions nught be 
thought to fall less on already eJUstmg ones than on the hkehhood of 
our commg to feel sympathy or compassion when we are msuch moods 
I mtght naturally be more hkely to sympathtze With someone else's 
troubles tf I am feeltng good about myself than tf I am troubled and 
depressed 

There IS somethmg nght tn thiS hne of thought, but tt must be 
treated wtth caution as a general statement of the effect of our moods 
on our altrutsllc feelmgs Fust of all, persons of low self esteem or wh0 

are often or chromdly depressed can stlll be qutte kmd or concerned 
about others, WJlling to gJ.ve of themselves to help others, genumelY 
emottonally responstve to and canng about others In fact, to place 
ltttle value on one's own mterests and goals and yet to care genutnelY 
about the good of others IS a moral character structure often found 1.11 

women msofar as they are generally constdered mfenor to and tess 
:~:~~t than men 9 Though such a character structure JS qutte 

Y m many ways, thts unhealthmess does not necessanlY pre 
ven~ genu me. sympathy, compassion. care, and concern for others 10 

or co~::n s receptiveness to bemg moved to sympathy • compasston, 
by the plight of others can certamly be affected to same 

:xtentt by negatlve moods u But tlus effect does not show th:!.taltrutshc 
mo 10ns are capnc1ous 0 -n ~ they ca 1 h r gene1.wY unrehable as moral motives, 101 

Wlu n a so wtl stand changes m those moods 
feelmgst ~u~ effect does CXlst between negatlve moods and a1trutstlc 
K:mtL:m VI: ~ot 10 any case provtde unequivocal support for the 
duty, are su~e::ib~ll~;~~~c or Kanttan mottves, such as a sense of 

same effects That Is, as a psychotog~c31 
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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 
thinking, 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 

Let us next consider altruistic emotions and personal feelings. By 
'persona] 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 III 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, hke moods and 
unpulses, are capricious. For our likings and affections for others can 
be subject to aU sorts of vagaries and personal idiosyncrasies. W.D. Ross, 
for example, refers to 'instinctive affection' as a 'wayward capricious 
rnotive.' 12 Beneficent acts motivated by personal feelings are not 
typically grounded in moral considerations, or considerations ofrational 
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 hke him personally,' C. D. Broad says, describing 
What he regards as a case of non-morally motivated action." Action 
mottvated 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 
feelmgs 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 feeling than person:U 
feelings. 

Altruistic feelings are d1rectcd towards other people in light of or in 
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regard to theu weal and woe, whereas personal feehngs arc dlfected 
towards others m hght of theu personal features TI1ese features may be 
personal quaht1es, such as sense of humor, v1tahty, mtegnty. Or they 
may be aspects of the person wh1ch stand m some spec1al relauonslup 
to myself, e g, mterests wh1ch we share (poht1cs, mov1es, papular 
muSic), or expenences we have shared (growmg up 1n the same ne1gh· 
borhood, attendmg the same college) It 15 1n v~rtue of such fe•tures 
that I have affection for someone, or like htm, or am drawn to hun, 
but not that I have sympathy, compassion, or concern for lnm 

1 am not always able to say or even know whilt about a person ts the 
source of my !!lang of hun I mrght say 'It IS a cert:un qualitY he has­
I can't put my fmger on 11 ' Or I may even !Ike h1m Without haVIng the 
natton that there IS some feature wh1ch IS the source of my \lkmg, even 
a feature whtch 1 am not able to name or to explam But even m these 
cases 1t would still be m vutue of certam personal features or quahttes 
of the person that !Irked !urn 

A person's personal qualities can play a part m actlvatmg my sym· 
pa1hy or concern For example, Frank's mfectmus good humor can 
make me more b:able to feel sympathy or concern for hun, when hts 
s1tuat1on warrants 1t But the sympathy 1s shU darected to Frank not m 
vutue of hts personal quality of good humor but m vtrtue of hls weal 
or woe 

ln one sense we can say, to emphasize th1s categoncal difference, 
that altruistiC emohons and personal feehngs have different objects 
That IS, an altruistiC emotion IS directed towards a person m llght­
of lus weal-or woe (or, m bght of Ius-situatiOn as tt-bears-on-lus weal-or· 
woe), whereas a personal feeling IS directed towards a person m bght of 
personal features But we must keep m mmd that 1n both cases 1t IS the 
whole person who IS the object of these feelmgs, as I am denrung them 
Personal feehngs are duected not to the person's qua11t1es themselves, 
but to the whole person m light ofh1s quallt1es It 1s John whom Ittke. 
and not merely John's wtt or VItality One can readily unagu1e 1Jkmga 
certam quality m someone but nevertheless dashkmg the person overall, 
because of his many other quahhes wluch 1 find obJectionable, but 1 
am not concerned wuh thiS sort ofllkJng. 

An aspect of the categoncal dutmct1on between altruistic and 
rrsonal feelmgs IS that they can OCCUr mdependently of one another 
~cd not hke, nor have affection for someone wtth whom 1 sym 

:a ;e or for whom 1 fe~l concern ~r compass1on I may actuallY 
I! e hun and yet feel sympathy for hun, msofar as he IS havmg a 
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rough time, or is suffering. Conversely I 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 wortlty 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 concern 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 
even 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 f"md 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, 
etc.), 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 
can emotionally respond to the people without personal feelings being 
~valved. Thus in many contexts people who arouse altruistic emotions 
111 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, whtle 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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mlld affection It would hardly be humanly typical to feel entrrely 
personally md!fferent to or unrnterested m the people Altrurst~ 
feelmg and personal feelrng would not be as separate as I have claune • 
for contexts m whreh altru1.1he fee\rngs are aroused w.U olso arouse 

some form of personal feehngs , d 
There ts a krnd of ambigUity rn the terms 'personally md1fferent an 

'd!smterested' as they are used here In one sense, to have sympathy, 
compaSSIOn concern or care for someone IS already not to be pcrsonillY 
rnd1fferent ~nd d1.1rn~erested One cares about therr welfare, about hoW 
they are dorng. Even 1f 11 rs pr!manly housmg which our man IS dea\urg 
wrth, I have not unagrned hun as bemg concerned only about the 
'housmg dunensron' of the people's \rves lUther, he IS concerned about 
the people themselves as whole people He rs mterested rn !herr general 
weal and woe, even 1f 11 IS only a specific area of 11 to wh1ch hiS work 
and hrs mam attentron rs drrected In thrs sense he IS certainly not 
drsrnterested rn or personally rndrfferenl to the people 

But th1s sense of 'personal mterest'- essenhally connected WJth the 
people's well bemg- IS merely correlative to altruiStiC emotion, at does 
not, I would argue m the manner above, unply any substantive personal 
feelmgs towards the people enJoyrng therr presence, wantrng to get to 
know them better, thrnkmg fondly of them, berng drawn to them, etc 
Kant and S1dgwrck claun that helpmg people naturally grves rrse to 
feehngs of hkrng towards them," but thrs could be only a very weak or 
mUd sense of llkmg or affectlon The way 1n which our man l.lkes 
ahnost everyone for whom he feels sympathy (and whom he does not 
drshke) must be a different sense of \rkrng from one m wh1ch he reallY 
or espectally hkes only a few among the people whom he works to help 
and feelssympathy for 

More dtrectly relevant to our argument, Jt IS only the stronger sense 
of llk.e wluch ts appropnate to the ISsue of the capnciDusness of personal 
feelrngs It Is clearly thrs sense whrch Broad and Ross have m nund in 
tlus regard (see p 23 above) For ltkmg m the weaker sense IS essentJallY 
substdtary to or supcrveruent on the altrUistic emotmn ]t anses because 
of them, rather than bcmg an mdependent source of beneficent acts 
Hence lt cannot be personal feelmgs m thts sense wluch are clauned to 
be a source of the capnciousness of the attrutsttc ernot.ton and the 
beneficence to whtch 1t leads I will thus restnct •personal feellngs' to 
thiS stronger sense of ltk.mg and affectzon 

lf we dl.!tmgutsh personal feelmgs from altrutstic emotions we c:1n 
see that arguments for the caprlctousness or parttal.tty of person:d 
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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 at) 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, wannth, vitality, certain 
Interests of his, etc. (2) The object of personal feelmgs is not the good 
of the person to whom the feeling is directed. 

But the fact that personal feelmgs 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 feebngs, 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 morality, or with having 
feelings towards them which arc 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 unreliable. 

VII 

Failure to distinguish clearly between personal and altruistic feelings 
can be seen in Klint's discussion of love. K:mt's views on love are 
undeveloped. I will discuss only one sti':Jin In his views, though it is a 
tn:ljor one. Kant distinguisl1es two kinds of meanings orJm-e: 'pl':lctlcal' 
and 'pathological,' or lo\"C from duty (or will), and lo\"C from inciin•llon. 
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Ptactlcallove " the domg of beneficent acts (from the mo\tve of duly 
or on pnnc1ple )16 Love as mclmat1on Is a feebng for otl1ers which 
leads to beneficent acts 17 Kant seems to enVIsage these two l<Jnds of 
love as exhaustiVe of altrUistiC mot1vat10n generally 18 G1ven thll 
dichotomy the altniiStlc feelmgs Will tend to be regarded as love from 
mcbnat10n' Yet Kant tends to regard such love as a ducct affection for 

another person 19 

On the one hand 'love' refers to a kmd of motivation to beneficent 
act10n, a motivation wh1ch IS a feelmg. On the other hand, love as a 
feehng 1s also thought of as an affectiOn for another person Thus we 
are encouraged to see Kant's v1eW of altnust1c feehngs m one of two 
way~ E1ther he IS p1ctunng all feebngs wluch prompt beneficent acts 
and a [ortlOTI altruiStic feebngs, on the model of affectiOn and Wang 
(personal feebngs), or he IS Simply lcaVJng altruiStiC feelmgs out of 
consideration altogether, excludmg them from hiS defmttlons of e1ther 
patholog1cal or practical love On e1ther Interpretation, that personal 
feelmgs are semng as a model for love gets m the way of a clear focus 
on altrulSttc feelmgs as dtstmct from personal feclm&s 

Even though the two kmds of feebngs are dlSUnct, 11 IS true that 
personal feellngs do gtve nse to altru1sttc emohons We are 10 general 
more llkely to feel sympathy or concern for (and hence are more 
bkely to benefit) persons whom we hke than those towards whom we 
have neutral or negatiVe personal feel.mgs 1 will argue m chapter Ill that 
there lS no moral deficiency m th1s fact by Itself, but only 1f other 
moral stnctures (dulles of unparhalJ.ty, specific obllgatlons to others, 
etc ) are VIola ted There I will take up the Issue of 'partla.ltty' 

That argument will acknowledge the eVJdent fact that personal 
preference may lead us to favor With our beneficence a less desef111ng 
to a more deservmg person whenJustlce might seem to demand that we 
favor the latter But tn regard to the support wluch tlus adnuss1on lends 
to the KantJan vtew, 1t should be noted that whether we act from a 
sense of duty or nghtness can 1tse1f be affected by personal feelm&S 
Our personal affection for X can lead us to convmce ourselves that X 
ls more deservmg than Y (when the reverse 1s the case) Or 1t can lead 
~ sunply to overlook the desert features of the SituatiOn altogether, so 

at the questton of moral nghtness never gets raised We can convutce 
ourselves that we are mo all t". 
of our fnend) 0 r Y permitted to make an exceptlon (m ~aver 
because of our ~e 3 general rule of JUSllce In thts particular case Or, 
lngly 1 el.mg for 3 particular person, we can sunply and knoW 

ac counter to what our sense of duty prescnbes 
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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 unrehab!lity as 
other phenomena, from wluch they are generally insufficiently dis­
tinguished. They are not impulses nor inclinations to perfollll helpful 
acts for their object. They are different from moods. Altrmstic emotions 
can remain focused on their objects, motivating us to act beneficently 
towards them, despite changes in mood and impulse, and m the absence 
of inclinations to perfollll 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 
emo!lons are reliable as motives to beneficence? To answer this we 
must focus more closely on the notion of reliability here, and on the 
concern wluch the Kantian has to exclude incentives which are unrell­
able. Our concern is that the motive in question, when acted on, 
actually lead to morally right action. There is a strain of thought Within 
Kant's writings which impbes 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 weU.20 

Such a view appears to deny any essential connection between an 
altruistic emotion and the rebef of the woe of the person who Is Its 
Object. But If we acknowledge that these emotions do have objects, and 
that their objects arc other people in regard to their we:d and woe, then 
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rt cannot be srud that the achons mohvated by such cmohons lead onlY 
accrdentally to morally good achon, I c, actron auncd at promotmg the 
other's good It IS true that rn partrcular cases actrng from sympathy or 
compassron wdl not lead to the promohon of beneficence But thrs 
does not mean that the connechon between the sympathy (as a motrve) 
and the beneficence IS merely an accadental or contmgent one 

If 11 1s acknowledged that beneficent actton ts, cetcns panbus, 
morally good, then a mot.rve whtch naturally leads to tl (1 e , a person 
actmg from tt auns at beneficence) 1s not, on the cntenon 10 question, 
unrebable as a moral motlve 

A second aspect of unrehabdtty has been addressed m these sect.rOns, 
not whether tf someone acts on altruiStic emotion he auns at somethmg 
morally good, but whether rf the mot.rve IS present to an agent he can 
be counted on to act from 1t Here the Kantt3n vaew unplles that 
because of the trans1ence, capnctousness, and weakness of emottons tn 
general (and of altruiStic emohons m parhcular), the presence of the 
mauve IS not rehably followed by the agent actmg In accord wtth tl 

Agarnst thiS 1 have argued that altruiSt.rc emotrons are m fact rehable, 
or, many case, are not sagmficantly less reliable than the sense of duty 
For they are not essentially transient, weak and capncmus, but rather 
are able to Withstand changes m mood and Impulse and can motivate 
us to act contrary to our lnclmattons and mterests , 

IX 

But there are further condthons wluch the KantJ.an vtew places on an 
ac~e~table moral motlve, and the relabonslup between these and 
~ a Wty bears exanunat10n These stem from the KantJ.an v1ew that 

e moral motJ.ve must be something available to any moral agent at :y tune, thts in turn denvmg from the notion that achng morally or 
Th mg a moral person must be equally Wltlun the reach of anyone 21 
( ' IS availability can be broken down mto two components The first 

summonabwty') 15 th 
up the moll b f at we must always be capable of summoning 
the mollve ~epr:s~~~ ;:r mmd The second Cefficacmusness') IS that tf 
then we are al our mmd, and we 31Ill to act In accord wtth tl, 
capable of With;:~ capable of so actmg that ts, the mot.Jve IS always 

Let us conslderne~:a an: contrary inclmatJ.on 
our sense of duty is c\~sness first The K.antlan thought berets that 

capa e of Wlthstandmg any contrary mclm:~tton, 
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for we call do what we know unconditionally that we ougl1t. No matter 
how tempted we are to act wrongly we are always in fact capable of 
acting morally,21 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 desire by means of our sense of duty (our 
firm conviction as to what is the right thing to do).23 Some desire may 
simply be too overwhelming for our sense of duty to contain. Secondly, 
the altruistic emotions are themselves capable of withstanding quite 
strong counter-inclinations. Concern for someone can lead 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-mora\ inclinationt Vlhich. age1\t A'~ ~em.e 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 argument up to now is right. 
Perhaps it is not thought to be reliability which ls the issue here but 
rather 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 rnora1 
motive. 

Let us now consider 'summonability/ as the second aspect of 
avatlability. On this ground the Kantian excludes emotional motivation 
as moral. For, it is c1aimed, we cannot summon up our feelings, we 
simply have them; whereas we are always capable of bringing before our 
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mmd the thought that sometlung IS nght or Is our duty (Part of the vteW 
here IS sunply that we can summon up a thought but not a fcelrng) 

The factua\ claun here too 1s overstated For, as we will d1scuss m a 
later chapter, sometunes we can summon up fcclJngs of sympathy or 
other altruiStic emollons, and can do so more than the Kanuan concep­
llon of emotrons will allow for But thiS admtsslOn sttllleaves part of 
the Kant.tan claun, namely that while we arc always capable of sum· 
morung up our sense of duty we are not always capable of summonmg 
up our sympathy 

11us seems to me possibly true A consequence IS that I do not assert 
that what I am claunmg to be moral motives, namely the altruiStiC 
emotions, are always avallable to a moral agent Someone may ~amply 
be unable to get hunself to feel compassron when rt IS appropnate for 
hun to do so (and even when he acknowledges thiS appropnateness), 
but to feel compassion 1s no less morally good for that 

But the stgntficance of summonabthty as a necessary condition for 
moral motJVahon IS questtonable, for two reasons F1rst, the fact that 
we can summon up the canstderattan of duty or obltgahon does not 
mean that 1t will actually be efficacJOus m rnotlvatmg us to act A 
person may be aware that somethmg 1s the nght thmg to do, yet choose 
not to do tt llus may be, as mentioned before, because though he 
attempts to or mtends to do tt, he has desues agamst domg tt whtch are 
too strong and whtch prevent h.un from successfully carrymg out Ius 
attempt But thu famlltar phenomenon of weakness of williS not the 
only way m wh1ch one can fall to do what one knows to be nght One 
can sunply choose to Ignore or act agamst what one knows 

So the fact (rf Jt IS a fact) that we are actually able to summon up 
the thought that somethmg IS our duty does not mean that thiS thought 
will motlvate us to act Thus the avallabWty of the sense of duty J6 

actually two steps removed from the production of morally good acts -
the first bemg the genume attempt to so act and the second bemg the 
o~ercommg of any reSistances to that attem~t Hence the kmd of avad 
~~;e granted here IS some diStance from genume rehabzhty as a moral 

reh~b:tco~!/:eason why summonablltty seems both less related to 
al Y ss Slgmficant as a condition of moral motivation IS that 

~:~s 0~gentst m:l: and often do sunp1y fall to sununon up constdera 
••·t ngh -~n wrong, duty and obbgahon m the first place lltat ts, 
uw.. any moa.u agent ls bl • 
or what he ousht morallcapa e ofbnngzng before hts mmd the thought 

Y to do does not mean that agents mevttably do 
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this. People often simply fail to bethink themselves of what, in the 
situation they are facing, is morally forbidden, pennisslble, 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 conscience 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 Kantlan argues that such mottves are, so 
to speak, not always there when we need them. We might simply fail to 
be roused to sympathy or concern, even when another Is in need of 
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beneficent acttan an our part Yet m favor of rattonaltsttc, obltgattan 
based moltvattan tt ts argued only that we are always capable of sum 
marung tt up as a moltvatlng force Maskmg the ambtgUity, one can say 
that our emotlons are nat always available to us as mohvahon, whereas 
reason and duty are always avatlable 

The amb1gu1ty lS that the emottans are cnhctzed for how they 
actually operate (though we have seen that the Kanhan vtew does nat 
get tlus nght), whereas the raltanahshc maltves are nat scrutmtzed far 
haw they do operate, but are put forward only for how they are 
capable of aperahng Obv10usly these are two qutte dtfferent thmgs 
Once one asks how a sense of duty actually operates as a human mot1ve, 
the great gulf wluch the Kanltan vtew portrays between tt and the 
altruiStic emotions VIrtually disappears (m regard to the 1ssues discussed 
m thts chapter) 

My argument here depends on dnvmg a wedge between the motJva 
banal capability of a certam mot.J.ve or consJderatJOn, and 1ts actual 
functlonmg W1tlun our ltves In one sense Kant and many of those who 
have followed hun are concerned to draw this d1stmcllon themselves 
Kant says that we cannot be certam many md1vtdual case that someone 
has m fact acted from duty, but we can be certam that we ought to so 
act, hence that we are capable of domg so 24 And mare generally, the 
pomt of a Kanttan theory of morality 15 not to speak of what constdera 
lions do move us to acbon, but of ones which ought to 

But, on the other hand, there lS an tmportant strand wtthm Kant.J.an 
thought whtch stts uneasUy wtth the sharp dtstmchon drawn here, and 
that IS the notton that constderatlons of moral nghtness are lJl an 
Important sense unavoidable or mescapable Certamly one mouvatt.ng 
force behmd Kanttamsm as a moral plulosophy 15 the desue to ground 
morality m constderahons to which no agent can fail to be suscepttble 25 

~ one can tlatm to fall to be moved by these constderations sunply 
:~~· for example, he lacks certam desues or sentunents (or oUter 

va e tlfld contmgent features of human nature) 
On thts line of Utought, a sharp hne cannot be drawn between whilt 

:e 15 moral agents arc m fact moved by and what we are capable of 
~~~ mov~ by, for the constderattons m question m order to meet 
susce;;;~~ of the theory, must be ones to whtch ,;e are unavotdably 

tio~ ~~~ i1~~=d tlti1~~onslderatlons of moral nghtness (and, by Jmphca 
We ~re alvr.Jy/ co\1 er~hons) do not ::md cannot meet thts condtUon 

cap:1 e 0 fillllng to be moved by il sense of rtghtness or 
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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 sigmficant, 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 attentton, 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 (whtch 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 
so 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
~oral dunension 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 posstbilities. And in fact most of us at some time or other act 
lotowingly and willingly contrary to, or failing even to consider, the 
thought of what is right in the situation facing us. Whetlter such an 
action ls morally objectionable Is a wholly different question, which 
Will be taken up at a later time. I argue here only that it is possible, 
I.e., not unintelligible. 

In tillS choptcr I have tried to arllculate some lines or ti!OUgllt 
Within Kantianism which, taken together, view the sense of duty, as 
an incentive, as always D\':ldoble or summonable (and In fact 
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mescapable) and as efficaciOUs, 1 c, as bczng ot !cost capable of stand 
mg up to a~y contrary mc~natlons It v.as Schopcnhauer's InSight to 
1dent1fy the presence of thzs thought m Kant, and there IS Important If 
overstated mszght zn hiS nd1cule of Kant for tlunkzng that In the moral 
law (and 1ts fonnulat1on zn the categoncal1mperatzve) he had found a 
moral mcenbve wluch was always 'at our semce '26 

I follow Schopenhauer here m abandonmg any search for the omnl 
available moral mccntlve, wlule broadenmg the search for those mccn 
t1ves wluch do m fact lead to morally desuable action through shoWing, 
by an exammallon of the structure of such motives, that they possess 
features requued or at least destrable m moral mccnhvcs I depart from 
Schopenhauer only In Ius wholesale reJection of duty as even a poss1ble 
moral motive, and m lus conconutant vtew of compassiOn as the only 
moral mcenhve 

X 

The argument of tlus chapter does not deny the ev1dent fact that 
altrutshc emotions are sometunes capnctous, and the next few sections 
Wtll explore the moral stgruficance of thts For the Kanban, that stgrufi 
cance 15 that we should nat look to our emotiOns at aU as moral mottva 
han but only to purely rattonal mottves, 1 e , sense of duty For only a 
sense of duty can avo1d the deficiencies of changeable em allons 

I will begm by descnbmg two examples m some deta.tl These examples 
will serve only partly as illustrations of concrete clauns more s1grufi 
cantly they wlll serve as pomts of reference and reonen~atlon, m tlus 
and subsequent chapters, for a d1scusston of altnustlc feelmgs and thel! 
role m morahty 

Cl ~xa:ple 1 Jones a college mstructor, IS VlSlted m Ius office by 
C~ffor d a student who has not been gettmg Ius work m on tune 
wh ~r h explams that he has been havmg some troubles wtth lus famlly, 

tc ave been making tt difficult for lum to fmd the hme and con 
centrahon to get hlS work done Jones generally regards Cllfford as a 
competent and ser 0 tud 
hun As Cl ff db 1 us 5 ent and believes what Clifford IS telling 
tt become~ e~:den~~ to talk more about lus sttuatJon With Ius fanulY 
Moreover, as the conve:~ It has been causmg hun pam and distress 
mg why his work has b t~on progresses Clifford goes beyond explam 
begmnmg to talk d e n late and Jones can see that Clifford IS 

an Would ltke to contmue talking about the problems 
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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 fmishes work. However, when he actually does 
fmish 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 
pleased 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. 

XI 

According to the Kantian view such examples are typical of how 
emotions operate. But, as the argument of the previous sections has 
indicated, sympothy does not necessarily operate in this manner. 
Jones's 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 motivotc him to visit 
Sue. Contrary to the Kantian view, it is not only the sense of duty but 
the 3ltruistic emotions themselves which are capable of the steadfast· 
ness, strength, and persistence necessary to withstand changes in mood 
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and ctrcumstance over ttme, and to overcome contrary mclmauon, m 
order to mot1vate an agent to act m a morally appropnatc way 

11us suggests that, at least m many SituatiOns, It IS not a\hUIStl~ 
emotions m themselves whtch are capnc10us, but rather mstanccs 0 

sympathy or concern wh1ch are madcquatc as sympathehc or con 
cerned responses to the Slluallon For 1f Jones's sympathy for C11fford 
had been as substanllal as Clifford's Sl!uallon warranted It would not 
have been so readdy extmgUished by Jones's remembenng about the 
lecture, and sumlarly for Bob's concern for Sue In fact, 1t could even 
be queslloned whether 11 could genumely have been sympathy m the 
first place tf tt were so readily exhngu1shed,27 m any case a genume and 
substan!lal sympathy would have remomed, though tillS would not 
preclude Jones from regrettmg mlSsmg the lecture or even havmg to 
struggle agamst the desue to leave It IS a Kanhan prejudice wh1ch 
assumes that the only mot1vatmg thought capable of Wlthstandmg or 
s!rugglmg agams! a desue to do somethmg mcompat1ble With a morally 
good (e g, beneficent) act IS the thought of 11 as our duty In fact 
duect concern or sympathy for another can equally well do tlus 

So changeableness and capnctousness are not so much a charactensuc 
of all altruuhc emotions as they are of weak, superfictal or otherWJSC 
madequate mstances of them lt reflects morally on Jones and on Bob 
that their sympathy or concern Is not as substantial as the SJtuatlon 
warrants (or, 1f tlus IS too strong, nat as substantial as would be desir· 
able) But the Kanttan cannot allow for thts madequacy to be a faUure 
of emot.Jonal response Itself, but only a fatlure to act from duty 111 the 
SitUation 

Smce the Kanhan sees emotions as essentmlly changeable and 
~apnctous. he wUl not see that 'weak,' •madequate • 'superficHll,' 
capnctous~ function as specific terms of moral cnllcts~ of a person's 
emotions and emolLonal responses themselves (on partJcular occastons 
or m general) A's response to B's plight may be too weak for the 
compassion or sympathy whtch B warrants C's concern for D may be 
madequate as a response to the danger whtch D faces E may be some 
~e ~hose sympathy for others generally remams at a superfictallevel 

e arm of moral assessment and cnllctsm m all of these cases pre 
:~~~~sclns that there are appropnate emottan based responses, whtch the 

o question fall to g~.ve 
The Kan tan VIew will th f 

bihhes necew fo ere ore not allow for the range of posst 
sbnW.ng f th ry ran adequate moral assessment, or at least an under 

0 e agent m hght of lu.s cmottonal response Let us look at 
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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 

~hus not have grasped his situation fully. l11is in turn might be because, 
In general, he docs not take students' personal lives seriously, or does 
n~t pay attention to aspects of their lives not directly related (in his 
mmd) with academic concerns. This would not necessarily be a fault, 
but it would be an explanation of absence of sympathy. 

Alternatively 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 dtfferent 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 
as a teacher to respond to. He might be perfectly open to hearing about 
and ~esponding to students' personal problems - i.e., until doing so 
confltcted With something which was interestmg to him intellectually 
(~ch as attendmg this talk). Jones would then be a person who regards 
hts 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 
same 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 sometlting which he 
Wanted. 

In another direction it may be that Jones's behavior in this situation 
Is not a symptom of these wider attitudes towards others, or towards a 
Particular group of people (students). He may simply be tired, and this 
~~ be what keeps him from fully taking in what Clifford is sa~ing. 

lS would account for the weakness of his sympathy. Perhaps tf he 
Were listening fully he would be strongly sympathetic to Oifford. If 
Jones Was not up to his usual standard of sympathy, our moral assess· 
rnent of him in regard to this sltuat!on would take that into account. 
h Whatever explanation is given of Jones's sympatlty will connect with 

is &enera) attitude towards oUters (or particular groups of otlters). But 
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the Kanl!an v1ew, m vutuc ofregardmg feehngs as by nature car~~~::; 
will nat be led to try to understand the SltUahon m terms 0 

says about Janes It will not encourage us to look for the connectJo;s 
between Janes's symp•thy and Ius beliefs about the SltU3110n, IS 

gener:U ways of reg3rdmg people, h1s VJiues th 
Further connectmg an agent's particular emottonal response WI 

h1s att!lud~s and V3lues Wlll pomt the w3y to poss1bu111es of ch•nge, 
should that be desuable If the l•ck of sympathy 1S connected With a 
constncted v1ew of one's profess10nal role, then a. change m that con 
cephan m1ght open one up to a fuller and mare extenSIVe sympathy 
towards those whom one serves m that role (The Issue of emottons and 
moral change will be cans1dered m detail m chapter Vlll) 

Accardmg to the Kanhan v1ew only a purely rat10n:U mo11vat1on, 10 

terms of a sense of duty, can correct for the defictenctes of emotion 
based mat!Val!an I have argued that tlus IS not so, but tt m•Y be worth 
spellmg out by means of an example how sympathy can h•ve the 
requued features of strength, tenac1ty, and abll1ty to Withstand contrary 
mclmatton, wtthout actually Itself bemg a duty grounded motive 

The example concerns Brown and Casey, whose sttuatton IS tdenllcal 
to that of Janes and Chffard up to the pomt where Jones (Brown) 
re:lllZes that the t:Uk he would hke to attend IS begummg momentar!IY 

Example 3 Brown realiZes that the lecture whtch he wowd hke to 
attend begms momentanly But through the conversation he has come 
to feel sympathy and even some degree of concern towards Casey 
regardmg lus sttuabon wtth lus fanuly Tlus sympathy means that he 
does not even feel mclmed (or tempted) to have the conversation end 1fi 

order to be able to attend the lecture He feels that Casey•s problems 
are genu me and that they are c3usmg hun dJstress He would hke to be 
able to help Casey out The lmportance to Casey of the phght he tS 

descnbmg ts appreciated by Brown, and he 1s moved by 1t It IS t}us 
apprec13.1J.on m wh1ch lus sympatlty, and concern, lS grounded The 
lecture. when the thought of 1t comes to hun does not present 1tself as 
be1ng of nearly sufficient 1mportance in ~ompanson wtth Casey's 
sltuabon And so It IS not even the case that Brown chooses- needs to 
choose - not to attend the lecture Rather the thought of 1t passes 
from hiS mmd and he focuses fully on Casey 

l..:lter, Brown may be sorry to have m1ssed the lecture But he will 
~ot resent haVIng done so unless he somehow feels that he had to do 50 

or need he even be sorry that Casey talked Wtth htm at a ume which 
caused hun to mus the lecture He more feels pleased that Casey dJd 
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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.) 

XII 

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 tum to • rotionalist, duty-bosed 
motivation for such a corrective. nor, as we saw in previous sections, 
are such Kantion motives immune from the effects of chongcs In mood, 
Inclination, and circumstances. 

An upshot of the orgument is til3t altruistic feelings and emotions 
possess mony of U1c feotures demanded by UlC Kantlm view of • 
motive adequate to mor3lity; Ulus one import:mt element in the Kantiln 
view's case ag:>inst the morol '-alue of oltruishc feeling is undermined, 
and the Kantian \·iew of altruistic emotions is sho"n to be false. 
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nus does mean that sympothy, compassion, concern, and care are 
much more bke rational morn! pnnc1ples or the sense of obl1g:tl10n than 
one m1ght have thought, and so the contrnst between my v1ew and the 
Kanban vtew may seem not so great as 11 d1d ongmaUy nus should not 
be seen as detractmg from the force of the altemaltve v1ew wh1ch I am 
developmg, but rather should undenmne some of the sources ofadher· 
ence to the Kantlan vtew Itself Admittedly. so far the Kantlan vteW or 
moraltty 1tselfbas been only mmunally cnllctzed, and m fact 11 JS partly 
m tis name that the altrutsllc emottons have been defended Let us 
proceed, then, to constder the Kanttan vtew or moraltty, and thereby 
to brmg out tis differences from and mfenonty to a moral1ty of 
allrutsltc emotions 
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III 

FRIENDSHIP, BENEFICENCE, 
AND IMPARTIALITY 

So far we have examined the Kantian view of emotions against the 
background of the Kantian view of what moral motivation must be. It 
might be thought that the argument while yielding a greater under­
standing of the altruistic emotions th;mselves, has dealt with only the 
periphery of the Kantian arguments against the moral significance of 
~motions. The central arguments draw on a conception of moral action 
ttself Which excludes emotionally motivated action. In this and subse· 
quent 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 hght of the Kantian conception of morality we will look at the 
P~enomenon of friendship. Friendship is a phenomenon of great com· 
P eJUty. While destring to avoid simplistic accounts of it, there are two 
:pects of friendship which will be important for the discussion. One is 
~ ." personal importance which our friends have to us - the fact that 
nends are people we like enJ"oy being with trust and rely on, that they 

are ' ' 
~rt of What in our lives is valued by us. . . 

shi e other aspect is that friendship (or, anyway, most gen_ume fnen~­
P) Involves a substantial concern for the good of the fnend for hts 

~Wn sake, and a disposition to act to foster that good, simply because 
e other Is one's friend. In this sense friendship Is an altruistic pheno­

menon, and a locus of the altruistic emotions. This altruistic aspect is 
-~ . d ( to fnendship; a relationship based solely on mutual a vantage 
even I fit involved mutuaJ liking) would not in this sense be a friendship. 
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Moreover the kmd of personal Importance wluch fnendslup has to us 
reqmres the genume concern for the fncnd's good W1thout 11 there 
could not be the trust and rehance, and the substanhal mutual per 
sonal mvolvement between the fnends In fnendsh1p one demes and 
acts for the good of the fnend, not s1mply because he IS another human 
bemg but prectsely because he IS one's fnend 

I will call these two aspects the 'personal' and the 'altrmstic' aspects 
of fnendsh1p, though the personal1mphes the extslence of the altrmsliC 
What I called earher the 'personal feehngs' - hkmg, affectiOn - are part 
of the personal dllllenston of fnendslup, though they take on a greater 
s1gmficance and are embodied m a ncher web of emotions, attitudes 
and sentllllents than they usually do outs1de of fnendsh1p 

In the Kanban conceptton of morality ,1mparhahty and impersonality 
are central notions, denmhve of the moral pomt of v1ew Moral rules 
and prmc1ples embody a perspective wh1ch excludes no one, and wh1ch 
takes everyone's good mto account Every human bemg, stmply lfl 

vtrtue of bemg human. 1s worthy of equal consideratiOn, and lus good 
" equally worthy of bemg promoted Moral rules and pnnc1ples must 
reflect thts fact So takmg the moral pomt of v1ew m one's actions and 
judgments means regardmg them from an tmpartml standpomt, not 
gJ.vmg wetght to one's own preferences and mterests stmply because 
they are one's own, but rather g1vmg equal wetght to the mterests of all 
The VIewpomt ts unpersonal because tt gJ.ves due constderatton to all, 
favormg none sunply because of personal preference, but only accord 
mg to prmctples wtuch can be vtndtcated from that tmpartlal perspec 
tlve This lme of thought draws also on a notion of fauness as central 
and defmthve of morahty 1t Is unfair to accord a benefit or burden 
stmply because 1t accords With one's own preferences or mterests 
Actmn whtch fuls to stem from, or to be JUShfiable by appeal to, thts 
unparhal standpomt ts, on the K.anttan vtew contrary to morahty 1 

The Kanttan VIew 1mphes that we may' not pursue our own mter· 
~sts sunply because they are our own But tt unpltes no less a con 
tse:~:.t~or:e~fd actmg for the sake of one's fnend, sunply because he 
someone based for tt e.qually VIOlates tmparhahty to favor or benefit 
ships For examo7 ones personal feeltngs, attachments, and retauo~ 
fnend or anofu~r e, When one Is m a position to benefit etther ones 
would b person who Is much needter or more desemng, tt 
the mte:e::o~f::; ~efer the fnend We must tilke equally mto account 
fitlng our fnend ca~om we are m a posthon to benefit Only 1f bene 

be JUsttfled accordmg 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· 

filing one's friend. What it condemns is benefiting one's friend simply 
because he is one's friend. Similarly, morality does not condemn all 
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 
guarantee of being justifiable from an impartial perspective; yet it is 
such a perspective which, on the Kantian view, morality requires. 2 

B_ut friendship itself does at least appear morally condemned on this 
vtew, for it appears to be an integral part of what friendship is that we 
d~ often act for the sake of our friend's good simply because he Is our 
fnend, 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., 
~hether 'the moral point of view' is coextensive With an impartial and 
unpersonal standpoint. 

First, does friendship offend against any moral requirements not 
stemming from impartiality? We want to clear this issue out of the way 
to make certain that we have Isolated impartiality from other possible 
sources of moral 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 
from some commitment made to h~, such as a promise. Friendship 
for another party might lead one to violate such an obligation, e.g., to 
fail to show up for an appointment With a client because one wants to 
remain With one's friend who is feeling down in the dumps. 

Second I could have a 'natural duty' to another person, not in virtue 
~f any special relationship but simply in virtue of being a fellow human. 

ld&Wick states such a du~ of beneficence in the following way, as 'a 
P~itive duty to render when occasion offers such services as require 
••!her no sacrifice on o~r part or at least one ;.,ry much less in import· 
ance than the service rendered ' 3 Our friendship for someone could lead 
us to neglect this natural dut~ of beneficence in favor of helping out 
our friend. 

In There Is no global or fundamental moral criticism of fnendship itself 
V~lvcd in either duties of commitment in non-personal relationship, 

or tn natural duties of beneficence For situations In wllich such duties 
ansc a · d' rily In 1 re restricted to special circumstances, which do not or ma 

c ude those in which we help out our friends. 
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In any case the posS1bd1ty of confl1ct of our attachment to our 
fnends With our more unpcrsonal dut1cs (and let us suppose that we arc 
not speakmg here of cases m wh1ch a duty to the fncnd IS mvolvcd, for 
then we would have a eonfl1ct between duties) docs not mean that we 
will necessarily VIOlate those dulles A person m1ght well do the morally 
nght tlung by adhenng to hiS more Impersonal dulles 10 the face of the 
'temptations' of fnendslup Nor will thiS typically meon tho! he IS any 
less of a good fnend to hiS fnends It Is poSSible to have strong fnend 
sh1ps to wluch one IS loyal, fnends to whom one ts devoted, and yet to 
be consctenhous m fulfillmg one's more Impersonal duttes towards 
others The poss1ble d1fflculty of aclueVIng such a state hos less to do 
w1th any tnherent tenSion between conscu~nhousness and devotion to 
fnends than With the difficulty of acluevmg these separate VIrtues 

11 

Turnmg now to the ISSue of fnendsh1p and 1mparllahty, 1 will argue for 
essenttally the same VIew as I JUst d1d regardmg natural duty and duttes 
of spectal relatlonslup - namely, that tmp:uttahty 1s a moral requue 
ment only m certam restncted sorts of sttuat10ns It ts not a morally 
mcumbent perspective to take up m every sttuahon In parttcular, 
fnendslup does not typtcally mvolve us m sttuahons m whtch unpar· 
hality between the mterests of our fnends and those of others IS a 
moral requuement, hence m actmg beneficently towards our fnends we 
do not typically VIolate a duty of lmpartlaltty 

Certamly attachments to particular persons can lead us to VIOlate 
unparllahty • and thus to be unfau to others Someone m an offlc1al 
po:tlon to dupense JObs can use hiS position to get JObs for }us fnends 
an relatives, mdependent of theu quahficat10n for the Jobs And we 
~ay unagme 3 doctor who because he hkes a particular patient devotes 

0h0 much of lus consultmg tune to tlus patient neglectmg the others 
w o are WaJtmg to see hun ' 

But such S1tuat10n d 
helpmg one's fnends 5 0 not pomt to a general conflict between 
t1ai1ty tf 1 h and helpmg others It IS no VIolation of 1mpar 
he has bee~ ~~e S~~hf~end to see If he IS fee}mg better, kOOWlOg that 
does not unpose on rne Sltuahon of actmg from concern for a fnend 
of all the pea le who the obhgahon to take mto account the mterests 
choose accord~ to m 1 m1g/zt help at that pomt m time, and to 

g some unpart1al cntenan whom to benefit The 
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ex~mples so far given point to one of the primary sorts of situations in 
W~c~ such impartiality is demanded - namely, an official capacity 
Wtthm 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 interests of certain parties whom they serve or 
for Whom they have some responsibility. TI!is impartiality extends tb 
~~rsons to whom they have special attachments. The benefits or burdens 
tspensed 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 
for a position, established and rational procedure, or the like. 
. Thus, 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 
~e case and not according to his attachment to one of the parties 
Involved. A teacher is not supposed to grade a student higher because 
~e like~ him or has a special attachment to him. A nurse is supposed to 
:1P hts patients according to their individual needs, not according to 

hts own personal likings and attachments . 
. It is an important part of our understanding of the duties ofimpar· 

tiality attaching to these roles that persons who assume the roles are 
~~are ~f :Vhat those duties entail; in particular, aware of how they 

llht unpmge on the interests of those to whom they are attached. 
Thus a doctor or nurse knows that by virtue of his position he is 
forbidden from attempting to secure for a friend of relative some drugs 
~:.other medical care whlch are properly meant for others, or which 

lr Procedures would allot to others. 

0 ~-person might refuse to (or not be allowed to) put himself in a 
p Sthon in which he would be required to dJspense a benefit or a 
burden according to an impartial rule where a friend would be one of 
the d ' · b h can Idates for the benefit or burden. Titis could be either ecause 
he did not feel he would be capable of such impartiality, or bec?use, if 
e were, he would find it too difficult or painful to be required to 

<hspense the benefit to someone other than his friend. 
For this sort of reason it is a general policy that judges not sit In 

c:tse • r 1 ( • 111 which tltey have some special connection to one o the part es 
or In Which they have a self-Interest in the outcome). Tite temptations 

of tonmct between their Impersonal duties and their personal al!och· 
~ents Would be too great and would place an cxtr:wrdinJry pcrsonol 

Urdcn on the rolc·occuplcrs and on the fricnd.Itips; so for the good of 
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everyone such a S1tuat1on ts best avotded 
Inshtul!onal roles and poSitions are an obvwus arena of hfe tn wluch 

a certam kmd of unparttahty between the mtercsts of all, mcludmg 
those to whom we are personally connected and attached, ts demanded 
of us Equally obvmus ts the fact that Sttuahons covered by such roles 
are very untyptcal of those m whteh we mteract wtth and benefit our 
fnends And so the eXIstence of such roles does not betoken a common, 
much less a fundamental, moral problem regardmg the beneficence 
diSpensed to our fnends 

Thts concluston ts strengthened by the fact that even Wlthm these 
mslltutiOnahzed roles there 1s a hmtt to the dem3nd of tmpartlahty, and 
m most cases a scope outstde of that lumt for benefitmg those whom 
we choose for whatever reason (e g, personal attachment or ltlong) to 
benefit Thus tf a doctor, haVIng fulfilled hts obbgattons to hts pattents, 
spends extra tune on the case of a fnend, thts would not be a vtolatlon 
of unparttaltty, but on the contrary would be adrrurable behaVlOf on hts 
part A teacher 1s permttted to g~.ve more attention to some students 
than to others (not merely on pedagagtcal grounds), as long as he gtves 
full and adequate attentlon to all The cntenon here, vague though 1t 
may be, of when It ts morally penntsstble to depart from stnct unpar· 
ttaltty, has to do wtth what 1s regarded as the duhes of one's role, 111 
contrast to what Is regarded as gomg beyond those duties (and IS m that 
sense supererogatory) In the latter sttuahons what one does for those 
one chooses to help ts regarded as gJ.vmg so~ethmg of oneself, rather 
than as depnvmg others of what one owes to them by vutue of one's 
utstttuttonal relattonshtp With them 4 The hne between these is 
extremely dtfficult to draw, 1s not m general fixed but IS subject to 
change (e g • redefimhon of what constitutes the responstbthttes of 3 
role), and ts not applicable m all s1tuattons But that 1t eXIsts ts stgntfi 
cant for our argument For what 1t shows 1S that even m contexts ln 
Whtch unpartlil.hty between the interests of one's fnends and those of 
others 1S demanded, thlS demand ts hmtted m 1ts scope, and there 
remams an area m whtch we are able to express our natural c:ue and 
c~ncern for our fnends, our deme to do what 1s good for them, outstde 
o the constramt of Impersonal constderatlOns 
r: It dshould be noted that tlus argument apphes not only to actu:tl 
lnen 5 and personal relahonsh1ps but also to people whom we hke but 
;;ve nno substantial or developed relattonslup w1th 1 e It applies to 
t "~ tee nee from personal fcehngs Here too we are• mor~lly permitted 

0 enefit them, and th1:1 benefitmg IS not m general requued to be 
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justified through an impartial perspective or procedure. Morality does 
n~t in most situations demand of us that we justify such beneficence 
With regard to the interests of others whom we could have served but 
did not. 

III 

1_h~ve claimed that institutional-role contexts are ones in which impar­
ltahty 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. 
Nor, related to this, have I given a general characterization of the 
co?ditions in which such a demand is an appropriate one, from a moral 
pomt of view. 

To help gain some clarity regarding the non-institutional contexts in 
~hich impartiality is incumbent upon us, it is necessary to make an 
llllportant distinction. The fact that impartiality does not demand that 
~e constantly appraise our potential beneficence to our friends by an 
llllpartial standard does not mean that we are justified in totally dis­
regarding the interests of others when the good of our friends is at 
stake, even outside contexts in which strict impartiality is demanded. 
To. lake an extreme example, suppose that I am in a train crash in 
Which many people are injured, including my best friend (but not 
mysell). I am certainly generally justified in giving my first attention to 
111Y 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 
~e interests of others simply because the weal and woe of one's friend 
IS at stake. 

Suppose I pass two persons on the street digging their cars out of the 
snow, and one of them is my friend. Surely I am justified In choosing to 
help my friend in preference to helping the stranger, though it would 
also perhaps be the decenttblng to do to attempt to help boU1 of them. 
But If. say, the friend could very cosily dig the car out by himself, and 
in fact had almost nnlshed doing SO (though there \\':IS still room for 
assistonce from son1eone eloe), nnd the other person ob.-lously could 
not do 50 wiUtout some assistance, thon another factor "ill ""'"' been 
Introduced "bleb must be "elrhed •r•lnst tho desire to help tho friend. 
llore It rnlr)tl be more approrrl•te th•t nne help the other penon. (One 
,.auld in~>rJne lh21the friend woul•l•r•rr lh21thls ""' •rr•orrl>le.) 
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We then have three d1fferent sorts of Situations In the first we are 
requued to treat the mterests of U1e relevant parties from a stnctly 
unparhal perspective, even 1f one of the p:uttcs IS our fncnd Personal 
attachments must be entirely overlooked (though only up to a certam 
pomt) In the second, we are requued to gtve some allentton to the 
mterests of others, but are not reqmrcd to regard those interests stnctly 
unparttally or as haVJng equal we1ght to the mtcrcsts of fncnds who are 
mvolved In the thud type of SituatiOn conSideration to the mterests of 
others lS not at all appropnate or relevant In such sttuattons 1t IS 

morally perm!SSJble to act solely for the benefit of one's fncnd 
The extstence of the second category helps to define the luntts of 

unparhal1ty, whlle gJvmg credence to our sense that m some sltuauons 
the presence of fnends does not or should not preclude attention to the 
mterests of others For we see that m. some sttuattons there IS some 
moral constramt on us to attend to the weal and woe of others, even 
though the weal and woe of fnends JS also at stake, and yet the ground 
mg of such moral constramt need not be located m a delll3nd for unpar· 
ttahty In the tram crash example Just descnbed, 1 have clauned that 
one ought to gJ.ve some help to mjured persons who are not one's 
fnends, though one's first concern 1s properly w1th one's own fnend 
Some mtghtsee thJShelp as a stnct duty (of beneficence) on the ground 
that great harm to others can be avmded wtth little sacnfice to myself 
(or to a person to whom I am attached) But even 1f one does not see 
thts as an actual duty,tt ts posstble to recogmze some element of moral 
constratnt m the constderatton that my ablltty to help the mjured 
persons ought to wetgh Wlth me m my actions 

Thus, that I ought to help the mjured persons seems m many con 
texts to stem not from a general demand of 1mparttahty between the 
mterests of all concerned (mclud.mg myself or my fnends) but from 
somethmg hke a duty of beneficence That thts 1s so can be seen tf we 
unagme the Sltuahon Without the fnend's bemg mjured There would 
stlll be moral constraint for us to help the other persons yet th1s moral 
constramt cannot stem from a demand that we treat fue tnterests of 
:e~~~ari m:dmg those to Whom we have a spectal attachment, 
fi~ratlo: of at the presence of the fnend does to the moral con 
d d tlus Situation ts not so much to undercut thts moral quasi 
~man of attention to the weal and woe of others but to bnng mto 

~ ay athnother constderahon agamst whtch tt 1s to be •balanced It lS stlll 
rue at we ought to att d t but u 1 t 1 en o the mterests of the mJured strangers, 

5 en ue Y proper for us to attend first to our fnend 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 
to others. But, on the other side, it is also inappropriate for us at the 
?utset to apportion our help impartially - solely according to need -
tgnoring the fact that one of the persons is our friend. 
_ It could be responded here that this argument applies only to situa­

lto?s where the interests of others are substantially threatened - such 
as m a train crash- so that attention to their interests is urgent enough 
to be morally incumbent upon us. The same argument would not seem 
to 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 
the person who is not our friend merely because he could use some 
help. 

Yet It seems that whatever consideration is appropriate regardmg the 
Weal and woe of the stranger is unaffected by the presence of the friend, 
and so is not connected to impartiality. Though there is no duty to help 
~-e. stranger, perhaps there is some moral deficiency or inadequacy in 
[a~mg to do so, if one has nothing very important to do and could help 
au]~ readily. Yet whatever force of 'oughtness' one attributes to the 

co?stderation of the man's weal and woe (regarding digging his car out} 
extsts independently of whether the friend is present in the situation 
or not. 

h The presence of the friend merely interjects another factor which 
c anges the overall moral configuration of the situation. We might 
~op~r\y not help the other, choosing instead to help the friend (assum-

g . e cannot do both}. But we do not thereby repudtate the moral COOStde f 
Th ra ton of helping the other. _ . 

du ~seven in cases (involving friends) in which there is nothing hkc a 
st ly f beneficence a consideration tO the interests Of otherS does not 
• •_m from a requir~ment of impartiality· for first, that consideration 
Xtstse ' ' · rt bet ven when the friendship issue does not, and, second, impartta 1 Y 

re ween the interests of the friend and of the other(s) is not actually 
'!Utred. 

IV 
rru,. • . . t 
<onte~ rtument of the previous section Is rit;ht, then in non-inst~tu!Jon•J 

11 at least some of the morally oppropri3te regard to the mtcrest 
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of others can be accounted for Without appeal to the pnnctple of 
unparhaltty Thts " a step towards definmg the scope of the pnnctple 
oftmpartlallty tn non mshtuhonal contexts 

1 suggest that we can learn someUung of that scope by askmg In 
what the nature of tmparttahty, JUStice, and f:nrness constst, as VIrtues 
or tratts of character exhtbtted m one's non mshtuttonal (as well as 
mstttut10nol) life Here the dcfmthon gtven by Stdgwtck seems to me 
close to the mark 

What then do we mean by a JUSt man m matters where law­
observance does not enter? It 1s natural to reply th:1t we mean an 
unparhal man, one who seeks wtth equal care to satisfy all clauns 
whtch he recogntzes as vabd and does not let hunself be unduly 
mfluenced by personal preferences 5 

Tim defmttton bnngs out that 1mparhahty or JUStice has to do wtth 
overlookmg personal preferences m cucumstances winch have to do 
With accordmg burdens and benefits to persons 

For example, suppose I am helpmg to settle a dlSpute between two 
persons, one of whom 1s a fnend Both persons are look . .mg to me for 
medtat10n m the quarrel Thts IS a cucumstilllce where JUStice or unpar· 
llahty ts requued, or appropnate We are not to favor the fnend sunply 
because he ts our fnend Rather we are to overlook our personal attach 
ment and constder only the factors relevant to the dtspute Heanng the 
clatms made on botll stdes, It mtght turn out that 1 feel that the non 
fnend's claun has more ment, and that he IS more deservmg of the 
benefit regardmg wluch there ts a dtspute 

Stdgwlck's defmtbon suggests why tmp:J.rtlahty 15 not always reqUtred 
of us, nor requued m every sttuauon m whtch our actions are of a 
potential benefit to someone For the application of lJllpartJahty 
depends on the pre ex1stence of clatms on the part of persons mvolved 
(though the claun need not actually be made or even recogmzed as 
eXtsttng, by the person who has 1t) It IS onl~ when someone has a 
ccrtam claun on a benefit that tt IS a matter ofunparttahty to giVe due 
regard to Ius mterest m that benefit If he has no clatm to 1t then such 
~ard ts no longer a matter relevant to 1mparhahty (These clauns can 

grou~ded m a person's meetmg the c:ntena relevant for relegatm& a 
~ertam enefit Wlthm a certam procedure - e g the cntena for pro 

uc;nc th~ soundest argument m a dispute. or the 1cntena far mcetmg a 
~er am t kspcclficatlon) A JUSt person 1s one who can be counted on 

0 over 00 personal mtcrest and preference. where others mtght t:nlor 
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beneficence the hononng of whtch requtres us to overlool. our personol 
ttes Thus there ts no general demand of tmporttaltty 1 

In fact Stdgwtck's defimtton could be token to opply to mstttuttona 
as well os non mstttui!Onol contexts lnstttutlonal contexts con be seen 
as an appltca\ton of the general definltton to a certam category of 
sttua\ton For we can look at msttlutiOnol contexts as helptng to define 
the clauns whtch some persons have, wtlh regard to thetr mterests, on 
other persons For example, the claim which a patten\ has to be treated 
m a cerlam way by a doctor, or the student to be graded accordmg 10 

cerlam procedures by hiS teocher, or an applicant to be gtven a ccrtatn 
ktnd of conStdera\ton by the personnel officer Part of what charac­
lenzes such mstttultonal contexts IS that they define more prectsclY 
than IS often done m ordmary hfe what the relevant constdemttons are 
for allocatmg benefits to persons Thts IS why mstttut10nal contexts 
seem so appropnate for Impartlal.lty 

Fma!ly, tl should be remembered that even m contexts In whtch 
unparttahty ts demanded, there ts almost a\ways some room for the 
person of whom tmparttaltty Is demanded to benefit the fnend In a way 
appropnate to fnendslup (See above, p 48) For example, m the case 
of the, quarrel men!toned above (p 52), suppose 1 feel that the non 
fnend s clatm to benefit IS greater than that of my fnend Jmparttahty 
requues me to overlook my attachment to the fnend m dectdmg that 
the benefit properly goes to the non fnend But tmparttahty does not 
prevent me from showmg spectal attention to my fnend 1f he ts dts 
appomted, trymg to do sometlung to cheer htm up, comfortmg lum• 
etc , wlule not domg the same for the other person 

Thus unpartlahty IS hnuted not only to certam sorts of sttuatrons In 
additiOn, even W1thm the Situations m which 1t apphes 1t apphes, so to 
speak only up to a pomt, and generally there will be r~om left over for 
extra beneficence to be shown to the fnend 

To summanze the argument so far accordmg to one important 
stram of thought Wlthm the Kant1an VIew, a pnnc1ple defl.n1Uve of 
morilhty IS lmparttahty To take up a perspective of 1mparhahty regard '"t any of one's actions Wh1ch tmpmge on the mterests of others ls tO 
~ Ue up, and act from, the moral pomt of vtew To fall to do this IS to 
: to act morally A corollary Is that 1t ss contrary to morality -
o:~~sfe co:rary to unparttal.tty- to favor the mterests of oneself or 
one's r;::~ds sunply as such, 1 c • sun ply because they are one's own or 

Against thiS 1 have argued that It IS not m general contrary to the 
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demJnds of moralit)' to prder our friends' Interests as such, I.e., to ~ct 
for the SJke of R's coot! simply became R Is Ill)' friend, even if there 
are other persons \\hom lt is in nl)' power to help and who ~re In 
greater need than It In f~ct it is entirely mor~liy appropriate to do so. 
Such action does not typically \'iolatc the demands of Impartiality; for 
~131 perspective is appropriate only In certain contexts, which do not 
~nclude most friendship situations. 1l1erc is no general demand of 
trnpartiality. Rather the demand of Impartiality rests on prior claims to 
some benefit, the acknowledging of which requires the overlooking of 
personal preferences and attachments. 

Thus acting morally is not ~!ways or fundamentally a matter of 
equality or impartiality towards ali. For li1is is not what it is to act 
morally within friendship. • 

Tims In one sense it is actually misleading to say that we arc 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. 
In another sense, however, we arc partial to our friends, in ti1at 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 dcfmes a moral viewpoint appropriate in 
certain circumstances but not in ot11ers. 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 defimtive of moral virtue altogether. 

v 

One source of the view that a general stance of impartiality between the 
interests of friends and those of others is morally required comes from 
3 picture of non-friends a_s in competition with friends for our benefi­
cence 50 that we are typ1cally choosing between them. It is important 
to see' that this picture is very misleading. 

This is partly so because. as Telfer points out, some of what we do 
for our friends, such as 6 the proffering of advice or criticism,' is not 
thereby rendered unavailable to others. • More fundamentally, it is 
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because 1t IS not the cose that the kmd of benefitmg winch we do for 
our fnends IS generally such os It makes sense to speak of domg for 
strangers What we do for our fnends IS very particular to our relot1on 
slnp to them, both m the sense of bemg parucular to fnendshrp 05 a 
type of relat10nsh1p, and m bemg porucu\ar to a parucu\ar rclat10nslnp 
with a particular person What IS mvolved m comfortmg one's fnend, 
for example, IS part1cular to the fnendslnp and grows w1th the fnend 
sh1p It IS only m the context of fnendshlp that the fnend IS sufficientlY 
open to allow someone to comfort htm, and the p3rhcular w.Jys 10 

wluch the fnend comforts are particular to those two people and to the 
relattonslup I cannot JUSt pop over to somconc's house who IS m need 
of comfort and comfort hun, m the way 1 can to my fnend Tlus IS not 
to say that one can never comfort someone who ts not a fnend, but the 
contexts for It are much more restncted than m fnendslup 

Thus m comfortmg my fnend I am not domg sometlung wh1ch I 
could typ1cally be domg for another ThiS IS even true for Telfer's 
example of decoratmg a house (above, p 53) 1 cannot sunply go over 
to an old age penstoner's flat and help htm to decorate tt I must have 
a certam kmd of relatJOnshtp With tum, perhaps only an tnstltuttonal 
one medtated through a cert:un kmd of program And so decoratmg 
my fnend's house and decorating the pensiOner's house are not eqUl 
valent act1v1ttes from my perspective, and It 1s rrusleadmg to see 3 

choice between them as one between the same kmd of thmg done for a 
fnend and for a non fnend 

It IS not only a matter of the trust, mtlmacy. and personal under 
standmg mvolved m fnendslup which makes vanous kinds of "domg for 
others' poss1ble and appropnate w1thm the fnendship, wlule be1n& 
unpossible or much less natural outside of1t It ts also that tt IS mtegral 
to the sigmficance to the fnend of what 1 do for hlDl that my act 1S an 
expression of our parhcular fnendship of the particular concern nnd 
care Which 1 have for my fnend, rather than, say. an expresston of a 
general human responsiveness 

The lack of comparabJ.hty between what 1 do for a fnend and for 3 

non fnend holds for many actmttes m which we please our fnend or 
'7ke hlm happy If we go out together to drmk or to a fllm what 
P cases my fnend IS essenhaUy bound up With the fact that the a~hvttY 
lS ~omcthmg shared With h1s fnend What gives the actiVIty the partl 
~ ii.T kmd of me:m111g and partJ.cu1ar kind of pleasure that 1t has IS 10 

tpo~tant ways bound up With how we rel:!.te to and parhc1pate 10 It 
oge eras fncnds 11us IS true even 1fwe merely s1t m the bar together 
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and hardly speak a word to each other. The experience is still different 
from sitting alone, or with someone one hardly knows. 9 

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 
generosity 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 
l!llplication that the giver and the recipient have a certain distance 
fr?m• and stand external to, one another. But friends are bound up 
Wlth 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 fnend 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 
good for our friends. 
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VI 

It m1ght be thought that I have left out an Important aspect of fnend 
slup wh1ch would lend support to the Kanllan VIOW, and that " that 
fnendslup mvalves duties to the fnend, dulles wh1ch have a greater 
degree of strmgency than dulles to strangers For cases m whtch the 
good of fnends lS gtven precedence over the good of others could be 
explamed and JUSilfied by the stronger dulles to one's fnends, and so 
the acts of bene!iung one's fnend would nat he autstde the Kanttan 
moral perspechve, as I have clauned that they do 

I will grant that there can be dulles to fnends, but I do not thmk 
thiS Wl!l help the Kanllan vtew For there are surely many sttuahons tn 
which we atd, comfort, support, or benefit our fnends which, while 
mtegral to the fnendslup, are nat actually morally requued by tl, theY 
are nat covered by the actual duttes of fnendslup It would be a poor 
fnendslup m wluch the only acllans of benefit to the fnend perfonned 
by hiS fnend were those whtch he was requued to perf ann But tf !here 
are many actions not covered by the duties of fnendslup, these, tn 

accordance Wlth our argument so far, cannot be accommodated wtthlil 
the Kanban framework 

A second pamt 1s that 1t 1s not even clear that the duties wluch do 
extst Wltlun fnendslup can be accommodated by a Kanllan framework, 
m particular whether they can be vmdicated from a perspective of 
unpart1ahty For, it can be argued, duttes Wltlun parttcular friendships 
have a dJ.mension wluch Is parhcular to the fnendsh1p - m bemg 
dependent on mutual undentandmgs particular to the fnendslup- and 
cannot be accounted for from an Impersonal perspective 10 

One more \me of thought m1ght be open to the Kanhan here, whtch 
does nat abandon the perspective of unparhahty as defmthve of the 
moral pomt ofvtew but rather attempts to encompass fnendslup Wltlun 
that perspechve Grantmg that many of our partJcular acts of fnendslup 
VIOlate a stance of unparttahty. m that often when we act for the 
benefit of our friends we could. even taktng mto account the trouble 
and effort mvo\vcd, fmd others more worthy and warranting of our 
~neficcnce, and grantlng that nevertheless 1t seems unproper to con 

emn such acts of fnendsh!p, shlllt might be argued that tf we lool-.ed :t to tndiVIdual acts of fnendslllp but to fnendshlp as a whole, fnend 
P could be seen to be morally acceptable from an tmpart1al pomt of 

Vlew Such an ilrgument could be th3t lt Is In general a good tlung or 
conduci\C to the Interests of everyone, thilt there be a proactlcc accordm& 
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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 
served by their beneficence. This argument could draw on the considera· 
lions 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' fonn. 11 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-tenn 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 impartl31 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 alternatives to friendship which if generally 
practiced would bring about more total benefit than friendship. 

To this It could be replied, to draw on on the argument of a previous 
section, that there ate certain goods internal 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 
\indication of friendship from an importial point of view. For to accept 
the goods internal to friendship is to accept friendship itself, including 
the feature of benefiting the friend for his own soke and independent of 
any importlobst justificotion.12 So the non·importiolist noturc of 
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fnendsh1p IS really acknowledged m the premiSe of the argument 1tself 
It IS no doubt true that we do m fact prefer the present pract1ce of 
fnendslup to any practice whtch detracts m any substantial way from 
our benefitmg our fnends m favor of benefitmg others who, according 
to tmpersonal cntena, are more deservtng or more worthy But tlus lS 

S1111ply to say that we prefer a world 10 wh1ch the 1m partial perspective 
IS not always requued of us to one 10 wluch 11 IS Tim truth does not 
help the KantJan 

The attempt at an ~~nparllahst vmdlcallon of fnendslup IS caught m • 
dtlemma If It appeals to 10terests only contmgcntly connected Wlth 
fnendslup, 11 will tum out that fnendshtp as we understand 11 will not 
be the practtce wh1ch maXI!nally promotes those mterests But to the 
extent that 11 acknowledges the value of goods mternal to fnendsh1P• 
1t 1mphc1tly abandons an ~~nparltahst perspect1vc 

A deeper Issue wh1ch the fallure of an tmparttabst vmdicatiDn of 
fnendsh1p pomts tots the conception of fnendshtp as a pract1ce, on the 
model of a game or mshtut10n mvolvmg rules, defined roles, poSltlons, 
and responS1bil1t1es, etc Uus model wluch when applicable may well 
lend Itself to rule ut.J.htanan JUshficatwns (baseball Is a better game on 
the whole If only three strikes are allowed rather than four), applies 
1ery poorly to large areas of our personal moral hves and expenence 
The illullllnatlon wluch tlus game or mstttutton model proVIded W1thm 
nora! phtlosophy - seemmg to preserve the mSights of both act 
uWitanamsm and mtuihomsm whlle avotdmg thetr defects13 - has 
Wmtn!Shed as the model has gotten stretched and distorted m bemg 
apphed across the board 14 

Even tf an lJtlpartlahst argument were able to JUStify benefitUtg 
fnends rather than others m situations m which we regard 1t as appro­
pnate, 11 would not giVe us what we want For what fnendslup requues 
15 actmg for the sake of the fnend as such rather than because, as 11 

~o~mgently) turns out such a practlce serves the general mterest, or 
o erwtse amen:~.blc to an lmparllahstjushficallon u 
d!\ 15 not merely that an Imp:l.rtzahst JUshficatton does nat work.. In 
~ ~ 100 n~tually takmg up such a perspective ofunparhaltty regardmS 
f~~:d~w~ ~~~~ldslups would stgmfy a distorted relallonslup With one's 
had for one Fo d behe the cmohonaltmportance which the frtendstup 
lng the fnend s~mth~t Importance Involves (among other tlungs) benefit 
s:~.le y t th P Y because he IS ones fnend and purely for hts own 
Accord~g :~ ISI:r~~lSely whilt the v;rspechve of unpilttiahty forbzds 

e benefits ones fnend only because. from an 
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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 
emotional detachment not compatible with true friendship. 

VII 

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.16 

l have 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 
impartiality. 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 
thought of as operating from a moral principle which tells him that the 
given 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 
testing his proposed action against the principle in question and, f"mding 
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 tlte :illeged principle is seen as central to the con· 
side rations on the basis of which the agent acts. 

In confronting this line of thought I aim to say something about the 
moral epistemology of impartiality ln relation to acting in regard to the 
friend's good. In what way does the principle of impartiolity be>r on 
action done from friendship? More precisely, how ore we to undersl.lnd 
or portray the fact (for which I have argued) that lmp3rli3lily f3ils to 
apply to normal contexts of friendship? What Is U1e correct 
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conceptuahzat10n of the way that someone actmg out of regard for Ius 
fnend's good takes account of tlus fact of the lumt of Imparttahty? 

Fust, m general, even 1f the moral pnnc1ple m quesl!on IS enviSaged 
to play some role m the agent's act10n, the role IS not that of a con· 
Sideralton on the baSis of which the agent acts It IS eVIdent that in most 
nonnal SituatiOns of actmg from fnendsh1p the agent neither acts from 
the thought, 'My fnend needs help and m Situations such as tlus one II 
IS morally penniSSible to offer that help', nor does he normally test the 
proposed action agamst a pnnc1ple wluch specifies when 11 IS permiSSible 
to Ignore, or to fail to giVe equal weight to, the mterests of those m the 
range of !us beneficence (Nor, as 1 have been argumg, IS 11 morally 
appropnate for hun to do Cllher of these tlungs ) 

The most that can be clauned here IS that the fact that the giVen 
cucumstances are ones m wluch 1t ts morally penrutted to act wtthout 
lakmg mto account the mterests of others whom one nughl help forms 
a sort of background conditiOn to the consctenhous person's actmg 
from fnendslup That "• If the person contemplatmg an act of fnend· 
shtp believed that there were constderahons of an unpart1al nature 
wluch needed to be taken mto account, then he would not act until he 
had taken account of those constderattons The agent must therefore 
belteve that there are not such constderattons, m order for tum to act 
from the d~rect thought of hiS fnend's need In thiS sense the absence of 
canstderattons of unpartlahty forms a background condttton for hts 
actton- a necessary condthon of tus bemg motivated m the way he IS 

- but LS not part of the constderat10ns whtch he actually bnngs to bear 
on the sttuahon or proposed action 

A non moral analogy here would be that 1t 1s a necessary or back· 
ground condttton or my playmg a certam record whtch I want to hear 
on my record player that I do not beheve that domg so will hann mY 
record or my record pb.yer But thiS does not mean that m contem· 
pbtmg whether to play the record I ask myself or mvesttgate whether 
pl.lymg it will have these effects 

Thus the most that can be clauned about the alleged htgher·order 
morill pnnctplc IS th::at it be a necessary condttmn of the morally 
co~sctenttous agent actmg dueeUy and solely from fnendshtp that he 
no ;egard the prmctple as forbtddmg hts action But thts ts much 
~oe:tb cr thanh saymg tllat the agent does, or should bnng the pnnctple 
wh1c~3~eo~ts 1S sttuatiDn or that It b a considera;lon on the basts of 

A stcond pomt ls that the alleged pnnclple mvolvcd here cannot be a 
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prmc•ple of unparbal!ty. For 1t IS a pnnc1ple whose function IS to 
specify the range of apphcahon of the pnnc1ple of Impartiality It IS not 
so much a higher-order pnnc1ple than the pnnc1ple of unparbal1ty 
Itself, but rather 1s simply a specificatiOn of the types of Situation to 
wluch that prmciple applies 

It •s even m1sleadmg to regard such a pnnc1ple as one of 'moral 
perrmmbiltty' (spec1fymg that m such and such ctrcumstances 11 IS 
morally permiSSible to give preference to the wants and needs of one's 
fnends), for th1s unphes that there IS some question or doubt regarding 
the morality of actmg out of fnendsh1p, a questiOn to which the 
prmc•ple proVIdes a response But m most cases of actmg out of fnend­
slup there Is no such questiOn at all Tius IS the pomt I have been 
concemed to emphasiZe normal SituatiOns of giVIng support, help, or 
comfort to a fnend are sunply ones to wluch the only morally relevant 
conSideratiOn IS a regard to the fnend's good 

One can unagme Situations m whiCh there does seem some moral 
questmn regardmg the perm•ssibthty of actmg for the benefit of one's 
fnend and 1gnonng or gmng less cons1derallon to the mterests of others 
In such Situal!ons It makes sense to speak of consultmg a pnnc•ple 
Winch helps to decide whether 1t 1s morally pemuss1ble to benefit our 
fnends But these are not typical of the normal ctrcumstances of 
fnendsh1p (Even If the pnnciple were piCtured as a pnnc1ple spec1fymg 
mora] permissibi!Ity, 11 would sttll not be a pnnc1ple of unpar!Iahty 
Itself Rather, 1t would say that actmns of a certam sort faded to 
contravene a pnnc1ple of Imparbahty ) 

Further, not only are we not dealing here with a prmc1ple of unpar­
IJahty (hence not a Kant.Ian pnnc1ple), but 11 IS even nusleadmg to 
portray what one knows, when one knows (as a background condition 
of one's actmn) that a given s1tuatmn IS not one m wh1ch 1mpart.ahty 
IS demanded of one, as a moral pnnclple at all, e g • one of a higher 
order than tmparbahty It IS rather knowledge of how a particular 
moral pnnc1ple IS to be applied, of what 1ts range of apphcat1on IS Tius 
knowledge IS presupposed m J..nowmg how to apply the pnnc1ple at all 
If a specificatiOn of the range of apphcab1hty of a pnnc1ple were Itself 
~moral pnnclplc, we would be caught m an mfimte regress, for then 

1" prmclple would In turn have Jts range of apphcabthty whose spccl 
fieahon would conslitute anoU1cr moral pnnc1ple, and so on 

If II Is granted that the pnnclple oflmpart1ahty IS lim• ted m Its range 
of appll<::~lion to c<rtaln sorts of s1tuauons (and then to persons "ho 
hold only certain positions within those suuat10ns), and lflt b gran ltd 
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that these sttuattons do not normally compnse the usual contexts ~f 
fnendshtp, then 11 can readdy be granted that to bebeve that ones 
sttuatmn ts not one 10 whtch tmparttabty Is apphcable ts not to bebeve 
somethmg on the basts of appbcallon of a moral pnnctple In factttts a 
form of understandmg whtch, m be10g presupposed m knOWing bow to 
apply the pr10ctplc of unparttahty at all, ts part of what 11 IS to be a 
competent moral agent 11 

Thus, to summanze, the Kanllan vtew ts unable to accommodate the 
fact thatm normal contexts of fnendshtp tits appropnate to act for the 
fnend's benefit Wtthout haYing to Ylndtcatc that actton from a perspec­
tive of unparllabty For the fact that one need not Ylndtcate one's 
actton ts not a constderatton wluch one acts from, consults, or bnngs to 
bear on one's action, nor, m any case, 1s tlus conuderat.lon a moral 
prmetple ttself, much less one haYing the character of tmparttabty 

VIII 

What does morabty demand of us• The upshot of tlus chapter ts that tl 
does not demand of us that we regard aU our proposed actions from an 
unparttal perspecllve In tlus sense Kantlamsm fads to define 'the moral 
pomt of YICW' For 10 areas of hfe m wluch tmparttaltty ts not applic­
able, other constderattons wdl from a moral pomt of VIeW be appro­
pnate and wbd So It wdl be proper to act for the sake of one's frtend's 
good stmply as such, mdependent of the v10dreatton of such action 
from an tmparttal potnt ofvtew 

This means also that fnendshtp as a central human endeavor does 
not requ1re a moral vmdu:at1on, 1n the sense of a JUStlficatJon according 
to Impersonal and untversal prmctples The personaltmportance whtch 
fnendslnp has to us hes outstde of thts moral framework In my argu 
ment I have focused prunardy on one particular aspect of fnendslup, 
n(amcly actmg for the good of one's fnend But that aspect ts central to 
htho.?gh hardly exhaustive ol) the run Slgmrreance whrell fnendshtp 

as •Dr us personally 

~e argument made here about fnendslup could m fact have been 
~~ e ~;th regard to many penonal proJects or mvolvements of ours 
0}":~1 ~y arg~ment IS nght,Impartaabty Is hm1ted to particular sorts 

e~ 1• we 0 not VIolate Its stnctures 1n many situations m whJch 
7n~~:pb:n~~sue an endeavour or unportance to us wh1ch does not 

1ng others In th1s way my argument1s meant to counter 
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a sort of ovennoralized 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 a 
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 
unpartiality need to be taken into account. People sometimes act 
U~thinkingly from friendship, in neglect of a broader perspective which 
btds them to take account of others in the potential range of their 
beneficence. Or they may rationalize and convince themselves that a 
rule 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 
fnendship does in a way pose a range of anti·moral temptations. Never­
~eless the central thesis of this chapter is not touched by such con· 
S!derations, namely that in normal situations of comforting, helping, 
advising, sympathizing with, being concerned for, supporting, being 
glad for a friend, the impartial perspective is neither required nor 
appropriate. 

. On the other hand, and this point will be taken up at greater length 
tn the next chapter, our sense that it is improper to neglect the interests 
of others because of a too-exclusive focus on one's friends Is not 
Prororly accounted for wholly, or even primarily, by imparti:tlity; 
rather it has to do wiUt proper, or even obligatory,levels of beneficence 
towards others. The moral proprieties here do not in themselves have 
•?Ything to do with friendship, but exist as a range of moral considera· 
lions in their own right. That is, it is improper or wrong to pay too 
httle attention, or to give too little of one's concern, to Ute sood of 
strangers, \\hether or not one fails to do so because ofp•ying 0\errnueh 
attention to Ute good of one's friends. 
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Fmally, my argument is not meant to deny the fundamental moral 
truth m the notion that each person's good IS as worthy of pursuits as 
is any other's. For example, m the area of social arrangements it would 
be wrong to favor a pohcy which promoted only one's own or one's 
friends' mterests, unless doing so could be vindtcated by impersonal 
criteria, such as, e g., the considerations that one's own group had in 
the past been unduly neglected m other comparable policies. The 
question IS only how this truth IS to be reflected m the actions and 
dehberatlons of an Individual moral agent. What 1 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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IV 

FRIENDSHIP AS 
A MORAL PHENOMENON 

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, 
I 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 I will 
examine friendship as a moral phenomenon in its own right, and will 
discuss conceptions of friendship which would deny its moral 
significance. 

Friendship is a largely unfamiliar territory for modern moral philo· 
sophy, dommated as it has been by Kantian concerns or with utili!· 
arianism, neither of which is hospitable to particular relationships 
Which are both personally and morally significant. For example, con· 
temporary emphasis on conduct which is morally requued of us, or on 
considerations which we are required to take into account, does not 
easily allow for a focus on fnendship as an arena for morally good, yet 
not morally obligatory, behovior and sentiments. 

Let me begin wtth two central claims. The first is that, other things 
being equal, nets of friendship are momliy good insofar as they Involve 
ncting from regard for another person for his own sake. TI1is does not 
mean that every nltruistie act within a friendship is morally admirable 
or praiseworthy. Some forms or considerateness towards one's friend, 
or Willingness to help, are such that their absence would const•tute • 
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moral fa~ure and the!! presence merely someUung wh1ch IS to be 
expected of ~ fnend So acts can be morally s1gmficant though not 
morally pr:usewarthy, and Uus IS what I mean by saymg that any 
actmn done out of regard for the fnend for Ius own sake IS morally 
good It 1s analogous to saymg that every duttful act IS morally good 
although some are such that performmg them IS only what IS to be 
expected, whereas fa~ure to perform them IS blameworthy 

Second, the deeper and stronger the concern for the fnend - the 
stronger the deme and w~hngness to act on behalf of the fnend's good 
- the greater the degree of moral worth (agam, other thmgs be1ng 
equal) Thus a fnendsh1p wh1ch mvolves o very deep and genu me regard 
for the fnend's good IS a morally excellent relattonsh1p 

The argument that fnendslup IS, or can be, a source of moral excel 
lence beguJS best With an ex:unple of what such a fnendsh1p nughtlook 
hke Kate and Sue are fnends Both are clencal workers tn the same 
large msurance finn Sue IS a qmet, thoughtful and somewhat moody 
person, Kate IS cheery and outgomg 

Sue and Kate enJOY each other's company They enjoy talktng about 
people they know and events that take place m the office They appre 
CJate and value quahhes they see m each other Kate feels she learns a 
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 ts 
m such moods Sue IS not naturally or readtly open about what tS 

bothenng her • but Kate has learned how to draw her out when she feels 
that Sue wants to talk Sometunes she pushes Sue too hard and IS 

rebuffed by her, m a not espectally sens1hve way Kate 1s hurt by such 
rebuffs But more often Sue ts glad to have such a good fnend to talk 
t~it"d IS grateful for Kate's concern for her, and for Kate's tmhahve in 
g mg her to talk Sometunes Kate can cheer Sue up JUSt by bemg 
che~rful herself (as she naturally ts anyway) but she often senses when 
sue a mood would not be appropnate ' 
th Kate and Sue are comfortable With each other They feel able to 'be 
~mselvcs' Wtth each other, more so than With most other people 
froeyt'trusltleach other and do not feel that they need to 'keep up a good 

n w t 1 one anothe Th al 
matters whtch t e r e women trust each other wtth person 
know u 1 th ~y do not usually diScuss With their husbands TheY 
the con~denc: ~nv~; Will treat the matter senously, and wt.ll not breach 
be helpful to the 0 't'ed Titey know each other well and know hoW to 

lhcr m dtscusstng Ulhm::tte personal matters TiteY 
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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. ln 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 
Sue's needs and feelings from her own to overcome tendencies to 
distort. ' 

1 have attempted here to describe a friendship which is both realistic 
(i.e., 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 
knowledge, trust, and intimacy. One understands one'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 Js 
more sensitive to one's friend's needs and wants than one is to non­
friends. In genuine friendship one comes to have a close identification 
With tl1e sood of the other person, on occurrence which is gener31!y 
much rarer and at o much shallower level witll other people. 

In oddition one gives much of oneself, unself1shly, to one's friend. 
•• part of caring for him. One tal:es t11u for panted and does not 
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typically regard tt as a sacnficc, thts IS because one docs care about the' 
fnend, and not because one IS motivated by self-mterest The level of 
self g1vmg IS generally much greater, though also of a different nature, 
than With non fnends All these aspects of fncndsh1p arc of great morol 
worth and Slgmficance I will refer to these aspects generally as 'deep 
carmg and Jdent1ficat10n With the good of the other' 

The canng m such a fnendshtp ranges over a penod of hme and 1 

mvolves a comrrutment mto the future Kate and Sue know that neither 
one will Simply dnft away from the other. TI1ey Will stick by each 
other TI!Cir carmg means that 1f trouble anses between them, they w1ll 
try to work 1t through Of course they know that, human eXIStence 
bemg what It IS, there 1s always a pOsSlbU!ty of some kind of breach 
that would dnve them apart But thiS pomb1hty " not translated mto 
any actual dts.tancmg of themselves from one another, or mto self· 
protection through 'lowermg one's expectations • In fact, each expects 
the other's care, concern, and comrrutment to extend mto the fore 
seeable future, tlus IS a source of deep comfort and JOY to both of 
them, though they are seldom aware of 1t exphc1tly 

It IS not the wu!mg self g1vmg whtch " by 1tse!f the ground of the 
moral excellence of fnendslup, but only the self grvmg whtch takes 
place Wtthm a relationship m wluch one genumely understands and 
knows the other person, and understands one's separateness from htm 
For under the mfluence of a romantic passton one nught be willmg to 
do all sorts of thmgs for the other person, to sacnfice for hun But this 
passion, and 1ts assoctated dtspos1bon to act for the sake of the other • 
rrught be superfictal, though very mtense It IS not grounded m a real 
knowledge and understandmg of the other and of one's relatlonstup to 
the other • such as exiSts m the example ~f Kate and Sue Jn such a 
tasston one not only gives of oneself- whtch 1s morally mentonous-

ut 00:· as It Were, gJ.ves oneself away And as many wnters have 
~mt~ 0~1• this &lVlng oneself away - fathng ;o retam a clear sense of 

e 0 er 5 otherness. and or one"s own separateness and mtegnty as 3 

!:~sabn- can stem not only from romantic passion or mfatuatlon, but 
........ e an mtegral part r l 
be a settled tendenc 0 ong standmg an.d stable relattonslups, and c;n 

We c:m S3.y, 111 ~uWlthm an tndtVldual sway ohelat.J.ng to others 
Involves a ht 1 mmary, that the moral excellence of fnendslup 
emotions or gh evel Of development and expreSSIOn of the altrUIStiC 
tdenttficatlon ~rr;::a:}:Y• concern, and care - a deep canng for and 
cle:nly to be other e good of another from whom one knows oncsetr 
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II 

Let us consider some conceptions of friendship which would deny its 
moral significance. 

On the first conception, friendship ls pictured as a sort of natural 
process, as something which merely happens to one. In one's life one 
runs 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 ls nothing special about it, rather it is simply a natural part 
of human life, not a particular achlevement or a matter of something 
whlch 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. Titey exist 
or occur; they are Jived, experienced, and they change; but they 
are not controlled.2 

Thus friendshlp cannot be a moral excellence, because it Is not the sort 
of thing on whlch we exercise moral control and agency. 

There are several things deeply wrong with litis picture of friendsllip 
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 differently, and 
some of these differences are morally significant. In particular lite levels 
of caring for and giving of oneself to one's friends are very different 
among dtfferent people (and within the same person's friendships). 

1 might have a genuine friend, someone whom I genuinely llke 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 weD, hope for good things for him, 
and am willing to do some things for him, et-en if they Inconvenience 
me to some extent. But I do not gh-c much of myself to him. Perhaps 1 
do not even know him very \\"t"U, and do not make an effort to do so. 
1 do not in any very slgnincant way identify \\ith his !;03ls and asplra· 
lions. nor substanually desire his good for lis own sake. 

TI•e~ is nol ne«ssarily anylhing.,.,~ong wllh this friendship. l'orlups, 
C\Cn if 1 could care more about my friend. I do not wislt to do so We 
understand coch oU•er's feelints on<l neither would want the rcbUonsldp 
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to be more than 1t1S There lS nothmg blameworthy here 
Nevertheless, thlS fnendsh1p lS ev1dently not at the personal and 

moral level of Kate and Sue's fnendsh1p It mvolves much less ll1 the 
way of canng, of the g1vmg of oneself to the other, of the transcend 
ence of self mvolved m the deep !dent1ficahon mth the other's good, of 
the level of conSiderateness, sympathy, and concern mvolved ll1 Kate 
and Sue's fnendslup 

We all, I would thmk, can recogmze that we have fnendstups at 
dJ.ffenng levels of commttment, care, and concern Though all genume 
human canng has moral worth and stgmficance, ts 1t nat evtdent that a 
deeper level of canng mvalves greater moral worth? Such canng, far 
from bemg a natural process. ts difficult to achJeve, and ts not really so 
common ltmvolves gettmg outSide oneself, bemg able to focus clearly 
on and to know another person It mvolves bemg WJ.lhng to pve of 
oneself, and m a way which ts not sun ply expenenced as self sacnfice 
or self dental It mvolves overconung wttlun oneself obstacles, defenses, 
or datort10ns wtuch prevent the deep carmg for the other (And tlus 
will generally mvolve some kmd of shared process Wlth the other 
person) 

Not only are there vanat10ns of moral level wtttun one's own fnend 
shtps, but 1t 1s also true that people may vary greatly among themselves 
m tlus regard Some people are generally more canng, glVlng helpful, 
and constderate towards theu fnends than are others 

Ill 

Thus some people may have no fnendslups of a lugh level of moral 
excellence And as Anstotle recogruzed, some people may actually be 
lncap3.ble of such fnendshtps A truly selfish person could not h:Jve 
fnends m the fullest sense If he were genumely able to care for another 
person for hlS own sake, tf he were able to pve much of h1.mself to the 
ohther freely and for hlS own sake, based on a genume understandmg of 

1m then he would not be selfish 

It 15 true that selfish people can be very attached to one or another 
person, e g • 3 spouse or fnend But It seems that such a fnendslllp 
coul~ot be a fnendslup of the most morally excellent kmd The 
~t~:1c ent or fncndshtp would be too grounded m self centred con 
on e~:tlons Thus a setnsh man could be very attached to lus wife, dote 

r, and In some ways do a lot for her But thlS 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. 3 

Nevertheless, it would be wrong to say that a selfiSh person cannot 
really have friends at all, in any sense of the term. Forfust of all there 
ar~ important aspects of friendship besides caring for the other, i.e., 
•~JOYing being With the other person or sharing certain kinds of activities 
Wtth 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 
Vl_ith. Second, even a selfish person can wish another well, be well­
disposed towards another. (Here we have to keep in mind the difference 
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 the;e is something wrong with the conception 
that _friendships happen, so to speak, naturally, without our moral inter­
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 
for his own sake. Friendship thus involves an orientation of our (moral) 
selves towards another person rather than a process which merely 
happens to us and which (in M~yo'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~ral 
:rects of ourselves, as Mayo implies. Rather friendship is an expressiOn 

n:or:I! activity on our part - of a type of regard for another person, 
3 slvmg of oneself, and a caring for another for his own sake. 

IV 

ln_lhe case of Kate and Sue the 'moral actirity' involved in the fricnd-
slllp · · ' 1 f . be ts espectally evident. For 1 h3\·e described the deep leve o C'lnns 

h\·ecn the women us an outcome of effort and struf,!;le, and hence .u 
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a kmd of moralachtevcment Certamly, attammg a deep level of fnend 
slup, m wluch the parlles mean a great deal to one another and care 
deeply for one another, often mvolves obstacles and dtffieulbcs, the 
overconung of wluch requues effort One fncnd dtsoppmnts the other, 
or feels Jet down by hun, they misunderstand each other, they quarrel 
and feel that there are msuperable barners between them Such happen 
mgs wttlun the Justo!)' of a fnendslup can lead to • dtstoncmg ond 
weakenmg of the bonds between the fnends Or they can constitute 
tests of the relattonslup, whtch ultunately strengthen the ttes and 
deepen the meanmg of Ute fnendslup The fnends con make the effort 
to recllfy or to correct a misunderstanding, to struggle to aclueve the 
greater mutual understanding wlueh wtll prevent such diSappomtments 
and miSunderstandmgs m the future 

It IS dtfficult to conce!Ve of a deep fnendslup whtch does not mvolve 
some such effort and struggle Nevertheless, 1t IS not such effort and 
struggle m Its own nght wluch grounds the moral stgruficance of fnend 
slup For one thmg fnendshtps wluch mvolve somethmg hke the same 
level of carmg do dtffer m the amount of effort and struggle whtch has 
gone mto them, and 1 would argue. 1t 1s not the effort and struggle but 
the level of canng Itself wluch prunardy deterrmnes the level of moral 
value m the fnendslup 1t 1s the genume care for another person wh1ch 
constitutes a moral act1v1ty of the self, not pnmanly the exert.J.on of 
will or effort Which nught have gone mto Ute development of that 
canng In carmg we as 1t were go out from ourselves to another person, 
We g1ve of ourselves we affirm the fnend m lu.s own nght These pro­
cesses cannot be portrayed as sometlung wluch merely happens to us 
or wluch we sunply expenence, as 1s, e g , fmdmg ourselves attracted to 
someone And so effort and W1ll are not reqmred for the acbvttY 
essentul to morahty 5 nus 1s not to exclude the poss1b1..hty however, 
that effort and will could be a further source of moral value :n a fnend 
slup beyond (though also requmng as a condition of Uus moral value) 
the canng mvolved 

b Thus m a fnendslup m wluch the parties care deeply for each other 
ut m wluch the relallonslup has developed Without much pam d.Jffi 

culty, effort, and struggle, there IS sWl great moral ment m the ca;mg 6 
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v 

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. Titis 
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. 7 

Thus the sense ofidentification 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 
good 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 appre>­
priate to a kind of symbiotic attachment to another person (in which 
one has no clear sense of a self separate from the other, and in which 
one lives through the other so that, in that sense, his pleasures arc one's 
own). Such an attachment c:~n be of great importance to the person, 
of great emotional intensity, and can take on some of the forms of 
friendship- but is not atoll friendship in the fullest sense. • 

In arguing tho! Kote cores for her friend Sue for Sue's soke ond not 
for Kote's own, that Kote is a wore of Sue in her otherness from herS< If, 
ond that Kote {tives of herself to Sue, I am not orguing tho! Kote sacri· 
fices herself for Sue. Nor am I arguin& thJt \\hen she octs for K~te's 
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good, she acts m a manner unconnected With her own mterests She 
acts altrmsbc:illy m the sense that her act10ns are mollvated by genume 
concern for her fnend's weal and woe for tts own sake, but not m the 
(more famtltar} sense m wluch tl unphes actmg m dtsregard of or con 
trary to one's own mtercsts (see p 10) But tlus ts, partly, to say that 
the terms 'egoiSm' and 'altruism' as usually understood serve us ill m 
descnbmg acllng from fnendslup Let us explore thts further 

Fnendshtp mvolves persons bemg bound up wtth one another The 
dlfferent sorts of emobons and feehngs whtch the fnends have towards 
one another get theu mearung and stgmficance from the entue relatiOn 
shtp of whtch they are a part 9 In canng about the weal and woe of my 
fnend Dave tt ts mtegral to the nature of tlus canng that tt be for some 
one whom I hke whom I know hkes me, who cares about my weal and 
woe, whom I trust, who 1s personally 1mportant to me, who cares about 
our fnendslup, etc In acttng from fnendshtp towards Dave I express 
my acknowledgment of a relattonshtp whtch mcludes :ill these feehngs 
and att1tudes Tlus 1s why the canng and the acts of beneficence m 
fnendslup are not separate from my own mterests, from what IS per 
sonally a good to me, 1t 1s not, m that sense, "dtsmterested' In fact 
fnendsh.Jp 1s a context m wh1ch the Wvtsmn between self mterest and 
other mterest ts often not apphcab\e The fnendshtp ttself defmes what 
IS o£ unportance to me, and m that sense what 15 m my mterest In that 
sense 1 do not generally sacnfice my own mterest m actmg for the good 
of my fnend I act Wlth a sense of the fnendshtp's unportance to me, 
even though 1t Is the fnend whose benefit 1 duectly aun at (1 e , wh1ch 
IS my motive for actmg) and not my own 

It IS not that m acting for the fnend's good I am actmg from a com 
btnatlon of altrutsttc and egotsbc mot.lves, e g, that I am both dts 
~t1erested.ly concerned Wtth my fnend's good, yet 1 also enJOY actmg to 

e P hun Nor am I actmg from the fanner mohve m combmatJon Wlth 
actmg m order to preserve the fnendslup (wluch 1 am conce1vmg to be 
of benefit to me) norm combtnalton With the thought that my fnend 
Wlll be led to be more hkely to benefit me m the future These latter 
three portrayals mvolve poSSible mottvattons, whtch can be seen as a 
combmahon of an egotshc and an altruistic motive, but they are not 
accurate portrayals of our typtcal beneficent acts of fnendshtp 

The way m Whtch the value to me of my fnendshtp Wlth D3ve figures 
m~ ;:'{ acttng for lus good 1s not Js a consideration for the sake of 
w tlc a~t Nor is my hkJng of llivc a hklng to do or enJOY doing every 
ac on w ch promotes his good Rather, these figure 1n as a context of 
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meaning of my action. Titey are background conditions of my being 
motivated to act for the sake of Dave's good. I am not doing less than 
acting fuUy for the sake of his good, and in that sense altruistically. 

The notion of sacrifice implies an interest which the agent forgoes in 
order to promote sometiting 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.)10 

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 concern involved in friendship, 
namely that one would not have the concern if the other were not one's 
friend. The friendship, with aU it involves, is a necessary condition for 
the concern, even if the concern 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. nus line of 
thinking, which I will call 'universalist,' is given a particularly stringent 
expression in Kierkegaard's Works of Love. He says that Jove 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. 11 

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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defictent as a moral attttude towards another person Titough Kant 
hunself does not soy thts m hts own dtscusstons of fnendshtp (wluch 
are generally senSitive and senstblc ), 12 1t can be seen as an extension of 
some themes wtthm the Kanttan outlook, m parttcular the focus on 
uruversaltty and unparttaltty m the moral attttudes we take towards 
others On thts vtew condtttonal altrutsm would be, though not wtthout 
value, yet wtthout the full moral value that a umversahsltc altrutsm 
would have 

The consequences of tlus challenge to condtttonal altrutsm go far 
beyond the moral stgruficance of fnendslup ttself For there are many 
sorts of spectal attaclunents, connectiOns, and relattonslups between 
people - such as farruly member, ne1ghbor (m the non Chnst1an sense), 
fellow worker, comrade, fellow member (of vanous orgamzatJOns), 
member of same ethntc group of commumty, regular frequenter of the 
same pub~ fellow ctllzen or countryman - which can be sources of a 
stronger sympathy, concern, and wllhngness to help one another than 
nught exiSt m theu absence 13 The spectal connection or relatlonslup ts 
a condition of the altrutsm, wluch ts therefore not purely untversahstlc 

Thus the tssue here 1s at the core of the moral stgruficance of the 
altrmshc emollons themselves For these special connections grve nse to 
sympathy, compassion, and concern, and on the VIew wh1ch I am 
puttmg forth here these are morally good, mdependent of how they 
have ansen and whether they would eXIst towards the person m ques 
hen m the absence of those special cucumstances or relattonslups 

VII 

Let us then exanune the umversalJstchallenge to all condJtmnal altruism, 
or altruum based on special relahonslups On my VIew such condJttonal 
altru1sm does mvolve concern for the other for hts 0~ sake The fact 
th3t tf he were not our fnend we would not have tlus concern for lum 
does not mean that tt 1s not for tus own sake that we care about lurn 
What detracts from such concern 15 only 1f the regard to the other's 
goo~ stems prunanly from self-concern One could be concerned about 
:e~ fnend Joe prunanly because how Joe IS domg reflects on oneself 
who ~:;:~;~others ~ne could be mvolved m helpmg poor persons 
th rs of one 5 elhmc group pnrnanly because one feels that 
an~ e:te~ce of such persons reOects badly on the group as a whole, 

ere ore on oneself 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 concern with oneself rather than with the 
other. 

On the other hand, if an II ali an 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 relallonship 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 concern for those within 
the relationship; one may be not so much genuinely concerned with 
their good as with hating or opposing those outside it. (Yet this connec· 
lion 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 concern is genuine 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 alwoys involves a negative attitude 
towards those who do not S.ltisfy the condition. If this were true it 
would be a reason for reg:uding condUional altruism :1.s a whole as 
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fundamentally defechve But 11 clearly IS not true A person may be 
deeply devoted to the welfare of the ltahan commumty Without bemg 
susp1c1ous of, or wtshmg the harm of, non ltahans He may even wtsh 
well for non Itahan commumt~es and recogruze the wortluncss of thelf 
aspuahons, though he does not have the actual concern for them wluch 
he has for hiS own commumty Sympathy for the mterests of other 
groups could fa~rly naturally grow from concern for the mtercsts of one 
group Cond!t1onal altruiSm merely 1mphes not bemg as concerned 
about the good of those who do not sahsfy the condJ!JOn as one IS 

about those who do It does not necessanly mvolve haVIng an altitUde 
towards those who do not wluch 1S m Itself morally deficient 

It ts tmportant to recogmze that genume devotion to a particular 
group- family, ne1ghborhood, ethruc commumty, ethmc group, club­
IS m Itself morally good, and becomes morally suspect only when 11 
mvolves a defictent stance towards others It 1S morally good m that tt 
mvolves (among other !lungs) an adnurable degree of sympathy, com 
pass1on, and concern for others Moral philosophy ought to be able to 
pve expression to the moral value of such an attstude, and an exc!ustvely 
umversahst perspecttve cannot do so 

On the other hand, the pitfalls of such conditional altrmsm should 
not be tgnored The connection between concern for those who satisfy 
the condition and opposthon to those who do not ts often no mere 
comctdence For example, m a sttuatton of scarce resources, devobon 
to one group competmg for those resources can well mean oppoSltiOn 
to others, and tlus can easily mvolve blameworthy attttudes towards 
these other people (It should be noted, however, that merely compet 
mg agamst other groups for resources which one desues for one's own 
lS not m Itself reprehenstble It becomes so only tf one etther competes 
man unfair or despicable way, or tf, as 1s unfortunately too natural, 
one comes to develop UnJustified and negative attitudes towards the 
otller group) Moreover, in some s1tuat10ns alleged devotion to the 
:elf are of one group can, as tlungs stand, mean little more than hatred 

rluoppositlon to groups outside Devotion to the welfare of wlutes as 
w tes m Amenca would be an example of tlus there lS VIrtually no 
r~ r~: tlus to be a genumely altrUtSllc attitude• or for tt really to be 
o er tuan opposttmn to non-wlutes ' 
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VIII 

On the univcrs31ist view, one cares for the other in a fully morally 
appropriate manner only when one cares for him simply as a 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 oU1er in the absence of the speci31 connec­
tions does not detract from its full mor31 value. 

This is in no way to deny that it is mor3lly good to have altruistic 
attitudes towards those With whom one has no special relationship; 
indeed such attitudes must be centr31 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 those 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 relationslup; 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 articulatlon), and, in any case, 
their exceptlonal 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 altruistlc attitudes towards strangers, or towards others in 
abstraction from the special relationships m which we stand to them. 
This 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 no!ton of concern for 
Others simply as human beings is similarly incomplete. For both are 
signlncant forms of our concern for others for their own sake, and it is 
this Which has moral value.14 
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IX 

nus chapter has mvest1gated fncndslup as a morol phenomenon The 
run moral dunenslons of fnendshlp are difficult, If not ImpOSSible, to 
focus on wtllun a Kant1an framework, With 11s emphasts on obligatory 
conduct, on 1111personal cons1derat1ons, on umvcrsal attitudes I have 
been particularly concerned to show that fnendslup can be morally 
excellent and not merely, as argued m chapter 111, morally legttunate, 
But, m addlt1on, aU fnendslups are morally good to the extent that 
they mvolve a genmne concern wtth the good of another for Ius own 
sake (and, m that sense,mvolve self-transcendence) 

In emphastZtng, m contrast to the Kanltan vtew, the moral dlmen· 
stons of fnendsh1p, I want to avo1d on the other stde an ovennorabzed 
vtew of fnendslup, and of 11s personal and human s1gmficance One 
such v1ew sees the concern for the fnend's good as the central element 
m fnendslup, downplaymg or neglecttng the bktng of the fnend, the 
destre to be With !urn, the enjoyment of shared act1vtl1es, etc IS 

A second overmorabzed vtew sees fnendshtp, or at least the htghest 
forms of 11, as havtng tis grounds, tis object, or the source of connectton 
between the fnends pnmardy m the fnend's moral quabttes and charac· 
ter, Anstotle, for example, seems to hold tlus vtew ut hiS d!Scusston ut 
Ntchomachean Erhrcs 

I argued tn chapter II that IllS no defect of personal feelrngs that 
they fat! to have such moral grounding The same argument holds for 
fnendslups To make the fnend's moral character the central feature of 
fnendshtp IS to neglect too much the shared lrktng and canng (and 
mutual recognttton of these by the fnends) and the shared acttVIttes tn 

whtch ,these are expressed These features, though not unrelated to a 
persons moral character, are not pnmanly grounded an Utem eather 

One does not need to regard someone as a vntuous person m order 
to care for hun as a fnend, nor, sn canng for btm for h1s own sake need 
one focus prunanly on whatever morally VIrtuous quaht1es he has 16 

The arguments or thiS chapter and the prevtous one have also borne, 
directly and mdtrectly, on the allruiSbc emotions tn general Most 
obVIously, fnendshtp IS a relallonshtp tn whtch sympathy and concern 
Dounsh, and an argument that beneficence prompted by frtendshtp IS 

morally good IS an argument that beneficence prompted by allruJSIIC 
•~olton IS morally good Related to thts, the argument that condlttonal 
a truiSm or altruism stemmmg from spectal relattonslups IS morally 
good bears dllectly on many, though by no means all, forms ofaltruiSitc 
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emotion. In the background of these arguments is the argument of 
chapter IJI, 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 Kant1an 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 self­
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 I 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. 17 

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 
actmg 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 OYm interests, comfort, 
or convenience, for the sake of anothcr•s good. 
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DIRECT ALTRUISM, 
UNIVERSALIZABILITY, 

AND CONSISTENCY 

The next three chapters articulate a VIeW of the nature of morality 
wluch bnngs out and exphcates the moral value of altruiSllC emol!ons 
The present chapter focuses on the nature of moral action and of 
altruistic emotions as mollves to action 

Let us begm WJ.th the 'duect altruism' VleW, which states one way Ul 
wluch an action can have moral worth, or be morally good Aceordmg 
to thiS VIeW an acllon" morally good (other tlung. bemg equal) msofar 
as 1t IS mollvated by a regard for the good of others (To Simplify 
matters let us assume th::~.t the act succeeds m bnngmg about the good 
wluch the agent mtends) A shorthand statement of the ducct altrmsnt 
VIeW IS that an action IS morally good 1f 1t IS altruistic (other tlungs 
bemgequal) 

The direct altruism VIeW lS not mtended as a full account of right 
action, but rather as a partial vtew of morally good achon Other 
features of altrursttcally motivated acts can count ag:nnst then moral 
goodness So duect altnnsm clatms to arhculatc only a pnma facie or 
ceterrs parrbus aspect of moral worthy actton Nevertheless tlus aspect 
forms the basts of the moral value of a w1de range of (altrutstlc) VIrtues 
comp:1sston, kindness, sympathy, thoughtfulness, gcnerostty, 
benevolence, constdcratcness 

To say that a duectly altrutstlc action ts morally good is not to say 
Uta\ the a&ent Is necessanly pr:meworthy or adrrurable for perfornung. 
It Dm~ctly altrutshc achons mclude those whtch 1t Is blameworthy, 
mdeccnt, mconstderate, or reprchenstblc to fatl to perform The ducct 
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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 intullion 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 tlze Basis of Morality), 
but only that it states a 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 fumly reject ethical egoism - the view that our only reasons for 
action lie m the promotion of our own interests, however broadly 
construed. Both portray morality as bidding us to take the interests of 
others into account. Yet, r will 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 one. 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 essentl•lly like 
his own). Ill orality demands of an agent's principles, and actions which 
•rc b•scd on them, tl12t they be applic•blc to oil 3£"015, includmg 
himself In tl•• future. 

111is hnc or thought pl•ces the nouons or~:,n<Tallr)',llllh'tT$3/t~·· or 
Ulli>·ttulcal>ilt~•·. conslftmt)', and a certain conception of rat/un3/i~•· 
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connected With these, at the center of the concephon of moral acuon 
On the Kant1an VIeW all a chon has a certam lund of structure, which 

11 " worth spellmg out explicitly When an agent acts, he acts accordmg 
to a pnnc1ple (or maxun) The same act can have d1fferent pnnc1ples, 
and the same prmc1ple can lead to different acts So for the purposes of 
assessmg the morality of an act10n, we must mclude the achon together 
With 1ts pnnc1ple E1ther unpl1c1tly or explicitly the pnnc1ple specifies 
the descnphon under wluch the act IS performed, and the mtenhon m, 
and/or reason for, performmg the act The pnnc1ple :Ilso specifies 
(agam, thlS may be unpllc1t only) the crrcumstances m wh1ch that 
achon IS to be performed, 1 e , m wh1ch the pnncip\e Itself IS applicable 
nus ent:uls a specificatiOn of the general features of the satuauon whach 
are the operatave ones for detenrumng the applacabuaty of the pnnc1ple 

On the direct altruiSm VIew, achon also has a partacular lund of 
structure The agent acts Wtth a certam conception of hls actton wluch 
mcludes a certam mtentlon The mtenbon ts to foster the good of 
another person, and hts conception of the act mcludes tts bemg one 
wluch auns to achieve tlus end The agent can also be satd to act from 
certam conSiderallons wluch are features of the g1ven sttuatiOn and 
wluch relate to the weal and woe of other persons 

The d!rect altnusm structure contrasts wtth the Kanhan structure, rn 
that mtenttonal action perronned for altruistic considerations does not, 
ac:c:ordmg to that VIew, necessanly mvolve actmg accordmg to prmc1p}es 
or maxuns Thts divergence concerns not so much the nature of moral 
actJon as the nature of actlon Itself On the Kant1an VleW ;ill acuon 
must have, or can be VIewed as haVI.ng, a particular structure, on the 
duect altrutSm VIew some actiOn (tn particular, duectly altnustic action) 
does not have tlu.s structure 

Regardmg the nature of moral action, the direct altrutsm vtew dJ.ffers 
from the Kanttan vtew m twa ways Fust 1t dentes that m order to be 
morally good an aclJ.on must be (or be reg~rded by the agent as) untver 
saltzable Second tt demes that m order to be morally good an acuon 
must bbe (or be regarded by the agent as) morally obhgalol}' or morallY 
meum ent on the agent 

Before proteedtng it IS worth makmg exphctt the unpllcat10n of tlus 
argu~ent fa~ the altru1shc emotrons Achon prompted by altruistic 
e~ on con arms to the duect illtrutsm structure Actutg from sym 
pa y, comp:ustan concern kmd t 
of regard for the ood • ness generosity all mvolve acting au 
the good of othe:S In of others They are d1frerent fonns of regard for 

acting from compassmn my reason for actmg 15 
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that I am able to reheve the woe of another Actron prompted by 
altru1shc emotmn then 1s a subset of altrmst1c actron, 1t IS not the 
whole of 1t smce an act can be dJrcctly altrurstrc yet not prompted by 
emotmn 

The dtrect altrmsm VIew 1s mtended to help articulate whallsmorally 
good about the altru1shc vutues (kmdness, compassmn, etc) The 
Kantran VIew etther demes that these are genume v1rtues, or nusmter 
prets theu nature by ass1mtlahng them to the Kanuan concepl!on of 
VIrtue 

If the dJrect altrutsm VIew 1s correct then actton from altJUJstlc 
emotron 1s morally good (other thmgs bemg equal) It 1s therefore 
necessary, m order to vmd1cate the moral s1gruficance of altrmstrc 
emotmns, to rebut the Kanttan VIew, wluch Imposes condJtmns on 
moral achon wluch most actiOn from altru•shc emoUons fails to meet 

II 

Let us begtn With an example of an altrutsUc actwn as a pomt of 
reference 

John does not own a car, pr1martly because he would fmd 1t mcon 
vement to have one m the city where he hves He would prefer to make 
do With pubhc transportaUon 'Let us 1magme that Jolu! has often passed 
by people d1gg1ng theu cars out of the snow, and has not offered to 
help 

Then Jolu! gets a Job for wluch he needs a car L!ke others he now 
faces the problem of gettmg !us car out of the snow He \VIshes people 
would be more willmg to volunteer the1r help Tius s1tuatwn makes !urn 
more sympathetic to persons trymg to d1g theu cars out One day he IS 

passmg by someone d1ggmg Ius car out, m the sort of situation wh1ch m 
the past he would have JUSt passed by without tlunkmg much about the 
person's slluatton- Without really taking 1t m He stops to help On the 
direct altru15m VIew John's act1on of stoppmg to help IS a morally good 
one 

Let us begm With the 1ssuc of umversaltzab~tty A person actmg 
altrutSttcaUy 1s motivated by a duect concern for the good of anotl1er 
person (or other persons) But he does not ncccssartly regord tltc action 
he performs as one wluch anyone m a sttuallon sumlar to Ius ought to 
perfonn Titat IS, he does not nccessanly regard hts ac!Jon, or the 
&rounds on wluch 1t IS based, as umversahz:tble He docs not ncccss3nly 
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regard the action as generahzable to others 
The pomt here 1s not that someone actmg altrUistically regards Ius 

actiOn as nght or appropnate for h1mself alone, denymg 1ts appropnate 
ness or nghtness for others, for he does not typ1cally JUdge the action 
to be mappropnate, or not nght, for others It IS rather that he typ1c 
ally makes no Judgment at all regardmg the nghtness or appropnateness 
of the actiOn for others So 11 1s not that the person motivated by 
sympathy typically demes that Jus act10n IS uruversahzable It IS rather 
that he does not (necessanly or typically) tlunk of hiS actiOn one way 
or the other m terms ofumversahzabd1ty 

We can see thiS m the case of John Though he stops to help the man 
because the man needs help, he does not necessanly hold the v1ew that 
anyone m a Situation surular to hiS own ought to perform an act of thiS 
sort For example he need not hold the umversal pnnc1ple that people 
ought whenever posSible to stop to help others d1g thou cars out of the 
snow He may not have thought about whether others ought to do tlus 
He may Simply have responded to the present SI!Uahon w1thout haVIng 
held, and Without corrung to hold, a prmc1ple about what others ought 
to do m such Situations or what 11 would be wrong of them not to do 

It IS true that he m1ght come to hold such a pnnc1ple It may be that 
he regards thiS act of help as morally requued of anyone m a Sltuabon 
such as hiS own (passmg by, With nothmg pressmg to do at the tune, 
etc) HIS own frustratiOn at haVIng to wg htS own car out may have 
unpelled hun to the moral reflectiOn wluch would lead to the adopbng 
of such a prmc1p!e He would then regard htS action as confornung to 
a un1versal pnnctple 

The fact that there can be an altrutstlc act whtch 1s grounded m a 
uruversal pnnctple actually confirms the direct altrutsm vJew~ for such 3 

case stands m contrast to the many s1tuattons 10 whtch an altnustlc act 
Is not so grounded Surely one can Jmagme many cases m which the 
agent acts altrutshcally, but m wluch he does not regard Jus act as 
morally bmdmg on anyone sttuated analogously to hunself, he does not 
regard olhers as wrong for fa1.hng to perform such an act He may 
sun ply fad to g~ve thought to whether hiS acllon has thiS sort of um 
versal vai.Jdzty It seems to me that, typzcally, our acts of compass1on 
sympathy, kindness and concern are performed Without our haVlng a 
Vltw whether the parhcular act IS umversalzzable But my argument 
requues only th;~t it 1s perfectly mtelllgtble that an agent act out of a 
duect regard for the good or another person, Without haVIng a behef 
tltat hu actton e1ther 1s or zs not gcneral..!z.able to others 
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The point of the direct altruism view is Utat the altruistic action 
(under Ute description and with the intention wiUt which he performs 
It} is morally good whether or not it is umvcrsalizable or is regarded as 
such. The value is derived from the act's mvolving a direct response to 
or regard for the good of another person. There Is not a furUter require­
ment, such as Ute Kantian view imposes, that Ute 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 commiUed to holding such a view, 
whether he realizes this or not? 

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

Suppose I perform an altruistic act in a certain situation. Someone 
who sees me perform this act is later 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 commilled to 
regarding what he has done as wrong? Surely not. For one thmg even if 
the other person regards our situations as an:Jlogous, 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 chfferences? It seems not. I might resist making a 
judgment about this person's action, without either grantmg or denying 
the existence of particular relevant differences. I might simply fail to 
hold the belief that the situations are entirely analogous. Nothmg com­
pels me to have any belief about this matter. But if I lack such a belief 
then I am not compeUed by logic to hold any view of the rightness or 
wrongness of the man's action. Thus I am not compeUed, 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 regarchng my act as 
universahzable. 

Perhaps it would be regarded as odd for someone who, having acted 
altruisllcaDy m a particular situation and being pressed to say how 
someone else ought to act in an essentiaUy similar situation, to take no 
view on this matter. But I am not (at this point) denying that it is odd; 
I am denying only that the person is logicaUy required, in order for his 
act to be genuinely altruistic, to regard his action as universalizable. 
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Ill 

Even 1f 1t were odd for the agent not to take a pos1t10n on the other 
person's action, the Slgmficance of thrs for the moral status of the 
agent's own act rs questionable Yet It rs the status of that act wluch Is 
at ISSUe On the ducct altrursm v1ew, that acl!on IS morally good 
because tt IS genurnely altrmstlc The Kanhan arguments I h~vc so far 
conSidered do not challenge the moral value of the act, but address 
only whether m some way the altruistic agent must regard Ius act as 
uruversahzable, whether 11 be umntellrgib!e for hun not to do so These 
arguments have not been successful The 1m port of the possible oddness 
of the agent's fa!lmg to take a poSitiOn on the nghtness of another 
person's action m a comparable situation does not really bear on the 
mtell1gibilrty of the agent's actmg allruiStrcally Without havmg a VIeW 
on the umversabzability oflus action 

Tius pomt becomes clearer 1f we recogmze that the altruistic agent 
IS not necessarily (or typically) VIeWing hrs act as the morally nght one 
to perform m the cucumstances He acts With some thought such as, 'X 
seems as 1f he needs help,' but not necessanly With the further thought, 
'Helpmg X IS the morally nght thmg for me to do • The step from 
actmg out of a duect regard for the good of the other to actmg out of a 
sense that 1t 1s morally nght to act beneficently 1s one wluch mcor 
porates an element ofumversalizabllity For to regard the act as nght IS, 

at least, to regard the consideratiOns on Which one acts as valtd for 
everyone, as ones wtuch anyone m a comparable situation ought to take 
mto account To regard an act as nght generally carnes the tmphcatJOn 
that anyone sum.larly Situated ought to perform 1t, that 1t IS nght not 
only for me but for any agent m my Situation (takmg mto account 
relevant differences between the agents, etc) 1 But to act merely out of 
a duect regard for another's good does not carry tlus llllphcatiOn and 
does not require takmg up the stance of 'any moral agent' One IS 

Simply mov!!d by another's suffenng to help lum, one need not, m 
addition, hold the behef that tlus consideration which has moved one ts 
btn dmg on others as well 

The punch of thiS argument lies m the fact that we can perform an 
altruuhc act Without bemg reqUired to beheve that what we have done 
15 morally nght Not that we believe our act not to be morally nght, 
rather our conception of our action sunply does not mclude anyttung 
about Its moral nghtncss It Includes only tts being an action m which 
we help another person In tlus regard, such an act Js not d1fferent from 
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an act mouvatcd by self mtcrcstcd cons1derauons I ll1lght perform a 
certam act Wllh the thought that I wrll m the long run profit from 1t 
(allllougll, let us say, I have no present desrre to perform the act) I 
need not, m add1tron, hold a VJew as to whether my act1on 1s morally 
nglrt or wrong, or even morally perm1ss1ble That IS, 111s mtciJigJblc that 
I perform the act for the sclfmterested reason, Wlthout bemg com 
m11ted to holdrng any vrcw as to the moral propncty of my act Srmr 
larly, an agent may act for an altrurstrc reason wrthout haVJng a VJew as 
to the moral status of hrs aciran (rts nghtncss, or wrongness} 

Of course there 1s an rmportant difference between the altrurstrc 
actron and the selfmterested actron, namely, m the fust case the 
actron (accordmg to the drrect altru1sm VJew} rs, cetem parrbus, a 
morally good one, whereas m the second r!Js not (In the latter case 
It 1s, let us say, morally mdrfferent) But the fact that 11 1s morally good 
does not mean that the agent, m performrng 11, Js comnutted to a VJew 
of rts moral status He IS not compelled to thmk of1t as morally nght 

IV 

A second dimensiOn on wh1ch action haVIng the structure of drrectly 
altru1strc actron drffers from moral actron on the Kantran scheme 
concerns ob/rgatron In actrng out of regard for the good of others 
one does not necessanly, or typrcally, regard oneself as obl.rged or rn 
any way morally bound to perfonn the act rn questron Nor, m general, 
JS such altwJSm m fact a matter of oblJgatwn or duty In helpmg the 
man wg hrs car out of the snow, John does not necessanly regard hrs 
actmn as morally mcumbent upon hrm Certamly he m fact has no 
obhgatron or duty to help the man 

We respond to others' needs, do favors, l.rsten sympathellcally, 
comfort fnends - all for the sake of another's good But we are not 
typtcally morally requrred to perform such acts These acts are not 
typically medrated through a JUdgment that the sttuatron rs one m 
WhJch a certam actiOn ts morally mcumbent upon us 

There are three pomts here One rs that m actmg altrursttcally we are 
not mouvated by obl.rgatron or duty, th1s rs true by definrtron smce 
actmg altrutstrcally means actmg stmply out of a drrect regard for the 
good of another But an altrutshc agent could sttll regard hrmself as 
under an obugatron to perform the beneficent act, even 1f that sense 
of obltgatron plays no part rn hrs actual motrvauon (e g , actrng out of 
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concern for a fncnd when one's actaon IS also requucd by one's duty 
to one's frrend) So the second pomt IS that the altruiShC agent docs 
not typ1cally regard lumself as under such an obhgahon, even 1f that 
fact were to play no role m hiS mohvatlOn to perfonn the act 

A thud pomtlS that, rndepcndcnt of what the agent behoves to be 
the case, most altrUistic acts arc not m fact dulles nor morally meum 
bent on the1r agents TillS IS not because such acts necessar~y rnvolvc 
dorng more than duty commands, where this carnes the 1mphcat1on of 
dorng more of the same land of tlung than duty commands Many 
altruiStic acts are qmte tnvml - e g , g~vmg someone darectaons,lethng 
someone With few grocenes m front of you m the check out lme -
and, wlule not covered by duty, are not usefully seen as gomg beyond 
It m the way that does, for example, a teacher's devotmg much more 
tlme to helpmg hiS students than hiS dulles as a teacher call for Rather, 
most altrUistic acts are best regarded as wJthm a d1fferent domam than 
dut1ful acts 

But failure to perform altrutstlc acts ts not neces~nly a mmor moral 
failure, compared, for example, to fatlure to do one's duty, 1t lS JUSt 

that the fallure will be expressed m different tenns For example, 10 
many cases fadure to act a!trulStrcally w~l Slgolfy fa~ure to do what 
can be expected of a decent human bemg (e g, faJ.lmg to press the 
desued floor button for a blmd person man elevator) In other cases 1t 
wdl sun ply mean fadure to do whatlt would have been good to do, and 
what a ktnd, or compassJOnate, person would do (e g, failure to gu1de 
the bbnd person to the prec1se area of the buddrng wh1ch he IS lookrng 
for) 

v 

It seems. to summanze, that altru1st1c action does not confonn to the 
Kantm.n conception of action grounded 1n umversal moral pnnciples It 
ts actiOn Wlth a dtfferent sort of structure Smce, on the K.antlan Vlew. 
achon m order to be moral must stem from umversabzable pnnctples, 
~ IS open to the Kant1an to make the cl:um that altruistic action's 
:nlure to 50 confonn depnves It of moral worth or at least renders It 
senously deficient as moral actiOn I mention futs argument here In 

order to put It aside for now,tt will be taken up m a later sectzon 
~t us grant for the moment that duectly altrutshc action ts morally 

goo \Vhat docs thiS say about the Kanttan v1ew? The dtrcct altruism 
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vtew docs not mal.e the same cntiCISrn of act1on wh1ch conforms to the 
KantJan schema that the Kantmn VJew mal.es of duectly altrmst1c 
actiOn Rather the d1rect a!tru1sm VJCW allows that 1t IS, often, morally 
good to act from umvcrsal pnnc1ple, or from a sense of duty In many 
s1tuat10ns 11 would be wrong of us to fat! to act m a way wh1ch can be 
generalized to others, we ought, or arc obliged, to take up the pers 
pcchve of any moral agent, and to act from consideratiOns which we 
regard as bmdmg for anyone (We saw m chapter III that one unportant 
domam of such achon concerns our mstttuttonal roles and respons 
tbt!Ihes, though the area m whtch Kant1an reqmrements on act1on are 
appropnate do go beyond th1s domam) 

What the d1rect altnJJSm VIew asserts IS only that the domam m 
wluch Kanhan reqmrements on achon are appropnate IS lun1ted, or, to 
say the same thmg, that the domam m wluch morally good actton takes 
the form of umversahzable pnnc1ples of obhgahon does not exhaust 
the area of morally good actiOn 

Another useful way of puttmg th1s pomt IS that there are different 
lands of VJrtues What makes some of these vutues VIrtues - I e , what 
makes them morally good traits of character - IS articulated by the 
Kant1an VIew, while what makes others of them morally good IS 
expressed by the duect altru1sm VIeW Examples of the former are 
JUshce, Impartmhty, conscienllousness, of the latter are landness, 
concern, compassiOn To try to see Kanbamsm as arbculatmg the 
foundatiOn of aU VIrtue IS meVIIably e1ther to deny what IS of value m 
altruiStic vutues, or to diStort the nature of those VIrtues 

The contrast between JUStice, understood as 'gmng each !us due,' 
and landness illustrates the difference m moral foundallon between the 
different lands of vutues Justice, unltke landness, really does mvolve 
umversal pnnc1ples It ts concerned With the nght rather than the good. 
Justtce plays a role m s1tuatrons of confiictmg c!auns and mterests The 
JUst person g~ves each of these 1ts due and acts accordmgly For 11 to be 
JUst, !us action must be gmded by prmc1ples wluch are ob;ect!Vely valld 
They must be uruversal!zable A JUSt man honors the valid clauns of 
another, even tf domg so means sacnficmg some ofhls oYm desrres, but 
the pomt of VIew from whtch those clatms are assessed as valtd IS an 
nnpersonal and ob;ec!Jve one 

So the VIrtue of JUStice reqmres an objective and umversal standpomt 
(as I argued m chapter Ill) But the VIrtue of kmdness or compassiOn 
does not requtre thiS, 1ts moral value denves from a d1fferent source 
Jusuce IS a Kanllan vutue, kmdness IS not What =kes the latter 
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morally good IS the fact that the agent, m domg 11, has responded to a 
certam constderatton There IS no further rcqmremcnt that the agent 
regard tl as morally mcumbent upon others to take that constderatton 
mto account It IS not even necessary that the altrutshc agent regard 
hunself as domg somethmg wluch IS morally good The kmd or com pas 
smnate person need not thmk of Ius act as kmd or compasstonate, and 
he certamly does not necessarily act for the sake of bcmg kind or 
compasstonate What the kindness or compasston consists m (among 
other thmgs), and what the grounds of tis moral value are, IS a dtrecl 
de sue for the good of another 

Some form of umversaltZabthly condttton IS reqmred only when an 
agent makes some moral judgment regardmg hts (or other's) acl!on If 
he merely acts altrutsttcally, wtthout makmg a moral JUdgment, then 
such a condttton ts not requtred In that case what ts relevant to a moral 
assessment of hts benefictent act 1s only whether tt ts duectly altrutstlc 

VI 

In settmg up d1rect regard for the good of others as an alternative to 
umversahty 1t IS necessary to guard agamst a posstble m1sunderstandmg 
It would be posstble to hold a VJew of morahty accordmg to wluch tl ts 
a requuernent of morally appropnate achon that tt mvolve an apprec1a 
bon of the umqueness of each particular mdlvtdual I do not know of 
someone who actually holds such a VIew, but 1t IS one With wh1ch the 
duect altruism VIew could be confused Such a VIew IS regarded as 
ewtenhahst by Bernard Mayo, who states 1t (m order to reject tt tn 
favor of a Kanhan hke VIew) In the followmg way 

the stluatton m wluch [the moral agent] finds hunself ts ttself a 
umque Sltuahan,mvolvmg other uruque mdiVJ.duals different from 
hunself and each other, and m fact an mUmte assemblage of 
~dlVldualJSmg factors A genume moral decismn 1t ts argued must 

e a response to the uniqueness of the total s1tu;hon and n~t an 
apfphcahon of a rule wluch takes account of only a h~ted number 
o gener.tl features~ 

Acc:ordmg to this VIeW h dJ d 
hls goad will be 'eac 10 Vl ual1s umque, and what constitutes 
an apprec:iallon 0~~:c, morally adequate action Will have to mvolve 
ac:Uon Qnnot be 1lus Will mean at least that morally appropnate 

grounded m universal pnnc1ples, whtc:h abstract 
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from the uniqueness of the individual. 
TI1e direct altruism view differs from this 'uniqueness' view. On the 

direct altruism view, moraUy appropriate action concerns itself with the 
good of other persons; it need not concern itself with persons' unique­
ness or unique good. Titus 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 concerned 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 goad, shared by certain particular individuals. Action to 
foster this good will nat 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 maraUy worthy concern must be directed to this unique good. 
On the direct altruism view, concern has moral value whether it is 
directed to the unique good of particular individuals or the shared good 
of particular individuals. The umqueness 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 
universal principles as ever being morally appropriate. The direct 
altruism view does not reject this possibihty, but only the notion that 
lllliversalizabUity is necessary 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 alternallve, since a rejection of the unique­
ness VIeW is sometimes thought to leave some form of Kantianism as 
the only alternative.' 

VII 

Granted that there is a d1fference between the Kantian and the direct 
altruism views of moral action, what exactly does this difference come 
to? What is its moral import? Consider a statement by W.O. Ross 
articulating this difference between a direct desire or concern for the 
good of another, and a universalizable principle to the effect that one 
ought, or is obliged, to do a certain act of beneficence: 

95 



D"ect Altrursm, Umversalrzabrlrty, am! Comrstcncy 

The conscrentrous attitude IS one wh1ch mvolvcs the thought of 
good or of pleasure for someone else, but 1! IS a more reflcctrve 
attitude than that m wh1ch we aun drrcctly at the productron of 
some good or some pleasure for another, smcc in 1t the mere 
thought of some partrcular good, or of a partrcular pleasure for 
another does not LmmedJately mctte us to action, but we stop to 
thrnk whether m all the wcumstanees the bnngrng of that good or 
pleasure mto eX.IStence 1s what IS really mcumbent on us 4 

Ross seems to rrnply that we are dealmg here With the same range of 
beneficent acts (brmgrng about good or pleasure to another), and are 
srmply talkmg about two different kinds of motrve or attrtude which 
produce those acts But many achons of dtrect altruism are ones which 
1t IS not morally mcumbent upon us to perform (above, pp 91 f), and so 
the occasrons on which we act from duty regardmg the bnngrng about 
of good or pleasure to another are actually a subset of those m wluch 
we act from duect altrutsm So 1f we accept Ross's charactenzat10n of 
the dtfference between the two types of action, many more morally 
good acts of beneficence Wlll be perfonned from duect altrmsm than 
from Kanttan motJvahon So, at the very least, one contrast Wltlun the 
area of beneficence between action on the Kant13n schema and action 
on the duect altruism schema ts that there 1s more of the latter than the 
former - not only more actual beneficent acts, but more acts wh1ch are 
morally good, that IS, motivated by a morally good motive 

Ross's account draws on one strand of thought Wlthm the Kant1an 
msJstence on umversabzable prmc1ples, namely that acts perfonned 
must be regarded as morally mcumbent or obligatory But there 1s an 
unportant amb1gu1ty Wltlun the notron of umversal1zab!lrty (or, as I 
sometunes refer to 1t, umversaltty) wluch allows for a second way to 
understand the Kanttan v1ew The amblgtuty Js between universalitY as 
meanmg that one must regard one's act as somethmg wh1ch everyone 
ought to perform, or wluch 1t would be wrong not to perform. and 
umversaltty as mearung that one's act must be such that one can regard 
everyone as morally pemutted to pursue 1t Let us call these the 'strong' 
and the 'weak' mterpretat1ons of umversahty as a condition on moral 
ilCt1on To take a Simple example suppose I wuh to buy a car In one 
sense my achon Is umversallzable, I can regard It as acceptable that 
:1nyone m a sumlar Sltuatton should buy a car 11us I.S •weak umver 
sahubllJty • But m another sense the a chon is not umversallzable, Ill 

that I do not regard it as morally required for anyone m my sttuauon 

96 



Direct Altmism, Unil•ersalizabilit)', and Consistency 

to buy a car. Titis is 'strong universalizability .' All actions which arc 
strongly universal (i.e., obligatory actions) arc weakly universal, but the 
converse is not the case. 

Titis ambiguity in the concept of universalizabUity 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 interpretation, 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. 

Tills ambiguity affects how Kant's views are to be understood. Are 
the formulations of the moral Jaw or the categorical imperative meant 
to generate principles of morally obligatory conduct? Or is the cate­
gorical imperative best understood as a test or condttion which maxims 
of action must pass or fulnJ in order to be morally acceptable, but 
which is not capable by itself of actually generating principles binding 
on aU 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 uruversal1ty 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 IS precisely what con­
forms to the strong universality interpretation of the Kantian schema. 
Overlooked in such discussions is the moral status of that wtde range 
of actions permissible by the weak criterion yet not conforming to the 
strong one, because not morally obhgatol)'. 

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
salizatJon test or criterion? Or is it meant strongly: that unlversahzalion 
so to speak compels its performance?' 

When comparing direct altruism as an account of moral action wid1 
the Kantian account, the ambigultyyleldstwodistinct Kantian account!. 
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On the weak VIew, a beneficent act IS umversahzable rf the agent can 
regard 1t as pemusstble for anyone m hts ctrcumstances to perform On 
the strong mterpretatron, a beneficent act IS umversalrzable rf the agent 
can regard rt as obligatory for anyone m Ius crrcumstances to perform 

The nature and stgnrficance of the contrast between the Kantran 
schema of moral actron and the duect altrursm schema depends on 
wluch mterpretat.wn one uses We have already, m the discussion of 
Ross's VIews, seen the weakness of the strong mterpretahon m regard 
to beneficent actron Only a mmor part of the range of beneficent 
act10ns wluch could be altrurstrcally motrvated can actually be regarded 
as obligatory or mcumber t on any moral agent It seems arbitrary to 
restnct morally valuable beneficent acts to those whrch are morallY 
requrred and could concervably be prompted by a sense of duty It 
thus seems evident that the strong umversahty mterpretatton of the 
Kantlan schema cannot accommodate the full range of morally vutuous 
acts ofkmdnes.s, sympathy, compassiOn, etc 

Vlll 

The weak umversahty mterpretatlon of the KantJ.an VIew does not 
suffer the deficiency wluch the strong does For many more beneficent 
acts accord wtth the weak umversahty schema than wtth the strong. 
namely all those acts of kmdness, compassion, etc , wh1ch, while not 
bemg duties, are nevertheless not prohibited by umversahzabll1ty 
considerations These c:onshtute a substantial subgroup of the class of 
beneficent acts motivated by altruistic constderaltons So weak but not 
strong umversahty allows for the bulk ofaltruistJcaclJons to be accorded 
moral value Therefore, unhke strong umversahty weak umvcrsaltty 
appe:us to provide, With regard to beneficent action.' a v1able alternative 
Uteory of morally valuable action to that of direct altrUism 

\VIt3.t exactly 1S the Wfference, then, between the two views? Weak 
umvers.ahty excludes some actions Which Wrect altruiSm would alloW 
~ havtng mont wluc For duect altruism accords pnm:l fac1e moral 

~eisto any action wluch as mtcnded to bnng about good to another 
ant b ~otivatcd by 3. desne to bnng about that good Weak umver 
~ IZJ 111Y unposes a further condition, namely that the agent regard 

~~lsa:t~~~i:l~~e:;:s~~ble for anyone to perform m the ctrcumstanc:es 
prom ted to hel ~ exclude actions such as the foUowmg X Is 

P P but upon reflection dectdcs that 1t would not be 
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nght for any agent 10 h1s cucumstances to help Y, because help 10 such 
cucumstances tends ultunately to underm10e the rec1p1ent'sself-respect 

The direct altruism VIew does not actually deny the moral deficiency 
m non umversabzable beneficent and altruJs!Jc acts such as these For 11 
IS a theory only of pruna fac1e or cetens par~bus moral value It allows 
for the poss1bll1ty that other nega!Jve factors regardmg an altrmsl!c 
ac!Jon we1gh m an overall moral assessment of the act, so that an 
altruJSIJc act m1ght on balance be a morally bad one Thus the d1rect 
altruiSm VIew does not say that an altruJSIJc action has overall moral 
value mdependent of 1ts umversal•zabi!Ity, 1 e , even 1f 11 IS not umver­
sabzable It does not recommend actions m sp1te of then non umver­
sabty What 1t says JS only that an agent need not actually take account 
of an altruJstJc act's umversabzabJbty m order for 11 to have pruna fac1e 
moral value, and Jt allows (wluch the Kant1an VJew does not) that an 
actiOn can have some moral value m VIrtue of bemg directly altru1st1c 
while haVJng dJSvalue m vutue of bemg non umversaiJZable 

What the dJrect altruiSm VJew does fail to do, m contrast to weak 
umversabty, IS to offer a pos1t1ve account of how a fatlureto be(weakly) 
umversabzable detracts from the moral value of an act 

IX 

Another unportant dJfference between direct altrmsm and weak umver­
saiJty (and, by unpbcat10n, strong umversahty as well) has to do With 
the greater role of rellectJveness m the Kant1an VICW (Cf Ross's state 
ment that consc1enuousness IS a 'more reflectiVe atlltude' than dnect 
altruiSm ) For the Kanl!an, morally good acts are always mediated by 
JUdgments as to then moral appropnateness- whether they are mor:J!Jy 
nght or permiSSible - wluch m turn requires giVIng thought to t!Jeu 
umversaiJZabll•ty 

D1rect altruism does not requne these sorts of JUdgments and pro­
cesses of thought, and does not by 1ts nature necessarily mvolve moral 
reflectiVeness To act from kmdness or compassiOn mvolves only t!Jat 
one respond to cert:un features m one's s•tuaiJon - that IS, recogmzmg 
that someone else 1s m need and bemg moved by !Ius cons1deratmn to 
help hun The hnl.. between the percepiJon of need and the action IS a 
duect one One does not step bacl.. 10 reflect whe1l1er one IS domg lhe 
ngln thing, or \\hether one could w•lle•eryone 10 ael s•mdarly 

Ins Murdoch noles a tendency m much modem Anj:)o-Amencan 

99 



D~recr Alrnusm, Umversallzabrllly, aud ConsiS/cncy 

moral philosophy to overemphastze Ute role of moral self-awareness, of 
consciOusly stnvmg to act m accordance Wtth the demands of mora!tty 
Agamst thiS she says that moral philosophy must be able to gtvc cxprcs 
s10n to the fact that 'the uncxammed ltfe can be vutuous ' 'Phtlo­
sophcrs have often connected consciOusness wtth vutue.' Murdoch says, 
but 'tt must be posstble to do JUSttce both to Socrates and to the 
vutuous peasant ' 6 

The d11ect altruiSm vtew means to express a land of vtrtuc whtch 
does not depend on moral reflecttvencss or self consclOUsness It 
depends only on bemg responstve to the weal and woe of others In 
actmg vutuously the Kanhan agent JS stnvmg to be vutuous, he acts for 
the sake of moral nghtness But the compassiOnate or kmd person does 
not necessanly or typJcally act m order to be vutuous So, for example, 
tf Jones stops to help a lost child find her parent hiS actton ts land or 
compassiOnate u he ts mottvated d11ectly by concern for the child and 
sympathy for the parent He need not a~m a/ bemg land or compas 
stonate He need not even - m order to be kmd or compassiOnate -
have a conception of lumself, or of hts a chon, as bemg kmd or compas 
stonate What IS necessary IS only that he aun to meet the other's need, 
relieve her suffenng, etc He need not even have a conceptiOn of tumself 
as actmg well or VIrtuously The only requirement, m the way of moral 
self awareness, IS that (as S1dgwtck pomts out) he not thmk of lumself 
as actmg badly "' 

Not only IS It not necessary,m order to be VIrtuous, that one act for 
the sake of VJitue, but such a form of mobvahon, though not mcom 
pattble With vutue, leads away from tt and thus mtroduces a paten 
hally corruptmg mfluence For tt 1S not such a large step from actmg 
for the sake of compassion to actmg m order to rnamtam one's 1mage 
of oneself as compassmnate (and from there perhaps to actmg m 
order to mamtam others• Image of oneself as compassionate) Each of 
these rnohvahons moves further away from the genumely altrutstlc 
concern Which compasston requtres, and the last has nothing whatever 
to do With 1t 8 

The argument here Is not meant to 1mpugn the knowledge of oneself 
as compassionate or otherWise vutuous It IS meant to correct the 
overemphasis on moral self awareness tn Kanttan and much other moral 
plulosophy 

The moral nonreflectlveness of thts dtrectly altrutshc person does not 
:ply a random or haphazard quahty to Jus (beneficent) actmn The 

uectly altruJstac person must be genuinely moved by the ather'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 wh1ch 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 attracbve 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 1s 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 Kanlian 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, lbe Kantian standpoint provides the motive to 
lite act or, to put it more generaUy, the understandmg the agent has 
of his action. It is because the agent recognizes that considerations of 
universalizabillty require him to perform t11e act that he does so; he 
perfonns it because ills obligatory. It is In this sense that strong unlver· 
sality generates those actions (or principles) which confonn to II, and 
offers an account of the source of moral worth in those actions. 

D1rcct altruism shares litis latter feature. It purports to gil-. an 
account of one source of moral worth in beneficent actions, n•mcly 
tllat they stem from a direct reprd for the good or albers. 

By contrast. actions which confonn to the \\'e3k univemhty 
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rnterpretatron of the Kantran schema ore not actually generated by the 
schema but merely accord With 1t or arc countenanced by 1t,1 e. they 
do not v10\ate 1ts stnctures 9 Because of thiS, weak umvcrsabty does not 
constrtute a full theory of the source of moral value of those actrons 
wluch conform tort, rather tt merely tmposes a condttton whrch actrons 
must meet rn order to be moral, namely that they be able to be umver 
sabzed Hence, though weak unrversalrty does accommodate (most) 
altmlSttc act1on- 1 e , allows for 1t to have moral value - 1t docs not 
account for that moral value The unrversalrty condttron does not by 
rtself exclude the posStbtlrty of other sources of moral value tn the 
mottve wluch prompts the actron m the first place (By contrast, strong 
umversaltty proV1des the motive and the sole source of morol ment tn 
actrons whrch conform to tt) 

Suppose that one mtends to perform a ccrtam beneficent action, 
motivated by altrmsm, one detemunes that one can weakly umver 
saltze one's actton, and so one performs tt The mottve to the action 15 

still a drrect concern With the good of the other One has stmply deter 
nuned that m tlus sttuatton tt IS morally pemuss1bie to act from thts 
motive 

Although the umversalrzabdrty of this actiOn 15 certamly a factor ll1 

tts moral value, nevertheless the dommant factor ts the altrutsrn For 
suppose one were mohvated by self mterest to pursue a certam course 
of action, yet one was morally consctenttous and wanted to detenmne 
tf one's actton was morally permxss1ble So one detemunes that 1t IS 

(weakly) umversahzable, and one performs tt The act does not thereby 
acqu1re s1gmficant moral value, for 1t ts motivated by self mterest, 
though tt IS certamly better that one tested the act for moral penntSSI 

btltty than that one d1d not, and 1n this sense one can say that the act 
Itself ts better than the same one not tested for umversahzabWty but 
lUSt motivated duectly by self Interest Thus, even 1r the direct mot1ve 
1S not the only factor m the moral value of an actton tt IS the domwant 
factor • 

The unlversahzab.tltty is only what makes the act morally penntssible 
lt IS not what makes tt positively morally good The Kanttan may st.tll 
claun that the act ts nor morally goad prectsely because tt is merely 
permtsstble rather than obbgatory But tlus cla1m cannot be based 
merely on the act's failure to be (weakly) umversahzable 

Tius pomt 1S obscured by a moral psychology wh1ch essentiallY 
gr(~ups all motlves In C:J.tcgones of"duty' or 'mchnat10n• and then tends 

ough not unilmbiguously) to see the latter as pnmanly egoistiC For 
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then an action which is weakly (but not strongly) universalizab!e (and 
therefore pennissib!e 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 
countenanced 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). 

XI 

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,_wher~as the ~o.int ~f 
the Kantian view is that the action octually be umversal1zable; 1t IS tlus 
which makes the oction morally right. It is a molter, that is, of justifica­
tiOn, not motivation. 

llut the act's univcrsalizability is not what determines whether tl1e 
agent has acted well in performing the act; and yet it Is this - the 
action•s moral vaJue- that we arc concerned with. If an oct turns out. 
as it happens, to conform to the requirem~nts ofuniversaliz.a~ility, b~t 
this fact comprises no port of tl~e ogent s ~"n understandmg of hiS 
action _ so that, in relotlon to thiS agent, it IS merely on accldentthot 
the oct is Konti>nly justllioble -. t!I~n the actlon docs not, on t!Ie 
Kantian ,;ew, h""" moral wort!!. Kantll.nb~ as a \\hole moy well also 
involve a theol)" of ·~nt·indepcndent JUSII!ic:Ition of acu;'" but lt Is 
not this \\hich compctc• \\ith the direct altruism lie\\. It is r.Ithrr tlte 
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VleW of the moral worth of action, wluch must mclude the understand 
mg wh1ch the agent has of h1s act10n So when I speak of an action's 
bemg umversa~zable I mean that the agent regards tt as umversaltzable, 
and that tlus behef forms part of the constderatwns for wluch he 

perfonns the actton 
So weak umversaltty, m contrast to dtrcct altrutsm and to strong 

umversal1ty, does not offer a self con tamed theory of moral action Ail 
action whtch ts weakly umversaltzable may stu! be mora!ly good on 
grounds other than tts umversahty In particular, unltke strong umver· 
sahty, weak umversaltty does not by 1tself exclude acts mouvated 
dtrectly by altrutsm from haVlng moral value 

Also whue weak umversaltty does d1ffer from duect altrutsm as a 
theory of moral action, 11 does not dtffer by excludmg altruiSm as a 
source of moral worth, and yet netther does 1t account for that source 
A weaker vers1on of weak umversahty IS that altrmsuc actions have 
some moral meut tf they are not weakly umversahzable, but have less 
than 1f they were umversahzable 

The difference between tlus vtew and the drrect altrUJsm vtew IS that, 
accordmg to duect altrulSm an altrmshc actmn's moral worth IS not 
dummshed merely by the agent's failure to g~ve constderatmn to 
whether tt can be (weakly) umversa!1zed If, out oflondness or compas 
s1on, an agent acts dJrectly for the sake of someone 's good without 
thmkmg about whether It 1s morally perm1ss1ble for anyone m such a 
s1tuat1on to do so, lus actlon has full moral value (cetens panbus) It ts 
dummshed m moral value only If the act10n 1s m fact not umversallZ· 
able and the agent could have recogmzed th1s Whereas weak umvers:Wty 
depnves the action of some of 1ts value solely because the agent has 
fatled to test for umversahzabt11ty 

Let us then cons1der as a Kantlan posthon, that weak umversallty on 
this mtcrpretahon IS supenor to duect altru1sm as a v1ew of the moral 
worth of beneficent action ls beneficence gro~nded m umversal pnn 
Clples (understood :J.S weak umversahty) supenor to beneficence 
grounded m duect altrutsm? That 1s, IS lt morally essential, or anyway 
morally preferable, to make certam that one's mtended altrUistic 
beneficent action IS (weakly) umversahzable, rather than to act dlrectly 
from sympathy, compassiOn, ktndness, etc 1 
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XII 

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 concern, 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 III, this holds as well for the duty of impartiality, 
which 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, concern, we realize 
that in most such situations we vtolate 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 emotion can on occasion conflict with 
such duties and obligations will not seem so disturbing; for on most 
OCcasions directly altruistic nctlons will not con01ct witl1 them. 

Yet it may still seem somewhat disturbing, for if we gi\.., free rein to 
our feelings and Jet them guide our actions entirely, will we not be 
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bhnded to the other moral demands (connected w1th duty and obhga­
tlon) m cases where they do arue? So wt111t not shll be at least some­
what better to act from umvcrsal pnnc1ples of beneficence than from 

duect altruiSm? 
But the person actmg from altrmshc emot1on IS capable of acknow­

ledgmg these other cons1derahons, and IS capable of acknowledgmg that 
m cases m whtch hiS duty would lead htm to perform act A, whtlc hiS 
sympathy would lead htm to perform act B rather than A, he ought to 
perform A That he generally (1 e , m the normal s1tuat1on m wluch 
direct altnusm violates no moral stncture) g1ves free rem to Jus concern 
and sympathy does not necessanly blmd htm to these other moral 
constderahons The picture of altnHshc emotions as bltnd, urat1onal, 
or as overwhelnung us and preventmg any other consideratiOns from 
wetglung With us Js not accurate 

But haw IS 1t posstble for altruisllc emotions which are not grounded 
tn moral pnncrples to allow for the acknowledgment of moral prmc1ples 
whtch hnut then morally proper scope of actiVIty? To put 1t another 
way 1f I restram from actmg from altru1stic emotion because domg so 
would confltct With a moral pnnc1ple, does thiS not show that my 
compassion 1S not Without pnnctple, but on the contrary 1s grounded m 
general prmctples regardmg when 1t ts permiSSible or not penrussible to 
act from compasston' 

The answer to thiS 15 analogous to the argument g1ven m chapter Ill, 
regardtng the functiOning of tmparllahty Vl$-a vu fnendslup (see PP 
61-4) If 11 IS acknowledged that our duties and ob~gal!ons are re­
stncted tn the1r apphcat1on, then when someone acts from altruJstlc 
emotton m a situation whtch he knows not to be covered by duttes and 
obhgahons, he IS not actmg from umversal pnnc1ple For what he 
knows is not Itself a moral pnnc1ple but 1s rather sunply that hts s1tua 
han 1S one to wh1ch certam moral pnnc1ples are mapphcable Thus 
John, In helping the man d1g hts car out, could nghtly believe that he IS 

not thereby Vlolatmg any duttes to others In acting out of sympathy to 
help an acquamtance 1 can already know that I am not actmg m con· 
filet With any other duties whtch I have But what John and I knoW In 

these Sltuatzons is not somethmg grounded m umversal pnnciples 
Ra~er,lt IS knowmg that no umversal pnnc1ples apply to our situation 
s1 very umversal pnnc1ple of duty or obhgat1on applies to certam 

tuahons and not to others So, m order to be able to apply such a 
pnncJple, one will have to be able to 1dent1fy when one IS tn a sJtuatJon 
to Which the pnnctple apphes and when one JS not But such knowledge 
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of the situation is not sometl1ing 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 justified ln believing 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 direct 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 altruistic 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 wltich we violate any moral demands 
by doing so. Our actions in such cases will haw -:toral worth, insofar as 
they involve acting out of a genuine regard for the good of other 
persons. 

XIII 

A concern related to whether action not grounded in principle is liable 
to conflict with morality is that, unless our beneficent acts are 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 m 
most contexts of poss1bJe beneficence. Concern with it stems at least 
partly from takmg charity - i.e., beneficence from the fmanciaUy 
secure towards the disadvantaged and dependent - as one's general 
model of beneficence (on this subject, see chapter Jll, p. 57), together 
with the concern generally attached to the social ideology of charity, 
lliat one not act charitably towards those who are undeserving of it. 
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e g those who are slothful or who have brought thw unfortunate 
co;d1t10n on themselves Thus, m ~lustratmg the general Kant.an 
nohon of achon on prmc1plc, C D Broad gives as an example 

the case of a member of a Chanty Orgamsahon Soc1ety g~vmg rchcf 
to a complete stranger He analyses the SllUahon to sec whether II 
does or does not come under a ccrt:un rule or pnnctplc of achon 
wh1ch he has accepted If 1t does he gives rehef,1f 11 does not, he 
refuses 1t And he would treat m exactly the same way any other 
man whose case had the same features 11 

W D Ross also, m !llustratmg the diStinctiOn noted prcv10usly between 
an achon m wluch we aun duectly at the good of another person and 
one m wluch we aun at domg the nght tlung, sees the difference as 
Illustrated well by that between the d!Scrunmate and mdiScnrnmate 
chanty 11 

But chanty ts only a very spcctal case among the entire range of 
forms of domg good for others It tmphes a sxtuat10n m whtch the giVer 
IS very much better off than the rectptent, m whtch the rectptent ts 
regarded as essentJally powerless and dependent, unable m a fauly 
permanent way to get along Without the chanty contnbutwn, and 
finally. m whtch what lS gLven by the gtver ts some fonn of money or 
matenal goods wluch m gxvmg he g~ves up or gtves away (though, tt JS 

also 1mphed, he can well afford to do so) 
But mast fonns of acUon from sympathy, compasston, or concern 

lack at least some tf not all of these features Often what we g1ve when 
we give to others out of altrulShc emohon 1s our t1me, energy, efforts, 
advtce, comfort- tlungs Which we have not thereby lost to ourselves lii 
gtvmg them (anyway not m the sense m wh1ch money which we gl'IC 

away IS lost to ourselves) Also, very often when we help fnends and 
acquamt:mces, and even strangers, their general hfe s1tuattons are not 
regarded as so hopeless that they are permanently dependent on the 
resources of others to be able to take care of themselves, rather they 
are Simply temporanly 10 need of some land of help The person IS 

bas.1caUy regarded as an equal who happens to be 10 a Jam, whereas m 
the case of chanty the recipient IS always regarded as unequal to oneself 
(the CJ.Ver) Fmally, the agent 10 usual acts of duect altruism ts better 
off than the rec1p1ent only WJ.tlun the s1tuatton at hand but not neces 
s:mly m any other (temporary or permanent) way One can appro­
pbnately have sympathy for a person who Is fmancJally or sociallY 

c:tter orr than oneself 

108 



Direct A ltnlism, Universalizability, and Consistency 

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 thetr 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 deservmg and 
the undeserving, is a questionable one.13 

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 normal 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 
Who 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 desire 
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 to 
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 witlt 
fostering the good of !hose 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 distmction between foster­
ing the other person's good and doing what tlte other wants one to 
do.•• And he will be no Jess hkely tltan the K.antian agent to make 
himself as well-informed as he tltinks necess:~ry to achieve his desired 
ilim. 

109 



Duect Altnmm, Unrvcrsalrzabrllty, and Conmtetrcy 

nus 1s not to say that the altru1st1c person neccssardy possesses the 
mteU1gence, msrght, and knowledgeability sometunes necessary to grve 
effect to hrs genwnely good mtenllons A person can be compassionate 
yet bbnd, shortsighted, or unreabstrc But 1f he IS to be genumely 
compassronate we must assume a genome concern wrth others' good, 
and not merely wrth superficral rnd1cat1ons of the1r wants or needs 

Moreover, the Kantran agent himself does not necessanly possess the 
rnteUectual vrrtues mentioned, nor necessanly avord the defic1enc1es He 
too can be stup1d and unreabsllc about how to accompbsh what he 
takes to be hiS duty He can, because of Ignorance, apply h1s pnnc1ples 
badly He can mrsperce1ve hrs obbgat1ons, wrongly worlang out what 
reason b1ds hun to do 

Granted that knowledge and eertarn rnteUectual quaht1es make 11 
mueh more bkely that the person wrth altru1st1c rntent wrU succeed rn 
acting beneficenlly, 11 mrght be thought that Kanllarusm must have 
some advantage over a morabty of altru1s1Ic emoiions, srnce 11 IS a vrew 
whrch by 1ts nature requrres more reflection But thrs IS not so Tire 
reflectron requrred by Kan1Ian1sm takes place only at the stage of 
attemptrng to determrne one's duty grven how one already understands 
one's Sltua!Jon It does not Itself produce a more mformed grasp of 
one's srtuatron On the other srde, sympathy and compassron them 
selves unpel, or can unpel, the necessary reflect1on when the s1tuatron 
presents elements of complexrty, when 11 15 not ev1dent how best to 
carry out one's beneficent mtent 

The pornt here IS that 11 IS unfarr to compare a poorly functronrng 
drreclly altmlsllc agent wrth an Ideally functromng Kanban one 

XV 

! trnal ISsue rn the alleged supenonty of weak unrversabty to chrect 
lrutsm lS consistency, and the agent's comnutment to actmg m the 

same (morally good) way rn the future 15 In actrng from unrversal 
PMCiple on a certam occas1on one comrmts oneself to actmg the same :y: srmdar SJtuatlons rn the future, whereas actrng from drrect 
~ tlC emotion, msofar as 1t IS not actton on pnnc1pte mvolves no 

:con::•tmcnt Hence act1on from altrutstlc emotao~ IS habte to 
cxpounchn cy a rn~ way that pnncrpled actron IS not Phdrp Mercer, 
way g ntran VIew, puts thrs objectron rn the foDowrng 
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to be generously diSposed towards someone one day merely because 
I happen to be 10 !ugh spmts IS not morally commendable 1f the 
next day I don't care a damn about hun These kmds of 
emolionally based behaVIor do not comrrut the agent to surular 
behaVIor 10 the future We must adrrut then that 10sofar as 11 1s 
correct to say that some emotionally motivated conduct cannot 
be backed by JUSttfy10g reasons 11 cannot proVIde us With any 
grounds for expectmg, or requu10g, 1ts repettllon 10 the future 
when Circumstances are appropnate, and that msofar as th1s IS so 
11 cannot possess moral worth 16 

But the contrast 1mphed here between action on pnnc1ple and action 
grounded 10 altru1shc emot1on 1s ne1ther very great nor very s1gmficant 
It IS not clear that action from altruistic feelmg IS any more liable to 
lead to mcons1stent behaVIor than action from pnnc1ple Fust, merely 
mvokmg moral prmc1ple m one's behaVIor 1s no guarantee of consiStency 
of behaVIor, nor even of consistency of pnnc1ple One rrught be prone 
to c1tmg vanous pnnc1ples to rationalize (or even genumely to explam) 
one's actiOns, and yet 11 be the case that the pnne1ples wh1ch one c1tes 
on dtfferent occasiOns are 10compat1ble w1th one another 

StJll, mvokmg prmc1ples IS not synonymous With actually holdmg 
them and actmg from them Nevertheless, even 1f a person genumely 
possesses certa10 moral prmc1ples and attempts to bve accordmg to 
them, tlus 1s no guarantee that he Will necessanly do so It nught be 
that he sunply falls to I1ve up to Ius genumely held prmc1ples, or bves 
up to them m an mconstant fasluon (However, there must be a suffi 
ctenUy genume attempt to gu1de one's conduct accordmg to the prm 
Clples m order to say thai the person holds them ) Thus, haVIng pnn· 
Clples IS no guarantee of consiStency 10 act1on 

On the other s1de, let us cons1der a person who we would say IS a 
sympathellc or compassiOnate person Such a person would be prone 
to actmg out of compass1on or sympathy 10 certam s1tuat1ons (s1tua 
lions wh1ch 'warrant' sympathy or compaSSIOn) It seems that by 
saymg U1at be IS a compassiOnate or sympathetic person - 10 contrast 
to someone who occasionally or mconstantly sl1ows s1gns of compas­
SIOn or sympathy - we are attnbuttng a measure of conmtency to Ius 
behaVIor He tends to be moved by certam sorts or considerations 
But th1s IS not to say that he acts from umversal pnnc1ples 

Therefore, that a person docs not cxphcllly gmde his conduct by 
umversol pnnclples docs not mean that he1snot hkely to act consiStent!) 
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m a sympathebc and compassionate way The fact that there !S no 
guarantee that he so acts does not mean that he 1s not llke/y to And, 
as we have seen, actmg from prmctple ts no guarantee of conststency 
many case 

Thus, actmg from altrulSbC feehng does not necessanly or even 
typically mvolve actmg mcons1stently Actmg from prmc1ples may have 
same advantage on thts score, but not nearly so much as the ongmal 
contrast unphed Therefore uruversal pnnc1ple lS not reqmred for 
consiStency regardmg the kmd of behavwr prompted by altruiStlc 
feelmg 

And so Mercer lS wrong when he says that 'emot.J.onally mottvated 
conduct cannot provtde us With any grounds for expectmg, or 
requmng, tls repet.J.tton m the future when cucumstances are appro­
pnate' (see above, p Ill) For an establiShed pattern ofsympathetrc or 
compassiOnate acbon m someone does g~ve us grounds to expect such 
act1on m the future It does not gave us grounds to requue such actiOn 
m the future, but neither does some one's adhenng to a prmctple tn one 
sttuahon giVe us grounds for requmng tum to do 50 m the future 
Adherence to umversal prmctples does g~ve us grounds to appeal to the 
person to do a beneficent act on some future occaston, but we have 
grounds of appeal 111 the case of altrutshc emotion - namely the con 
stderatlons (relatmg to another person~s good) to whtch the person has 
shown hunself m the past to be responsive 

XVI 

None of tlus IS to deny that a person who acts from altnusttc emotion 
can act tnconSJstently An example of tlus. can help us to gam a clearer 
ptcture of the moral stgruficance of consistency 

~al IS 3 genutnely ktnd and sympathetic person but ts so tn a parll 
cu rly Inconstant way, In that she IS espec1ally mo~dy and her kmdness 
~ems. t~ depend very much on her moods When she IS not feclmg 
0~ e 15 a\'a.llable to others wdhng to g~.ve of herself to help them 

~u d respo~tve to other people's needs and concerns But when Sal tS tn 

th eprcs.se state she Is not open to others not very responstve to 
em. not so \\tllln t be ' 

Inconstant and herb: 0 helpful Her sympathy and kmdness are 
\\1t:st euctl is ha\'J.or, m that sense, Inconsistent 

lncomuten 1 ? the moral defectavcncs.s mvolved m this sort of 
cy 0 help explore thts question let us Jmasme 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 Jet 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 disappomted, 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 
expect to go out of their way for us. This says something interesting 
about anger and resentment, but it does not signify any greater claim 
against the kmd 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 
'?me legitimate expectation, hence some moral defect if that expecta­
lton is not met, though a Jess 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 arc raised. 
Such a defect is not identical with one in which a person, so to speak, 
gives 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 cosc there ls perhaps a kind of deceit involved. 

Certainly in some particular situations this inconstancy of feeling for 
others might involve a serious moral failure; for cxomplc, if Shoron 
Were In a really desperote situation and Sal were oble to help her out 
)"et did not do so because she was in one of her depressed moods. Titis 
might constitute a brooch of the 'notural duty of beneficence' (see 
chopter III, p. 45). Still, it would be compatible with tlte ldnd of 
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mconstancy descnbed m Sal for Sal when m a bad mood to be avatlable 
to people m truly desperate SituatiOns, even whtlc her moodmess keeps 
her from bemg avatlable to people who are worthy of sympathy and 
help though not desperately m need of 11 In fact, 1f th1s were not true 
of Sal she would seem almost sch1zophrcmc ratl1er than JUS I excepllon 

ally moody 
Another thought m•ght be that 1f a person IS mconSlstent then he 

will not follow through on actions undertaken on others' behalf when 
he IS m h1s accessible moods Tins IS a charge made agamst c::~pncwus 
feelings wh1ch carnes some we1ght However, many acts ofkmdness or 
sympathy do not mvolve action over ttme as sub;ect to such moods 
Moreover, 1f an mcons•stently kmd person dtd, out of kindness, under 
take sometlung on another's behalf, he m1ght sl!ll be capable of recog 
mzmg that thiS constituted some sort of commttment to carry through 
on the undertaking, desp1te change of mood TI1e commitment to 
follow through IS of a different moral status U1an the ongmal under 
takmg Itself (wluch mvolves no such comnutment), and the mcon 
SIStently kmd person would be capable of apprec~atmg and actmg on 
thiS difference (The contrast w1th the conSistently kmd person nught 
be that hiS followmg through would be done m a somewhat d1fferent, 
less pos1hve spmt) 

One nught thmk that another senous moral denctency ts mvolved 
here, namely that the dJscovery of the mconstancy of feehng would 
lead us to queshon the gcnumeness of the sympathy and kindness 
shown when Salis m a good mood If she were really sympathetic then 
how could she be unresponsive on so many occas1ons when she was 10 a 
bad mood? We rrug,ht begm to search for some ultenor motive whtch 
~a! might have had m bemghelpful, or we m1ght begm wondermg 1fwc 

ad not read more sympathy and kindness mto her behavtor than was 
really thete 

Tius IS a real posstblhty, yet lt JS also Important to recogmze that Jt 
15 possible for sympathy and kmdness to be both mconstant and yet 
perfectly genume Fallmg to be sympathetic when one u m a bad mood 
does not necessarily mdtcate an madequacy or ungenumeness m the 
sympathy one shows on other appropnate occasions 

Unre!Jabthty, posstblllty of lack of genumeness of altrUIStic feeling 
po~nllal for fallmg to follow through on beneficent actJon undertaken 
~ e~ ar~ the moral defects we have noted m the failure of behaVIor 
5 emm ng rom altrutsttc feeling to be consiStent at least m the waY 
portrayed in our particular example Thus what' 15 morally defictent 
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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 II. 
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 
required is the consistency involved in holding universal principles at 
all; i.e., in applying the principles consistently, to aU 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 necessarily lead to inconsistency in action. For a compas­
sionate or sympathetic person can be entirely consistent in his behavior. 
Thus consistency is not as closely tied to universality and principle as 
the Kantl3n view implies. But further, consistency in behavior is not a 
line qua non of moral vaJue. lt is one virtue among others. 

These considerations mitigate whotever superiority, up to this point, 
Weak universality has to direct oltruism. They should in ony cosc moke 
it clear tho! the failure to test one's beneficent acts for (weak) univcr­
solity Is nottypicolly o serious morol defect. 



D~rect Altnusm Umvcrsallzabrllly, and Cmrsrstency 

Vlew, wh1ch seems caught on the horns of a d~emma To the extent 
that Kant~amsm presents a comprehenSIVe vrew of moral action {e g • m 
1ts strong umversal!ty vcrston), and thus presents a full alternative to 
drrect altruiSm, 11 cannot plausrbly asp1re to encompass the full range of 
morally good beneficent actiOn whrch d~rect altrmsm purports to 
encompass Whereas to the extent that 11 {e g, as the weaker versron of 
weak umversal1ty) IS able plauSibly to encompass this range tl mcreas 
mgly forferts tis character as a full alternative to dtrcct altrmsm as a 
theory of moral action, for 1t ts paras1l1C on other mottv:J.tiOnS to action 
than are provrded by the Kanl!an schema Itself, and IS unable to exclude 
the possrb~rty that some of these {e g. altruiSm) may have moral value 
So, wh~e d~rect altrursm rs clearly a drstmct VleW from all forms of 
KantJamsm, the Kant1:m VJew cannot produce arguments which under 
mme the d~rect altrmsm v1ew 

Thus we were left m the previous sections wtth constdenng a Kantlan 
VIew whtch was really httle more than K.antlan wmdow dressmg on the 
basic duect altrutsm v1ew, namely the clatm that 1t IS morally desuable 
to test proposed altrutsttc actions for we:tk untvcrsahty (And even here 
the argument for the moral supenonty of the Kantlan vteW w:t.s not 
compellmg) 

As for the role of umversaltty or umversahzabthty m morahty. tlus 
depends on the concerns one 1s addressmg It may be that umversallz 
abd1ty lS a Valid requuement for acceptable moral pnnc1ples I have 
been concerned, however, With a dJfferent 1ssue namely whether 
umversal1zabthty 1S a vahd requuement for moral (1 e • morally good) 

~~~~e~ It IS only the latter role for umversahzabU1ty which I have 

116 



VI 

ALTRUISTIC EMOTION, 
REASON, AND PERCEPTION 

Du:ect altruism, I have argued, is a form of motivation distinct from 
Kantian-type motivation. It IS, moreover, meant to be the kind of 
motivation involved in the altruistic emotions. That is, sympathy, 
compassion, and concern are forms of direct altruism. And so, vindi· 
catmg the moral value of direct altruism as a motive entatls a vmd!ca· 
lion of the altruistic emotions as motives. 

But the connection drawn here needs explanation. For it might be 
thought that duect altruism has nothing specifically emotional about It 
and that, in fact, it can be understood in purely ratiOnalist terms. For 
example, Thomas Nagel argues m 111e Possibillty of Altmism 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 m our make-up, but only with structural aspects of us as rational 
beings (m a world of other rat1onal beings). Altruism grounded in such 
considerattons would be duect altruism, yet would be purely rational. 

The mere existence of such purely rational altruistic motivation docs 
not by itself undercut the moral value of altruistic emollom, so long as 
the latter arc ~nuine fomu of duect altruism. If so, tlten duecl altruism 
would sunply take dtfferent forms, of which pure rational altruism 
would be one, and sympotlty, comrassion, etc. \\auld be others 

It would be useful llten to be clear on Uae W:t}S llaat (acting from) 
altruistic emotion differs from (acttn~ from) pure rotional altruum, ond 
at the 53me time to show th>tallruistic emotaons are a renuine form nf 
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d1rect altnnsm and are no less d~rect (and 10 that sense 'pure') than IS 
purely rational altrmsm (tf there " such a th10g) 

We can best bnng out tlus dtfference by first contrast10g act10g from 
sympathy or concern Wllh act10g from duty (ofbeneficence) (Although 
Nagel's pure rallonal altrutsm cannot by any means be equated With 
duty, 11 shares the feature of be10g a motive whtch IS 10 no way grounded 
m emouon but IS purely rat10nal) I have an acqua10tance, Becker, who 
ts 10 a 1am I have concern for Becker, and out of that concern I help 
tum Cathcart, who cares nothmg for Becker, nevertheless regards 
hunself as under an obhgat10n to help htm, out of a duty of beneficence 
Both of us, m helpmg Becker, mtend that Becker be reheved of hts 
difficulty But our ways of regardmg thts aun are dtfferent My mottve 
m helpmg Becker IS my d~rect deSire or concern for h1s good Cathcart 
does not have a duect des1re or concern for Becker's good, though he 
acts With the mtentton of bnngmg about Becker's good 

Suppose both Cathcart and I perform acts to help out Becker And 
let us suppose, frrst, that the act1ons do serve to help Becker out of the 
Jam he ts m What would our respective feelmgs. attitudes, etc be 
towards the resultant s1tuatmn? Smce I am concerned about Becker and 
care about hun, I am greatly reheved that he IS out of the Jam I am 
pleased for hun What I am pleased about IS not pnmanly that tl was I 
who was able to help lum out of the Jam (though 1 may be pleased 
about thiS also), but that he IS out of the 1am What would Cathcart 
fee]? It seems that what Cathcart would mamly be pleased about IS that 
~e has diScharged Ius duty, that he wd the nght thmg He would have 
moral sattsfacuon,9 or sallsfactJon at haVIng done h1s duty 1 But we 

have hypotheslZed that Cathcart cares notlung personally for Becker, 
nor has he any emotional responses to hts sttuatJon Qus weal and woe) 
And so he ts not particularly pleased for Becker at h1s bemg out of the 
Jam (whtch ts not to say that he ts displeased) Thts ts not a tlung whtch 
makes Cathcart happy, or reiJeved, as tt does me If we unagme Cathcart 
to be pleased for Becker (as I am) then we are 1magmmg that he feels 
~omethmg more than a sense of duty towards Becker He would then 

avc,some altruistic emotton towards lnm 
ea:e ~n see thiS more clearly if we tmagtnc a sttuatJon m which both 

c:art and I perform the acts of beneficence, but, through absolutely 
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no fault of our own, these acts fail to help Becker (e.g., we lend him 
some money but then the money is stolen). How would we each 
res~ond to this outcome? 1 would naturally be upset, both that my 
achon had failed to help, and that Becker was still in the state which 
originally prompted my concern. I would naturally continue to be 
co~cerned about Becker, since the grounds of that concern would still 
eXJst. (In fact I might be more concerned or at least discouraged, at 
the failure of a reasonable attempt to help.)' 

. But if Cathcart had acted purely out of duty he would not feel these 
~mgs. We are assuming here that he regards himself as doing what was 
his duty to 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 
reaDy 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 
jam. I 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. (Perhaps he is 
glad that he does not have to discharge the duty; but this would be 
another matter, not inherent in acknowledging the duty itself.) 

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 tl1is duty his aim or go:tl is 
that Becker be benefited, i.e., tl~at he be out of the jam. If this aim 
were not met would Catl1cart not therefore feel frustrated, unhappy, 
etc.? And similarly, lf tl1is goo! d1d come about (by whatever means), 
would he not have reason to rejoice, feel hoppy, feel relieved, etc.? 

There are two things to be said ln response to this. First, even if one 
gnnts (which I do not) that the man acting from duty !~as the goo! tJ13 t 
Becl..cr be benefited. still the feelings ouocioted with the reohzation 
and fmstratlon of this •lm ore different thon wlt11 acting from concern 
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or sympathy For rf the dutrful man IS unhappy when Ius rum IS 

unrealiZed, what he IS unhappy about IS thallus arm IS unrealrzed But 
what the concerned man IS unhappy aboutrs that Becker IS sui! rn a Jam 
(and/or that an effort to help Becker IS unsuccessful) The dutrful man's 
feehngs are not drrected at Becker's srtuatron for rts own sake, but only 
msofar as rt rnvolved sometlung at whrch he was a~mrng The second 
porn! " that rf rt IS genumely out of duty that someone acts, then Ius 
arm rs, strrctly, not that a certarn state of affarrs should come about but 
that he should do the rrght tlung Of course these will generally corn 
crde - Ius dorng the rrght !lung Wlll brrng about the desrred state of 
affarrs But when they do not corncrde - r e, when hiS perfomung the 
dullful act farls, because of forturtous crrcumstance, to brrng about the 
desrred state of affaus - then the person actrng purely from duty IS 
satrsfied when he has done the nght tlung 

A person actrng from duty mrght well have a Wish that the other 
person be benefited And tlus Wish can generate the emotions men 
uoned But such a WISh IS separable from the duty It constrtutes a 
different mot.tve, wluch can operate separately from or together with 
the sense of duty 

The concerned person's emotions are focused d~rectly on Becker 111 a 
way that the duty mobvated person's are not Thus lus reactions to 
vanous dJfferent outcomes m the situatiOn are conditiOned by what 
happens to Becker, regarding hts weal and woe But the dutJ.ful person's 
reactions are dnected not to Becker duectly but to Becker's situation 
as 1t relates to the perfonnance oftus duty towards Becker 

Thus there Is a sigmficant dtfference between actmg out of concern 
for someone and actmg out of a duty of beneficence Dtfferent attl 
~~~s towards the person and the actiOn are mvolved, which mvolve 
wf,erences m emotional response Actmg from concern 1s constituted 
m part by a readmess to have feelmgs of pleasure, JOY sadness. frus 
trallon, and hope regardmg vanous outcomes of the sxtu;tlon one 1s m 
Actmg from duty IS entirely separable from such emottonal reactiOnS 
though '"practrcc they mtght well go together (Tius latter point would 
suggest the unnaturalness of a theory of moral motivation grounded 10 
duty alone) 

Insofar as Nagel's purely rational altruism can be regarded ~s a 
tenume motive, most of what has been saJd regardmg the contrast 
et7c~n actmg from duty and acttng from altru1st1c feelmg can be 
a~p: ~0 It For Nagel"s pure rat1on:U altrursm contrasts wxth the duty 
0 ne ICence only In U1:at the :action wluch 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 ratwnal altruistic motivatwn 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 conta111 a certain familiar 
picture, one which denies this point, concerning 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 indiscriminate general sentiments of sympathy 
and benevolence .... I prefer to concentrate 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 requirement of human conduct. 
There is in other words such a thing as pure altruism (though it may 
never occur in isol:J.tion from other motives). lt is the direct 
influence of one pcrson·s interest on the actions of another, simply 
becouse In itself the interest of the former provides the latter "ith a 
re3:son to .oct1 
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The general thesiS to be defended concemmg altruiSm IS that one has 
a dtrect reason to promote the mtercsts of others- a reason wh1ch 
does not depend on mtenned1ate factors such as one's own mterests 
or one's antecedent sentunents of sympathy and benevolence 3 

The VIeW presented here IS opposed to any demand that the 
clauns of eth1cs appeal to our mterests e1ther self mterest or the 
mterest we may happen to take mother thmgs or other persons The 
altruiSm wluch m my v1ew underlies eth1cs IS not to be confused 4 
w1th generalized affection for the human race It IS not a feehng 

What I am rnterested m here IS not Nagel's VIeW that there IS a kmd 
of altrutsm grounded m reason alone, apart from any element of senti 
ment or emotion, but rather the contrast whtch Nagel draws between 
tlus pure rational altrmsm and altrmsm wluch 1s grounded m emouon 
or sentiment (such as sympathy, love, benevolence) Nagel unphes that 
these dtffer m that, whereas the fanner mvolves a d.uect mfluence of 
one person's mterests on the action of another, the latter does not 
Nagel's conception of the way that the mterests of one person mfluence 
the action of a person actmg from altrutsttc sentunent or emotion IS 

that the em allan or senhment 1s some kmd of factor ('mtermed1ate? or 
'antecedent') wluch med1ates between the mterest of the other and the 
act1on of the agent, makmg the mfluence of the former on the latter an 
mduect rather than a duect one 5 

Another way to state Nagers vtew seems to be thts there 1s a reason 
wlu.ch an agent always has to promote the mterests of another person 
When one acts from a pure (rat.J.onal) altruism one IS achng solely and 
duectly on tlus reason But when one acts from sympathy or bene 
valence (or compasston, concern, etc) one IS not actmg directly on t.Jus 
reason but ls rather actmg from the emotion (sympathy, benevolence, 
etc) nus In turn can be mterpreted (quasi egOistically) to mean that 
one acts beneficently only because one happens to have the feehng or 
desue m quest.ton, Wlth the 1mphed contrast to actmg genumely m 
response to the other's sttuaiJon 

AU this involves a false p1cture of the altru1st.J.c emotions and of what 
it IS to act from them For sympathy, compassion, etc do mvolve a 
duect influence of the interests (or good) of one person on the actions 
or the agent n1e altru1st1c emotions are not mtennedtate entlttes 
betwetn the good or others and U1e actions of the agent Ro.ther, In 
actmg from altruistic emotions, one's reason for or conSidcratJon in 
acttng/mt Is the good of the other In that sense action from altruistic 

122 



Alrroisric Emorion, Reason, and Perceprion 

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. ' 6 Giving such an explana· 
lion 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 inteU1gible, in a w:.y that acting from pure rational 
altruism is not. He regards tllking 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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VJews m general, Ute stgmficant diVISIOn ts between actmgfrom mterestsj 
feelings, senttments on the one hand, and actmg from purely rattono 
constderattons on the other But Uus way of portraying the Sttuotton 
fads to take scnously that m actmg dtrectly for the good of another, 
whether I do so for purely rattonal corutdcrattons or from altrmsttc 
emotion or sentiment, I recogruzc the realtty of another person and 
take account of Ius good for tts own sokc m a way m wluch I do not 
when I act only for the soke of my own good Thus, as I have tned to 
argue throughout Uus book, the cructal moral dtstmcuon ts between 
concern for one's own good and concern for the good of others, rather 
than between emotional (or mterested) consJderahons and rational 
considerations Because of Ius focus on altrUism, Nagel, despite fathng 
to see thts, provtdes us wtth at least some of the perspective from 
whtch tlus pomt can be apprectated 

Ill 

For Kanhamsm, morality IS pnmanly a matter of reason and rational.Jty, 
these m tum are understood as exclustve of emotion What Jmpl.JcatiODS 
does the theory of duect altrursm have for the relatton between rnoraltty 
and reason? In particular, m what ways 1s morally good, duectly 
altrmshc actton rattonal or non rational? 

Directly altrulshc action ts grounded 10 certatn constderatlOnS, 
namely altrmstic ones. wluch move the agent to perform beneficent 
acts He IS aware that the other 1s m need or 1s suffenng, and he acts m 
order to reheve the other's woe In these ways the duectly altrUIStiC 
agent Is not actmg bl.mdly, randomly, or urahonally He understands 
the other's situation and hiS own response to 1t - 10 the sense that he 
understands that the other ts m a state of woe, and he regards his 
mtended act as bemg mtelhgibly related to the rehef of that woe 
Altruistic action has a certam structure, 10 that the altruistic agent acts 
m order to bnng about a good, namely the good of the other person 

One can say that m so acting the altruistic agent acts for a reason, 
that the conSideration wluch moves hun 1s the reason for which he 
acts It IS particularly worth saymg tlus to make clear that duectly 
altruistic action such as actmg from compassion or sympathy JS not 
~;:tl0n3l, non rational, contrary to reason, unrelated to reason, and the 
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IV 

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 m 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 were 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 (simtlarly 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 dislinc· 
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 tlunking th3t the con­
sideration ought necessarily to carry the exact same force or weight 
with other agents as it h>s done with oneself. The stronger position 
here is really bntamount to the universalizability-of·•clions position 
discussed eorlier (In ch•pter V), for if the different reosons were to 
carry the same weight with ony agent as tl1ey did for tl1e oscnt 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 ism fact much weaker, in that 11 allows for 
different agents to be differently influenced by the same reason. One 
agent might be willmg to be late for a JOb mterview in order to help an 
injured person; whereas another might, while acknowledging a reason 
to help the inJUred person, dec1de that Ius desire to be on ume for a 
f!lm outweighs this conSideration. The weaker poSition requires only 
that other agents take account of the considerai!On - that 11 not 
completely fa!l to weigh With them. it puts no constramts on what that 
weight is to be. This sense of universality of reasons might be thought 
to have strayed far from the spuit of Kanl!amsm; 11 has certainlY 
abandoned most of the notion that our actions are to be grounded in or 
denved from umversal or rational principles or considerations. 

It may be, in any case, that reasons are umversal in tlus weakersense. 
But I do not tlunk that directly altruistic conSiderations are; and if tlus 
is correct It would be grounds for not saymg 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 someone 
sttuated analogously toY) as a cons1deration wluch 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 h1s own achng for the sake of a partJcular 
person's good, hold any general view about what others ought to take 
account of in then acbons. (And the reason for this is not that the 
agent regards the conSideration as one which applies to lumself alone.) 

Let us consider someone who, though generally quite selfish and 
narrow in spuit, is, because of some unusual combination of circum­
stances, deeply moved by another's plight, and shows an uncommon 
considerateness and generosity ofspmt towards that person.' He shows 
3 regard to the other's weal and woe wluch he does not customo.nlY 
show. We can suppose also that after this incident he returns to his 
accustomed way of responding to others and is not again so touched by 
the ph&ht of another. HaVUlg acted altruistically on that one occasion, 
h he neces.s.arily committed to the view that others ought to be similarlY 
:~:~~~ed, th~t, at ~east •. they ought to take account of that particuJ:u 

. con1.1derahon t.n their own actions? Certainly he gives no 
eVJ.dence of actually holdmg such 3 view. 

H. m:~.y be the case Utat through being moved In one particular c01se 
to pve consldcr:ltJon to another's welfare - In a 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. 

1bis argument has proceeded on an extremely abstract level. 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 a general reason which anyone must take account of in acting. 
But certainly X wl/l 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-and-such, though genuinely altruistic considera· 
tions c<~pable 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 ofsomeone's weal 
and woe is significant (see chapter II, p. 12). So, while there are many 
altruistic considerations wltich an agent, in acting from, will likely 
regard as generahzablc to others (at least in the weak sense which does 
not involve generalizing the wei£ht or force of the consideration) there 
arc other :tltru.istic considerations whjch are not so gcnerali1..3ble. 

In addition, the appropriate specification of somcone's rc.uon (or of 
the considerotion moti>-:~ting him to act) h not necessorily identical 
with who! he sars when asl.ed why he acted. There will b< qualifying 
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sttuatwnal factors (e g , how much cost, mconvemence, or sa.cnfice to 
the agent 1s mvolved) m :my full spec1ficatton of the cons1deratwns 
And 1t 1s !Ius full spec1fica11on wluch, I am argumg, lS not necessanlY 
generallzable to others, even m the weak sense mvolved here If !Ius 1s 
nght then the conSlderatwns for wluch the altrmst acts ought not to be 
called 1reasans ~ 

A poss1ble source of confus10n regardmg whether altrmsuc con 
s1derat10ns are reasons hes 1n the fact that the altrmsllc agent regards 
lumself as brmgmg about a good, m the sense of a good for another 
The mtenttonal and motivational structure of tlus achon may seem to 
be actmg for a reason But tlus does not necess1tate that the agent V!eW 
the state of affaus at wluch he auns as, 1mpersonally regarded, a good 
thmg, whJch anyone has a reason to promote, such a vtew would 
mvolve some umvmal1ty of reasons (It should be noted however that 
such a v1ew, lf 1t 1s mterpreted to me:m merely that 1t would be a good 
thmg for other agents to take account of the conSiderabon m questton, 
may be even weaker than the weak vtew descnbed above For such 3 

Vlew seems weaker than saymg that others ought to take account of the 
constderalJons m question But I do not mean to pm too much on tlus 
wstmct1on ) 

The altrulSUc agent ts no more requued to regard the state of affrurs 
at wluch he auns as Impersonally a good th.mg than 15 a self rnterested 
agent to so regard the state of affws at wluch he a1111s The situations 
are analogous the self~mterested agent auns at a good for hunself. the 
altrutsbc agent at a good for another Only lit Uus sense do the agents 10 

questiOn necessanly 31m at a good, though the selfmterested agent 
may, JUSt as the altrutsbc may, m addltiOn regard the good 10 questton 
as one which everyone has reason to promote (e g , hts p1ano playmg. 
whtch he re£ards as In 1tself a good tJung, and not merely a good to 
hun) 

Thu pomt may be dtfncult to see because of the moral difference In 
the two c:~:scs, namely that (on my Vlew anyway) to aun at another's 
good Is to do somethmg mor.ill.y good whereas to abn at one's own 
good Is (generally) to do somethmg mo;ally mdtffercnt Still as I have 
argued, this moral difference is constituted simply by the difference 1n 
obJect (and motlvatlon) and does not require the 01gent's further vtcW :lS 
to tlte ObJective moral worth.mess of his aim For tlu.s re:ason even 1f 
:,el \\eJe to S3Y that lhe illtrutstic agent acted for a reilSon It ~lght be 
frns :a~ng to uy Ut:tt he acted for a moral re:l.Son, If th~ Is taken IO 

P Y 13t the agent necesunly reg::mls his act as mor:tlly 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 
what one aims to do, which might not involve moral reflectiveness and 
judgment. 

So, in summary, there are reasons for and against saying that dnectly 
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 emouon is not acting 
irrationally or contrary to reason. 

v 

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 a 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 
a person being motivated to act altruistically (to act for the good of 
anotlter) Is that he apprehend the weal and woe of the other person as 
at stake in lite situation. For example, one apprehends the we:!l and 
woe of B os at stake when one apprehends B as suffering, In need, 
uncomfortable, having a potcntiollty of being greatly benefited. etc. 
Another's weal and woe moy be at stake in a situation, but if the agent 
In question does not rcrcelve It to be, he will lack a condition of being 
moUvotcd to respond to it. 
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What does 11 mean, m praciJce, for an agent to apprehend a sttuatwn 
under a desenpl.!on relaiJng to some one's weal and woe? (I am golflg to 
make a sunpltfymg sttpulatwn by refernng to 'the' descnptton under 
whtch a sttuaiJon IS apprehended Obvwusly there ts often more than 
one such operaiJve descnpllon for a g~ven agent) We can best illustrate 

thiS wtth some examples d 
I I am ndmg seated on a subway tralfl I see other people stan 

mg One of them IS a woman hotdmg a shoppmg bag She ts somewhat 
uncomfortable Let us say that the descnptton under whtch I appre, 
!tended thiS sttuallon IS 'A woman standtng holdmg a shoppmg bag 
Tius descnpl.!on IS neutral tn relation to the woman's weal and woe On 
the other hand I could percetve the Sttuatwn under the descnpl.!on 'A 
woman who IS uncomfortable standtng, because she has to hold her 
shoppmg bag' Thts descnpb.on makes reference to the woman's weal 
and woe - 1 e , her d.Jscomf art 

2 I walk past a man dtggmg hts car out of the snow I can appre 
hend the Situation as 'A man dJggmg his car out of the snow', or 1 can 
apprehend tt as 'A man who ts havmg a btt of a hard tune d1ggtD& hts 
car out of the snow' The second descnpt10n makes reference to the 
man's weal and woe (Ius havmg a hard tune), the fust does not 

3 A man comes to my house and asks 1f tlus ts the residence of 
the Morelh fanuly I can apprehend tlus s1tuatJon as the man's askutg 3 

quesbon (to wluch the answer IS no) Or I can apprehend Jt as the 
man's loaklng for sometlung or someone, wantmg to know sometlun& 
The latter charactenzahon 1s more related to hlS weal and woe lf I 
apprehend the Situahon m the former way I sunply answer. 'No • If I 
apprehend 11 tn the latter way 1 nught try to g~ve hJrn some help tn what 
he IS lookmg for I know, for example, that the Morelli farruly does not 
llve m such and such houses on my block, so the man can avoid goiOS: 
to them Perhaps he can say some more about the Morelli famdy, 
wluch trught help to Jog my memory, or give me a further clue as to 
where they might hve, or at le3St where they certamly do not hve I 
could share my knowledge and suppositions With the man, thereby 
helpmg him to fmd what he wants 

to s.ay that someone apprehends a Situation under a certam descnp 
tlon is not to say that he necessanly or typtc3lly completely falls to be 
aware of any reatures of the SituatiOn which do not figure m that 
desc:rlptlon lt IS only to say that the description m question fs the 
operanve one for hlm It represents h1s 'take' on the s1tuat1on the m:un 
Wily In Which he apprehends It For example, In c::ISe 1, that I ;pprchcnd 
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the situation u d h d . . 
h . n er t e escrrpt10n 'A woman standing holding a s oppmg bag' d 
1 oes not mean that I am entirely unaware that she is 

3 so uncomfortable. For instance if someone asked me 'Docs t11at 
woman seem f; ' , . ' 
le 1 I uncom ortable? I might say yes, and rcahzc that at some 

ve had been aware of her discomfort all along But I had not as it 
Were, taken this discomfort in. It had not been salient in the way l had 
apprehended the situation. All 1 had been fully consciously aware of 
;as t_hat she was standing holding a shopping bag. This is why the g1ven 
•scnption is the one under which I apprehended the situation. (TI1e 

person's asking me the question might have the effect of changing my 
~ppr~he?sion of the situation, so that I now apprehend it under a 
escnptJon which involves the woman's discomfort.) 

_In distinguishing the description under which a person apprehends 
\SitUation from other aspects which the person is at some level aware 
0 • could readily become aware of, or is not at all aware of, 1 want to 
avoi~ two sorts of portrayals of the matter: 

First, 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, 
In the subway train example, I am not envisaging it as requiring special 
sensitivity to see that the woman is uncomfortable; but rather that tlus 
can readily be realized by a person of normal sensitiVIty or perceptive­
~ess. One could, for a contrast, imag~ne a case in which special percep­
hveness would need to be involved in seeing that the woman was 
uncomfortable, e.g., where there were no normal or readily perceptible 
signs of it but only subtle ones (• slight rigidity in the way the woman 
is standmg, a slightly t1ght look on her face, her sh1ftmg pos1tion a 
bit too often, etc.). 

Stmilarly, in examples 2 and 3 ~ it does not require great sensitivity, 
intelligence, or perceptiveness to real1ze that the man 1s having a bit of a 
hard time d1gg1ng his car out, and that he could do w1th some help; or 
that the man asking about the Morelli family wants to know somethmg 
(about wh1ch 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 weol and woe is at stake that it would bevlflually 
unpossibJe for someone in the situation not to realize this in a way 
which figured into his conscious 3pprchension of the situation (e.g. jf 
the person is being beaten). 

1 am aiming to describe situations in wh1ch~ though a person could 
quite reodiiy, In the ordmary course of day-to-day life, fad to toke in 
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the weal and woe as port of h15 apprehenston of the sttuauon, 11 "not a 
failure to be espcc1aUy perceptiVe or scnslttve whtch accounts for thts 

Havmg sa1d somethtng about \\hat 11 means for someone to appre· 
hend a sttuatton under a descnpllon, and for the descnpttOn to relate 
to another person's weal and woe, let us now discuss the reJahon 
between apprehendmg the sttuatton and rcspondmg to 11 altrutsllcally. 
Apprehendmg a situatiOn as relatmg to another person's weal and woe 
1s an essential prerequtstte for actmg out of regard for the1r weal and 
woe (Agam I am maklng an overs1mphficat10n m my focus here I am 
contrastmg descnphons wh1ch do not relate to the other's weal and 
woe to those wh1ch do But the contrast wtll typtcally be a matter of 
degree (e g, of how Important an aspect of the weal and woe ts :It 
stake - suffenng, mere discomfort, mconvemence, pam, etc) rather 
than an absolute one Still, thts sunphficatlon av01ds some compleXIhes 
wh1ch are not, I thtnk, central to the argument ) So a person who ts 
beneficently dJsposed {e1ther from altru1st1c emohon or pnnctples of 
beneficence) IS more hkely to so act tf he perceives we:1l and woe at 
stake than 1f he does not In example 1, unless I percetve the woman 
as uncomfortable, 1 lack a reason to get up and g~ve her my seat In 
example 2, there 1s less of a reason for me to help the man tf I merely 
apprehend htrn as d1gg1ng h1s car out of the snow than tf I apprehend 
lum as needtng help In the thud example, as descnbed, I am more 
ltkely to offer some help to the man 1f I perceive lum as w:mttng 
sometlung or looking for something than tf I merely apprehend htm as 
askmg me a question 8 

VI 

let us now consider the relat10nslup between :lltru1shc emotiOn and 
apprehensiOn of the sttuahon m terms of weal and woe My general 
contention IS that part of what charactenzes a person as canng. conl 
plsstOnate, sympathetic, or concerned 1s that he IS more hkely than 
other persons to apprehend Situations m tenns of the weal and woe of 
oth~rs. Someone who tends to VIew others 'through the eyes of sym 
pat Y h (who tends to h:IVe sympathy for others) 1s more l.d .. ely to 
::~: ~end the woman in example 1 as uncomfortable, the man in 

P 2 as havmg a b1t of a hard tune dtggmg h1s car out the man m 
ex~ple 3 as bemg able to use some help tn looking for the i.torellts 

t IS evident that a sympathetic, compassionate person IS more Itkely 
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to act to foster the good of others. TI1is 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 ti1e 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 d1ffenng only in how they act in 
response to such apprehension - the compassionate person acting to 
reheve 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 person 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 fa!lmg to be 
sufficiently motivated to do anything about it, or both. 

That there are two parts to what Is mvolved In moral action (appre­
hension and acting) - and in the differences between possessing and 
failing to possess certain vutues - 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 
wluch he acts). 

These pomts can be illustrated In the teacher/student example 
discussed In chapter II (p. 36). As I portrayed the original situation, the 
student Clifford evidences in his talking to his teacher, Jones, pain and 
distress regardmg his situation with hls family. But this portrayal of 
Cl1fford, though accurate, Is, so to speak, a description from the p01nt 
of a sympathetic person perceiving the situation. It is the way that 

133 



Altn~lwc Emotwn Reason, and Perceptron 

Brown (the sympathetiC teacher) apprehends the Situation (w1th Casey 
m the place ofChfford)(see pp 40 I) But rt IS not the way that Simply 
anyone would apprehend the Situation Another teacher m1ght appre 
hend 1t under the descnptlon, 'Chfford bellyachmg about h1s fam1ly,' or 
'Chfford talkmg about hiS problems' (where thiS carnes the 1mphcat10n, 
' whtch are no concern of mme') Thts does not me:m th:rt such 
teachers would not m some way be aware of Chfford's pam and diS 
tress, but 1t may not reg~ster With them, they may not take It m so that 
1t becomes part of the descnptlons under wh1ch they apprehended the 
sttuatlOn 9 

Ev1dently a teacher who apprehends Chfford's pam and diStress IS 

much more hkely to act to help, e g, by forgomg the talk he had 
planned to attend, than 1S a teacher who does not apprehend that pam 
and diStress (The case ong~nally descnbed of Jones and Chfford 
presents a sort of mtermcdtate sttuat10n, m whtch Jones at some level 
percetves the pam and dtstress m hts apprehenston of the sttuatlon, for 
ongmally he feels some sympathy for Chfford, but the 1mphcatlon IS 

that thts pam and dtstress are not parttcularly sahent for lum m hts 
apprehension of the SltUahon He does not fulJy take them m nus IS 
part of why hiS sympathy IS weak) 

Of course a teacher could apprehend the pam and distress and yet 
choose not to respond to tt, for any one of a number of reasons But he 
ts much more hkely to do so 1f 1t IS part of the pnmary way that he 
apprehends the Sltuahon than 1f1t IS not 

The kmd, compassionate, sympathetic, or concerned person perce1ves 
people differently from someone lackmg these quahtles The latter, for 
example, ts more hkely to perceiVe them m terms of categones relatmg 
to thetr effect on lus own pleasure or advantage - e g , as bonng, 
fascmatmg obnox1ous Wlule the sympathetic person IS by no means 
unmune to such categones, they will generally play a less central or 
anyway less exclus1ve role m hts 'take' on people For example, 1f A IS 

actmg obnoxiously. B, a sympathetic person ts more hkely to perceiVe, 
behmd A's obnoxiOusness, that (and 1f) A ~~ hurtmg, wantmg to com 
mumcate, needmg fnendly gesture, etc (Tius 1s not to deny that A 
may Simply be obnox10us, With nothmg 'behind' 1t and B need not 
fall to recogntte th1s) One can say, m a Wittgenst~mlan spmt, •The 
world of the kmd person IS dtfferent from the world of the unkmd ' 

In a way, the symplthettc person wUl understand more about people 
than wtll the unsympathetic, at least m regard to their weal and woe 
He IS more likely to see someone's pam, frustration, dzsappomtment 
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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 ts expcriencmg 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 pomt 
should not be overstated; there is much about other persons (e.g., 
rei ling 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 
can accommodate this requirement. 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 
~olives to altruistic actions, but involve perceiving situations as involv­
tng the weal and woe of others. Part of what it is to have a certain 
•motion is that the situation which one apprehends presents itself to 
one tn a certain way. 
. Let us now see how perception of the situation, as a feature of moral 

hfe, figures into the Kantian view. Consider a well-known passage from 
Kant's Foundations of the Metaphystcs of Morals, in which Kant is 
discussing the moral value of acting from duty in contrast to acting 
from sympathy.'0 He is considering persons faced with a situation in 
which they have 'the power to benefit others in distress.' Firs! he 
~onsiders a basically sympathetic person who in this particular situation 
15 Unable to be touched by, to care about, the needs of others in diStress, 
because of a personal sorrow.11 

What I am interested in here is the man Kant next considers, namely 
•. man lacking in sympathy for others, indifferent to then sufferings. 
Kant 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 supenor to actmg from sympathy 
As Kant sets up the example the man of sympathy and the unsym· 

pathetic (mdtfferent) man of duty are faced With the same or eqmvalent 
sttuattons - persons who are m Wstress whom 1t IS m each of thetr 
power to help But thiS omits the fact that the mdtfferent man of duty 
ts much less hkely than the man of sympathy to apprehend the other 
persons as m diStress m the first place Tim ts part (though only part) 
of what " mvolved m saymg that he lacks sympathy for others (or 15 

tndifferent to theu weal and woe) 
If we are to make sense of the Kant1an nahan of a person Without 

emouonal response to the suffenngs of others, nevertheless actmg out 
of a duty of beneficence towards them, I submtt that we must envisage 
the person m the followmg way when he ts convmced that others are 
m distress, suffenng, etc, then he ts consctentwus m domg what he 
regards as hiS duty to help them But such a person Will not naturally 
percetve others as m dtstress to the extent that the sympathetic person 
does Thus he wlll less often actually be convmced of the need, pam, 
suffenng, distress of others than wdl the sympathetic person There· 
fore, he will not perfonn beneficent acts m every mstance m whtch the 
sympathetic person does 

It IS thus mtsleadmg of Kant to 1m ply, as he seems to, that the 
unsympathetic man of duty and the man of sympathy dtffer only m the 
mohves for whtch they perform beneficent acts, for they dtffer also 10 
the scope of the1r beneficent achvtty, and th1s stems from or IS con 
m~cted w1th Wfferences m the ways that they apprehend sltuauom 10 
terms of weal and woe All these differences (motives, scope of benefi 
cence, apprehenston of weal and woe) are, or should be, taken mto 
account man overall moral assessment of the two types of person Such 
an assessment cannot be h.nuted, as Kant's vtew would have It, merely 
to the sons of mauves from whtch the person acts 

It should also be noted that 1f we are to conceive the unsympathetic 
man of duty as really bemg motiV3.ted by duty, then we can hardly 
env1sage him as regardmg every sttuatton m wh1ch he 1s convmced that 
the weal and woe of others Is at stake as one m whtch he reg:uds him 
scM as haVing a duty to help I have suggested earher that the duty of 
beneficence, if It extsts. must be regarded as encompassmg only a small 
nre:a of our potenttill beneficence to others (e g , that area m wluch we 
c:an avoid gre:at harm to others at little or no cost to ourselves) If tlus Is 
so then the scope of beneficent aCtiVIty or the unsymp3Utetac m:an of 
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duty is even further limited than the previous nrgumcnt implies. 12 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 docs 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 sec 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. 

VIII 

The problem in the passage from Kant Is endemic to Kantian moral 
theory in general. That view emphasizes the importance of universal 
a~d rational principles for guiding action; but it does not take suffi· 
Ctently seriously the problem of the application of those princtples 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 
Wluch actions he is to perform. 

But the view does not as it stands address the issue of how situa· 
ti~ns do present themselv;s to the age~! in the first place. It is easy to 
fail to notice that the issue is being avoided. For in writing moral 
Philosophy the author presents situations in which the moral choice IS 

to be made and the principles apphed. So the situation as presented to 
the hypothetical moral agent already has a certain character. But that 
11 has the character for any gJVen moral agent cannot be taken for 
&rant~d; and, more important, that it is to particular agents (and under 
certam descriptions) that situations must present themselves is Jgnored 
by the theory. 

Suppose, to take a very general example, that a Kantian agent holds 
the Pnnciple, 'Help those who are in pam.' This pnnciple is properly 
appUed in situations in which others are in pain. But the mere fact of 
holding the pnnciple will not tell an agent when someone is in pain. 
And whether he perceives people as in pain Wlil depend on many 
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d!fferent factors Because of a failure of empathy he may often fail to 
perce!Ve that people are m pam, or may take what IS actu3lly pam to be 
somethmg less senous, such as discomfort, difficulty, or unease It IS a 
weakness m Kantmn theory, tn companson to the ones of altrmsttc 

emotion and VIrtue, that It falls to deal wtth th1s assue 
Tlus fatlure ts connected With a weakness tn much contemporary 

moral theory wluch Ins Murdoch has been concerned to emphaSize, 
and that 1s ~ overemphasis on chotce and decision 13 The Kantlan 
theory emphaSizes havmg the appropnate pnnc1ples to gUide us '" the 
choices we make But equally significant from a moral pomt of vieW IS 

what an agent regards hts ophons to be, among whtch he must choose, 
and, m the same spmt, whether he regards hun self as facmg a choJce at 
all A morally msensthve person may not regard a certam s1tuatmn as 
presentmg a moral tssue, and so will faLl to work out whtch pnnc1ple 
ought to govern h1s action m that Situation A person ansens1UVC to 
others' weal and woe will not see actmg m regard for that weal and woe 
as one of lus cho1ces 

As Murdoch pomts out, much of our moral nature 1s shown m the 
s1tuatmns m wh1ch we regard ourselves as havmg morally problematiC 
or morally stgmficant chotces to make, and m the opt10ns we see as the 
VIable ones And so much of our 'moral achv1ty'- here construed very 
broadly - wi11 constst not only m choosmg prmctples and actions but m 
regardmg others and ourselves m certam ways, so that we percetve 
certam dunenstons of Situations whtch present themselves to us For 
example, learmng to be a more sympathetic person m1ght mvolve com 
mg to terms With certam prejudtces, fears, or dJsappomtments whtch 
stand m the way of percetvmg others - or certam groups of others -
sympathellcally In domg th1s one w11l see certam actions {e g, benefi 
cent ones) as opllons for oneself wh1ch one had not considered to be 
real cho1ces before Changes m our ways of perce1vmg wtll be part of 
the process of our moral growth 

We have already seen, m the discussion of weak and strong umver 
S3hty, the tmpossJbl11ty of carrymg through on a certam 1deal or fantasy 
Which Kanhamsm uwolves, namely to ground a theory of morals tn 
re:non alone For, at most, such a VIew would yield only actions wh1ch 
were actually morally obligatory on an agent, at would thus leave out 
the much greater range ofacttons wlnch are from a moral pomt ofvteW 
~~lrable, decent, dcs1rable, good, exceptional, praiseworthy, noble, 

Tile ISSUe or 'perception of the Situation' exposes another flaw in 
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that fantasy, namely this: from reason alone 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 set of principles docs not ensure correctly perceiv· 
ing the situations in which they arc to be applied. TIIis 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 themselves. 

The point here is closely related to that made in the argument in 
chapter II, 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 
~oral principles should be hke, but given up as a conception of what it 
15 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 
Kantlan theory does not take account of perception of the situation the 
truly Kantian moral agent can never perform acts, that Kanllamsrn is 
not 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 Kant1anisrn 1tself. It might be thought 
that Kantl8nism does not really need a theory of situation-perception, 
that it is best construed only as setting conditions and criteria for moral 
Pnnciples and actions. This IS essentially the weak universabty view. If 
so, it should then be acknowledged that Kant1anism can no longer 
c?'J'pete on the same level w1th the theory of altruistic emotions or 
Vntues, which does Involve a v1ew of Situation-perception. It will be a 
theory about something <hfferent -not what it IS to be a morally good 
person, but only part of that, namely what the condit1ons are for 
morally acceptable principles and actions. 
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VII 

THE INTRINSIC VALUE OF 
ALTRUISTIC EMOTIONS 

A maJor aun of thts work ts to show that altrutstlc emotions have moral 
value The arguments of prevtous chapters, espectally II and V~ have 
accomplished part of tlus atm, namely to show that altrutstlc emotions 
have moral value as motives to beneficent actton 

In chapter II I argued that altrutshc emotlons are capable of bemg 
rehable mcenhves to beneficent acts In chapter V I satd why It IS that 
action mottvated by altrutshc em ott on ts morally good, namely that tl 
mvolves a regard for the good of others 

But to focus on sympathy, compasston, and concern solely as 
mohvahon to perfonn beneficent acts ts to luntt theu stgmficance as 
moral phenomena In the previOus chapter the perceptual aspect of 
:lltnnstlc emotions was discussed, but tts moral sigmficance was par 
trayed prunanly 10 tenns of Its contnbuhon to mohvatlon perception 
of someone's weal and woe IS a condthon of achng out of regard for 
his good In thtS chapter I wtll show that the full moral value of :altruzst1c 
emotions IS expressed non motiVationally as weU as mohvauonally In 
ch:Ipter ll, when g~.vmg ::1. prel!mmary sketch of some Important aspects 
of altruistiC emot10ns, I argued agamst a VIew which obscures tlieJr 
non mohvahonal dimension and thus makes It difficult to see the value 
of that d1mensmn, the VIew was that havmg sympathy, compassiOn, or 
concern necess:mly mvolved bemg mohvated to help the person who ls 
then object (pp 14 15) 1 argued that th1s u true only ofsituahons in 
wh1ch the agent could readily help the other, but IS not true of sitU3 

hens m which the ilgent is 10 no position to help (Without extraordmary 
S:Icnfice on Ius part or wholesale rearrangement ofh1s pnonues) 

A focus on motivation as the sole locus of moral value charactenzcs 
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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 docs not see idle wishes, emotions, desires, or even intentmns 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. 

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 mollve for which the agent performs it; he might perform 
it Sllllply because he has promised to do so, or he rrught 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 
mollve to the act is a separate matter from the nghtness 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 infonna· 
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 necessary condition of a motive's being morally good 
that in acting from 11 we mean to be performing a right act. 

On thls schema, what makes the act the porticular act that it is -
what constitutes its morally relevant description(s) -con have nothing 
to do with the mohve which prompts it. For ifit did then considerations 
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regardmg 1ts nghtness would be Involved With 1ts mot1vat1onal aspects 
contrary to the assumphons T11c act must be one winch could be 
prompted by any one of a number of motiVes, while sull remamrng 

the same act that 11 IS h 1 
Applymg tlus schema to benencence, we would soy thot w • 

makes an act a benencent one IS !hot 11 bnngs about some good to the 
rec1p1ent of the actiOn (and that 1t be mtended to do so, for whatever 
reason) • A beneficent act can be motivated by an altrutstlc mouve, 
that IS, one m whtch the agent's ultimate purpose In perfomung the 
action IS to bnng about o good to the rec1p1ent of the ocllon Butlt 
can as well be performed for other (e g, self mterested) reasons 

The schema allows, but also compels, us to assess the act separate!~ 
from the motive My argument will be, not that there IS a generst 
denc~ency m tlus schema 1tse!f, but only that 11 IS madequate to mo 1 
sttuattons m wh1ch we act from altrUistiC emotion In parttcular, 
wdl argue With regard to some of the examples already diScussed that 
the emotton ttself IS often part of what makes the oct the morallY 
nght or appropnate one m a g1ven sttuatton, for csscnts:ll to hoW the 
act bungs about a good to tts rec1p1ent - hence essential to tts betng 
the act of beneficence whtch tt 1s - 1s that 1t 15 motiVated by an altrmsUC 
emohon I wlll not deny, however, that m many cases the schciTla 0~ 
mohve and act ts entirely appropnate for the moral assessment 0 

achon 

For example In the case of the hospttal Vlstl (chapter II, p 37), an 
mtegral part of the good to Sue m Bob's act of viS1tmg her U1 the 
hospital ts that he ts thereby showmg concern for her We cannot 
envisage the act of Vlsttmg prompted by some other mohve, whUe sttll 
preservmg the good to Sue of that act Suppose that Bob's motwatiOO 
m YlSthng Sue ls not concern for her but a sense of duty towards her 
Hls attitude ts not one of concern for how she IS domg or of maktng 
her feel better by h1s vtstt There ts no dtrect deszre to see her Rather' = regards her cond.Jtion as. constltutmg a morally bmdmg reason for 

to VlSlt her, and lus mohvabon JS thiS sense of obligation 
Let us assume that Sue realizes that Bob's mouvatlon m vtsttms her 

~0 d~~~7ra~er 1~h~n ~oncern Would Bob's VISit then bnng about a good 
envn<~ged wo:en ~ nng about the good to Sue whtch was ongtnaiiY 

e descnbed the s1tuatton m chapter ]]? It seems that 

•1 will refer to the person who 1 tte 

~~~~: ;:tFo~nded to benefit 11 t~t!~~~t~!:: .::;e~~~:~Yaftd ~h~e ~~:i~I~nt 
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the \isit would probably bring about SOI/I£' good to Sue - a familiar 
face when she has seen only heretofore unkno\\11 mcd1cal personnel, 
someone With the time to talk to her, someone she knows w1th whom 
she can presume to talk about certain things. But 11 would not bring 
about the full 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 by 
h.er discomfort, anger, or disappointment, attendant upon her rccogni· 
lion 11131 it is not concern which Bob shows by his visit, but that he 
feels compelled to visit her and is in that sense not doing so fully 
v.holeheartedly. 

Thus, when we examine our original presumption that the (morally) 
appropriate thing for Bob to tlo in this situation is to visit Sue in the 
hosp~tal, we see that part of this appropriateness involves his having 
ce~tam emotions (concern) anti his acting from these emotions. But 
this means that the motive of the action cannot be separated 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.1 

We can sec the same point in the case of the teacher listening to the 
student (chapter II, pp.36-7, 40). In order for the student to be made 
to feel better in this situation it is not sufficient that the teacher merely 
continue listening to him. The student must also not i' d that his 
confessing his troubles to his instructor is improper. If he does feel this, 
he may well feel shame and perhaps humiliation (as well, perhaps, as 
some fear that th1s will lessen h1s esteem and perhaps h1s 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 
from the instructor. Thus the act wh1ch the instructor performs must 
mvol~e more than s1mply listening; it must be hstening-sympathetically, 
hstenmg which is motivated by and expressive of sympathy. 

So the emotion which prompts the act ofbeneficence has sigmficance 
beyond Its merely producmg or being the motive for that act. For the 
beneficence which IS appropriate to the situation will require more than 
an overt act, externally described; 1t will also require certain emotions 
acc.ompanymg the act, or, rather, emotions as integral parts of the 
achon as a whole. 

143 



Tile /ntnriSic Value of Altnmtrc Emotrons 

II 

Beyond the fact that an emotion 1s somet1mes requued for the act to be 
a morally nght or appropnate one, IS the more general poml that 
emot1ons wh1ch an act10n expresses are often part of the good wh•ch 
the action bnngs about to the rec1p1ent I Will dlustrate th1s m two 
examples wh1ch, m contrast to the two dtseussed above, do not mvolve 
a preVIously ex!Stmg relatiOn (e g, of teacher/student, fnend/fnend) 
between the part1es mvolved The two examples d1ffer m that the first 
mvolves some ktnd of mteract1on between the parues, the second does 
not 

Suppose I have a flat \Ire by the s1de of the lughway, my JOCI.. IS 

broken, and there IS no phone nearby I am dependent on a passmg car 
to stop When, eventually, Manero stops to help me, I am greatly 
reheved that my tue IS changed so I can gel on the road agam, and I 
value Manero's act of beneficence for thiS reason But, m additiOn, I 
would naturally value Manero's act as expressiVe of the human sym­
pathy and compasSIOn 11 showed m Manero's takmg the trouble to stop 
and help me If I had reason to beheve that the aet was not express••• 
of such sympathy and compaSSion - e g , 1f Manero had a ktnd of 
mmor busmess connected wtth hts auto repau shop, m wh1ch he earned 
tue fiXmg equtpment around wtlh h1111 and offered for a fee to fix the 
tnes of persons m my sort of sttuatton - then 1 would regard, and 
value, the act differently Though 11 would still have the substantial 
value to me of rehevmg my helpless sttuahon and enablmg me to dnve 
my ear (and for tlus I am qu1te happy to pay the fee), 11 would lack the 
element of human sympathy or compasSion For Manero would be 
domg the act purely (let us assume) as a busmess propoSition The good 
to me of the two dtfferent acts would d1ffer 

A final example m a stnke of farmworkers agamst Cahfom1a fnnt 
growers, cattzens sympathetic to the stnke may support the stnke 
through boycotts, sympathy stnkes, support pu:ketmg? donauons, etc 
ThiS support wtll be of concrete 11d to the stnkers, helpmg to put 
econonuc pressure on the growers, enablmg the stnke to conunue 
longer, and perhaps more generally mfluencmg the general poltltcol 
dunate An ways wh1ch pressure the growers to make a settlement 
desned by the workers But, 1n add1t1on, at least some of the stnkmg 
workers wdl value and appreciate the support, not only for tlus con 
crete asststance, but also for the human sympathy whlch they take 1t to 
express For 1t shows that other c1t1zens, unknown to them person:lliY 
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and remote from the1r Situation, support them and then cause, agree 
With tlte1r position m the d1spute, care enough to gJVe sometlung of 
themselves even though they themselves do not (typtcally) benefit, 
etc Thus the support g~ven the stnl.crs IS valued not only for 1ts con 
crete asmtance m theu struggle, but also for the sympathy and human 
support (1 e , 'moral support') wh1ch 11 expresses 

In all four of the examples dtscusscd, the good to the rectptent of 
the beneficent act done from a certam kmd of emotiOn, or cxpresstve 
of that emotiOn, IS greater than 1f the act were done from certam otlter 
motives So, altrutst1c emotiOns are essential to brmgmg about the 
spectfic good wluch they do bnng about when they mot1vate certam 
acts 

One consequence of tlus IS that tlte moral stgmficance of altrutst1c 
emot10ns transcends the1r bemg motJves (conceiVed as descnbed on 
PP 141 3) to acts of beneficence 

A second consequence ts that the schema of moltve and act 1s 
someltmes not adequate to conceptualize our moral assessment of 
snuatJOns m wh1ch altrmstlC emotJOns prompt acts of beneficence For 
m such s1tuat10ns the morally appropnate or morally nght act to 
perform 1s not mdependent of the emohon wh1ch prompts 1t If the 
fnend and the tnstructor are to do the nght thmg - 1f they are to 
respond appropnately to then Sltuatton - then they must have certam 
emohons and must act from them The emotJOn IS mtegral to what 
makes these acltons or responses the nght ones 

I have so far expressed the madequacy of the molive/act schema by 
saymg that the emotion IS part of the act1on 1tself Other plulosophers 
have made a srmuar pomt by saymg that m order to g~ve a proper moral 
assessment of actton 1t 1s necessary to know under what descnpt10n the 
action Is bemg conSidered Thus ln the case of Bob and Sue the action 
descnbed as Bob V!Slllfig Sue out of-concern IS wfferent, from the pomt 
of VIew of beneficence, from Bob VISJ!mg Sue-out of-duty In the case 
of helpmg to fiX the Ure, Manero stoppmg to help as part of h1s busmess 
1S dJfferent - from the pomt of VieW of the good to the man With the 
flat lire- from Manero stoppmg to help-out of sympathy 

In !Ius termmology, what I have argued IS that the relevant act 
descnptlon m these cases will mvolve the fact that the act 1s done from, 
or is expresstve of, a certam emotlona1 response to the recJpJent's 
sltuauon l Hunk It Js most useful, however, 1f we do not press the 
notion of act- even act under a-certatn descnptton- to heJp articulate 
what 1s gomg on m these Sltuattons The act together Wlth, and expresstve 
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of the emot1on conshtutes a kmd of totabty wluch lS the bearer of the 
g;od to the rec1p1ent I wlll refer to that totabty as the agent's 'respons:' 
to the SituatiOn So I wlll say that 1t IS Bob's response to Sue, Jones s 
response to Chfford, etc wh1ch brmg about a certam good to t~e 
rec1p1ents of those acts The response wlll then be what ts moral Y 
appropnate to the Sltuahon, and the emohon w1ll be morally appro­
pnate as an mextncable part of that total response Let us say that the 
response 'conveys' a good to the rectptent 

I have s:ud so far that the emotional element m the response whtch IS 

morally appropnate IS essential to the beneficence But the concept of 
beneficence ts really out of place hen. .. , when we are referrmg to a good 
conveyed by a response wtth an emotional aspect Beneficence more 
properly refers to good brought about by overt, or what I Will call 
'behav10ral ' acts, 1 e , acts constdered mdependently of emouons 
whtch they mtght express 

III 

A related deficiency m the exc1ustve focus on motivation, and 10 the 
schema of motive and act, ts theu abscurmg the fact that altrutsttc 
emotlons 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 IS an astronaut, cuchng the moon Somethmg goes wrong 
With her hfe support system She stgnals control headquarters After 
some attempts by them and by herself It becomes clear that nothmg 
can be done In a matter of about an hour Joan wlll be dead Let us 
~a&!ne two fnends of Jo::m - Dave and Manny They both learn of 
oan s sttuahon They take different but entuely ch:nactenst1c attitudes 

towards the s1tuauon 

Manny constders that he has an obhgat1on to Joan to make cert:un 
that everything possible be done to try to save her He JS thorough. 
ded1cated, ::md conscientious m explonng every posslbthty _ double 
check.mg on the lndu:ators and on theu mterpretat1on w1th the scientists 
and techmc1ans involved, etc Fmally he IS convmccd that notlung 
wh:stever can be done to help Joan Though perhaps sorry about tlus, 
~~nny feels that he h:J.S done what he could and so has Jived up tofus 
0 ligation to h1s foend Wath no more scope for helpful :Jctlon on his 
put, \bnny turns Ius energ.~es and :JIIcntion to other matters 
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Dave, on the other hand, IS very distressed about the s1tuat10n, both 
for Joan's sake and because he IS !os1ng a fnend who IS dear to hun Hls 
concern for Joan leads h1m to attempt to do everythmg possible to save 
Joan's hfe Let us 1magme that m domg so he engages m all the same 
actions as Manny does, and that eventually he comes to the same 
conclusiOn, that notlung can be done But throughout the mqu1ry he IS 

fervently hoprng that the bfe support mechamsm can be fixed He 1s 
p1cturmg Joan's s1tuat1on, pamed by her l1kely suffenng, hoprng that 
she IS not suffenng too hornbly, hoprng that she can find consohng 
thoughts, wantrng her to know how much she has meant to hun, and 
lamentmg Ius own loss When he reaches the conclusiOn that nothrng 
can be done, he does so w1th angu1sh m h1s heart He contmues to be 
taken up With thoughts and feelings for Joan Yet he does not engage m 
fru1tless and hopeless actiVItY He recogmzes the s1tua1Jon for what 1t 1s 

The contrast between Manny and Dave IS not meant to be a contrast 
between two cbfferent ways of expressrng an equal care and concern 
about a fnend - an unemotional way and an emollonal showy way 
For one tlung we need not p1cture Dave as pariJcularly showy, as the 
'heart on Ius sleeve' type, th1s 1s not the pomt The contrast IS rather 
between two d1fferent responses to a fnend's pbght, yet both mvolvmg 
the same beneficent (or attempted beneficent) acts Manny acts from 
obhgatiOn, and hJS response encompasses only the scope of h1s possibly 
helpful actiOns, 11 JS meant to exclude other moiJves and emot1ons 
Dave acts from care and concern He performs the same behavioral acts 
as does Manny (though from different motiVes) but m adcht1on he has 
a range of emoiJonal responses wh1ch Manny lacks, ev1dencmg concern 
and care for Joan 

Let us assume that Jo~n. m her last hour,1s able to thmk about some 
of her fnends, and that because Manny's and Dave's react10ns rn the 
SituatiOn are so characteriStic of them, Joan beheves, even knows, that 
they are reactmg m the way they m fact are A good to Joan winch 
both D•ve and lllanny's responses mvolve IS the help wh1ch they ~llempt 
to get for her But beyond that, D•ve's response to the SitUation 
lnvol\es a certam good to Joan wh1ch Manny's does not, n•mely the 
good of the emot10ns of care and concern from a fr1end nus good, 
then, IS a good not connected With beneficent act1on, but Is Involved 
samply 1n the emotaonal reaction 11self 

Th1s example rests on a certam absurdity, n3mely that Manny, 
•mapned as a fnend of loan, \\ould not r~spond co the suualion w1th 
rmohons connected \\Uh concern and core for Jo•n. but rother 11131 he 
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would act m her behalf only out of duty (tho duty of a fnend) Such; 
response would show that Manny was not truly a fnend of Joan at a 
But thiS absurdity really helps to confirm my pomt here. for what 15 

mtegral to bemg a fnend, ond mtegral to what we want from our 
fnends, IS not only the help they can render, but thetr concern and 

care for us 
And so tt ts or can be a good to us that someone be concerned for 

our weal and :.Voe even ~hen the person cannot help us lienee the 
moral value of altrmshc emohons transcends theu conauve value An 
exc\uslVe emphasts on motivation as bemg the source of moral value 
Will be bhnd to thts aspect of the value of emotions and emouonal 
responses l.et us for the moment refer to tlus as the •mtnnstc~ value 

or altrutshc emottons 
The mtnnstc value ts not somethmg mherently separate from the 

motivational value. though tl can extst when the latter does not Rather, 
tl 1s also expressed m the mouvahon to beneficent act ton We see tlus 10 
the case of Joan, Dave. and Manny For though Dave's concern and care 
are expressed m some ways; wh1ch do not 1ssue m actton, they are also 
expressed m the acbons he takes to attempt to help Joan We saw tins 
also m the four examples constdered earlier - tn aU of them the con 
cern or sympathy express themselves m the acts wh1ch they motwate 

The help, or beneficence, 1s an express1on of the concern It IS only 
1f we regard the beneficent response purely as a behav10ral act that we 
thmk that the good of the beneficence and the good of the concern are 
always separable Tlus lS why I have preferred to refer to what the 
agent does m these sttuattons as lus 'response; a term wh1ch conveys 3 

sense of emotlonal(acttonal umty Just as the response IS the totality of 
the achon as expressmg-emotton, so the good conveyed by the response 
15 the totahty of help as expresstve of concern for·one's good 

Thus tt IS not the value of the conahve or mot1Vat10nal aspect of 
altrutsttc emohon whtch the mtrmstc good of a1trutst1c emotion trans 
cends, rather tlts the confinmg of the fanner value solely to the benefi 
cence 1tself, that ts, to the concrete help whtch 1s mohvated by the 
altrutstlc emohon If 'mot1ve' IS concetved on the mottve/act schema, 
then the acts whtch It prompts will be only behaviOral acts, 1 e , acts 
descnbable mdependently of any emotmn whtch they express If the 
motive IS conceived m thts way, as 1t generally Is when one speaks of 
the moral worth of mottves, then the full good of another's care or 
concern transcends the good of a1trutstlc emottons as mauves But tf 
the motwattonal aspect of altrulsltc emotiOns 15 properly regarded as nn 
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expression of the concern for the other's good; and tf, therefore, the 
responses reflecting (and involving) those altruistic emouons 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. 

IV 

Can more be said about what I have called the mtrinsic value of altruistic 
emottons? How exactly is it related to the good of beneficence? Why is 
it a good to someone that someone else be concerned about Ius 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 concern, if he is in a position to do so. In this 
sense concern involves a beneficent dtsposilion which is a good 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 is 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 
a secunty 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 t11e disposition Itself, and not on 
the concern which Is expressed by it. Any molive whatsoever could lle 
behind the disposition and, so long as t11e drsposilion were tlrere, tl1c 
J:OOd in question would be provided. For •~ample, rr ll1e person's 
benelicent disposition were grounded In a sense of duty, or, to take an 
Unh!..ely but theoretically possible <::~se, if the benelicent disposilion 
were grounded m fear of the other person (so that one !..new one could 
count on him be~use he would be too afraid nor to come to one's old). 
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one would st1ll have the sccunty With respect to tins person's benefi 
cence because one would know one could count on 1\ In thts way' the 
two aspects of the good of beneficent dJspoSitlon, and especiJIIY the 
second wluch does not depend on actual beneficence, arc en\lrcty 
dependent on the mollvatlonal/dJSposl\lonal aspect of altruJS\1~ 
emotions, that related to the produc\lon of behaviOral acts 0 

beneficence 
The case of the ostronaut helps us to see that the three aspects of the 

good of altrmsbc emotmns (actual beneficence, future beneficence, 
secunty) do not exhaust the full value of al\ruJSIIc emotiOn For With 
reg;nd to all three aspects of good there 11 no dJS1Jnct10n between 
Manny and Dave (Wlth regard to Joan) They are both equally drsposed 
to provtde future beneficence, though. this m fact may not be a good 10 

loan at all, smce she has no future (or none whzch Dave and MannY can 
affect) S1muarly, the secunty and confidence of Dave and Manny's 
beneficent dJspoSJtlon towards Joan would be the same (On the other 
hand, th1s ts at best a very mmor goad to loan g.tven her sttu3tJOn, smce 
11 too 11 prunanly a forward looking good) 

Smce Dave's response to the sitUation mvolves a greater good to 
Joan than does Manny's, yet thetr responses are eqU1vatent regarding 
the three goods so far mentioned, there must be some further good 
whtch IS mvolved m Dave's concern and canng reaction, and wluch IS 

part of the mtnnstc good of altnusttc em ott on The good must not be 
duectly dependent on the beneficent disposition m the way the goods 
so far dtscussed have been (though tlus 15 not to say that sympathy, 
concern and compassion could mvolve tlus sort of good without bemg 
the klnds of thmgs Which do mvolve a beneficent dispositiOn) 
b It IS a good to us Simply that someone else care about our welfare; 

e sympathetic to us, have compassion for us when we are suffenng 
Concern from another ts an affirmation that one's well bem.g matters to 
that person and that therefore one has some kmd of unportance to 
hun 4 In turn as James Wallace pomts out, tlus sense of mattenng to 
another serves to affirm one's own sense of self worth 5 

But there ts no reason to thmk that the non beneficence good 
mvolved here IS of only one kmd On the contrary once 1t IS acknoW 
}edged that emohonal responses can convey goods beyond (though also 
through) the beneficent dtsposttlOns wh1ch they mvolve a fertile area 
of exploration of values Is opened ' 

Engagmg In such an exploration IS beyond the scope of my argument 
here, but some bncf n:marks may help Fust, there seems a dJfference 
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between the kmd of good wh1ch a stranger's concern ts to us, m com 
panson to a fnend's concern One values the human responstveness to 
one's pbght whrch leads a perfect stranger to go out ofhrs way to help 
one out, e g , when one ts stuck by the s1de of the road with a flat t1re 
(see above, p 144) But the value of one's fnend's care or concern for 
one, e g , m the case of Joan and Dave, or Kate and Sue, seems different 
In fnendsh1p there rs a full scale 1denhficatton by the other wtth one's 
own good 6 (Perhaps tlus dtfference IS stmply a matter of degree ) There 
are other forms of human responstveness and human relattonshtp m 
wh1ch the altrutsttc emottons convey a good to thetr rectplent, e g, the 
case of the teacher bsterung sympatheltcaUy to the student It m1ght be 
as Casey's teacher, or, more broadly, as someone whom Casey respects 
and admtres, that Brown's sympathy ts a good to Casey Alternatrvely, 
tt could stmply be the good of any sympathetrc human bemg, where tt 
JUSt so happens that Brown 1s the only one Casey has been able to find 
The d1fferent types of human relauonshtps - stranger, professtonal, 
fnendshtp, etc - and the dtfferent aspects of these relatlonshtps, seem 
to mvolve dtfferent ways m whtch the concern, sympathy, and com pas 
ston of one person for another conveys a good to the other What the 
ultunate s1gmficance of these dtstrnctrons ts I would not venture to say, 
but they seem worth notmg as a prehmmary step to understandmg the 
vanety and complextty of the tntnnstc good of altrutsttc emotton 

v 

In any case, one can note a pervastve mdtvtduahsm of a parltcular sort 
m much moral plulosophy - certamly m Kanttamsm -winch makes tl 
dtrficult to see the mtrmstc good of allrutsttc emottons Tins form of 
tndtvtduahsm fatls to accord ulttmate and trreducrble value to ltuman 
rclatronshrps or to rclatronal/y defined altitudes, sentiments, and 
emottons (e g, concern for another person) Value ts defined only m 
lenns of the needs, mterests, demes, and wants or lndtvrduals as tndtvt 
du•ls, I e , as not essenltolly related to others It ts dtfncult to ptn d0\\11 

tins not ton of lndtvlduahsm, stncc anytlnng tlutls of value ro someone 
must, 11 seems, be connected ro tlr•t rndrvrdual's wants, needs, on~ the 
hl.e But, for e>tample, pbcmgvalue on betngpart of• commumty ofo 
c:ertaon sort "'mrld fall outstde the scope of tlus form ofm~t\lduobsm, 
far II IQ'ol-.s desrrrng to Jl3nd rn ctrl•ln nl•ltonshrps v.idt otlttr 
rrorle' 
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The notion of mdiVIduahsm has no generally agreed upon meamng'" 
moral theory It IS therefore worth menuomng four other plauSible 
meamngs, all of wluch are diStinct from my usage above, which I wdl 
call 'md1Vlduahsm 1' 

1 A radical mdiVJduahsm, seen m Sartre's extstentlahsm and In some· 
what moderated form m R M Hare's work, m which moral values 
themselves are ulllmately the chOice of mdlVlduals Tim VIeW demes 
the objecllvity of moral values, which mdividuahsm, docs not 
necessardy do (Kant bemg an obv10us example of an objeCtiVISt 
md1Vlduahst 1) 

2 The mdiVIduahsm of an eth1cal egmst system m wluch the ultma.te 
vmdicatJon of moral conduct must be m temts of the mdav1dual 
agent's mterests, however broadly construed Indivzduahsmt mvolves 
no such requuement, and ts compahble with the v1ew that moralitY 
must at least to a substantial extent requue consideration of the 
mterests of others, whether or not the agent's own mterest IS 

thereby seiVed 
lndlVlduahsm not so much as a doctnne but rather as an onentation 
tn moral plulosophy, tnvolvmg concern pnmanly w1th the behavtor, 
attttudes, emotions of the moral agent towards other rndiVIduals, 
rather than, say, towards Wstmct socml groupmgs, such as classes, 
economtc groups, nations, races My own vtew IS largely mdJVt• 
duahstlc m thts sense (and thiS u one of tts hrrutatiOns) 

4 Indtvtduahsm as a focus solely on the mdtv1dual as the paradJgtn 
moral agent, rather than on, say, groups, classes, nauons as agentS 
(or on persons pnmanly as members of such collechvtttes) Tite 
present work stays largely Wlthm the confmes of thts sort of wdtVI 
duahsm, as does most moral theory 

VI 

~~ us now consider some obJections to the VIew developed m thts 
~ 3pte;,bthat the value of altruistic emottons goes beyond the produc· 

Oibon oil eneflcence Within the Kanhan VIew one can find two sorts of 
Jec ons - one that 1 

rec1ptent t th • on Y acts of beneficence have value to thelf 
lhe m t • wo, at whtle em allons or sentiments may have value beyond 
moral :a::~tmg of beneficence, the kmd of value they have IS not 
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The first lme of thought can be seen m two passages from Kant's 
less theorettcal moral wntmgs 

If there IS no way m wluch I can be of help to the sufferer and 
I can do nothmg to alter Ius s1tuahon, I m1ght as well turn coldly 
away and say With the Stmcs 'It IS no concern ofmme,my Wishes 
cannot help hun, for I can only sympathize With !urn and hope 
fervently that he would bend of h1s misfortune ' Men beheve 
that sympathy m another's misfortune and kindness of heart 
conSISt m wishes and feelmgs, but when a man Is md1fferent to the 
wretchedness of others JUSt msofar as he can do nothmg to change 
It, and troubles only where he can do some good and be of some 
help, such a man IS practical,his heart 1s a land heart, though he 
makes no show ,he does not wear 11 on h1s sleeve, as do those who 
tlunk that fnendshrp conmts m empty Wishes, but h1s sympathy 
IS practical because 1 t Is active • 

It IS not possible that our heart should swell from fondness for 
every man's mterest and should sWim m sadness at every stranger's 
need, else the vutuous man, mcessantly dlssolvmg hke Heraclitus 
m compasswnate tears, nevertheless With all thts goodheartedness 
would become nothmg but a tenderhearted 1dler 9 

One target of Kant's thoughts here IS a certam land ofRomanlictsm, 
glonfymg m dramatic and mtense feehng for 1ts own sake 10 It should 
be clear that such a conception has httle to do Wtth my v1ew, m wluch 
the pomt ts for one to hllVe sympathy, compasston or concern when 
appropnate or demable, not whether one IS showy or dramatoc about 
the emotion 'EmotJon for the sake of emotJOn' lS aben to my VJew 

Rather 1t 1s because altru1slic emolions are forms of (appropnate) 
responSiveness to others' weal and woe thai they are clauned to be 
morally des11able 

Another concern of Kant, expressed partocularly In the second 
possogc, I$ that a morallly wluch places empl1.1s1S on feeling and cmotton 
Will end up subshlutmg emotiOns for achon, declaral1ons of sympalhy 
for concrete help As IS 1mphed m the second passage, one gelS so taken 
up Wtth feehngs lhat, so to speak, one never gets around to domg 
anytlung for those needmg hdp It 1S os zf !here IS a chotec where to put 
one•s energ~cs- Into emotions or snto acuon 

The ntorahty of altruoshc cmotwns wluch I ha\e put forth here is 
not susceptible to these cnhctsms If \\e confine ourschts to sltU3tlons 
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m wh1ch the agent IS m a poSitiOn to help the other, sympathy or con 
cem far from bemg an alternative to actiOn, actually requue • wdhng 
nes." to engage m it on behalf of the other TI1e Willingness to oct IS 3 

test of the authenticity of the feelmg, or of the profeSSion of feeling 
Certamly one can say (and even smccrely soy), 'I am very sympotheUC, 
concerned, etc,' yet not be, ond dus can be shown m the failure to 
help when one has the opportumty to do so AltruiStiC emouons can. 
as we have seen, be shallow, weak, ungenume,then they ore less likelY 
to lead to actlDn, to lead us to do that wluch rcqmres some effort 00 

our part Agamst such msbnccs of emotion the Kant1an cnllcJsm 15 

well taken, but not agamst the gcnume Item 
Sa, developmg one's cap3.CJtlcs for sympathy, concern, and cornP35 

s1on Js not a d.Ivers1on from developmg beneficent dJsposttlons Rather 
11 IS a way of developmg them It lS not a morahty of emotiOn rather 
than achon that I advocate, but a morality of a certam kmd of response 
to others, which encompasses both emotion and actton 

There IS perhaps also a falsi! pacture of the emotaons working 10 

Kant's VIews here, especially m the second passage, and that JS of 
emotions as usmg up one's energ1cs, t3ktng over one's conscJausness 50 

that one does not focus outwardly on the Situation and act1on :tppro 
pnate ~o It Such a concept10n IS approprtate, perhaps, to what Hurne 
called turbulent pass10ns • But the altruistic emottons are not essen 
tlaliy turbulent passions, though they can be, bemg compasstonate, or 
feelmg compasston, does not necessitate gettmg 'all worked up' and 
emottonal over the s1tuat1on prompting the compassion It JS true that 
If one cares about a certam bad SituatiOn bemg alleviated one opens 
oneself up to emotiOnal reactions -concern, compass10n, frustration. 
even despair If nothmg can be done- wluch those who are not touched 
by the Situatton are protected from, but such reactions are not neces 
sarily turbulent, debthtatmg to thought or a chan And even a turbulent 
emotion can many case lead to appropnate action (e g Dave's beha~!Of 
m the face of Joan 5 phght) ' 

But these arguments so far hold only for s1tuat1ons m which we are 
tnf a rmataon to help, and I am argumg for the appropnateness and value 
~ 3 trutshc emotlOns even when no help 1s posstble Of such a VIew. 

ant could be taken as makJ. th re 
better spent m scarchl ng e cnhcism that one's energJeS a 
rather th ng out those Situations where one can help, 
one cann:~ ~:r;m~ a~out respondmg appropnately to those JR whtch 
B, thour,h bothra~~01~ ~a~ne already knows that one can help A but not 

stratts, then one ought to g1ve one's attenuon 
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to A rather than B But th1s IS no concessiOn to the Kantlan VIew Fmt, 
1t does not deny the appropnateness of the sympathy for B More 
llllportant, 1! IS a recommendatiOn whtch the man of sympathy lumself 
takes or can take, 1 e , a ptece of advtce w1thm a morahty of altrUIStic 
emotiOns For the help to A can still stem from sympathy or concern 
Nowhere m this vrew ts there a recommendatiOn that one ought to 
prefer or giVe spectal attentwn to those whose situations one 1s not able 
to asstSt Second, we are not normally presented With the sort of chmce 
wluch thts obJectwn poses Respondmg w1th compasswn to those 
whom one IS m no poSition to help does not normally preclude or 
divert one from helpmg those whom one 1s m a position to help 

It must be acknowledged that one can get too worked up over s1tua 
lions over whtch one has no mfluence at all, and can neglect others 
where one would have opportumt1es for help So, mak.mg the dtstmc 
tlon between these two types of situatiOns 1s crucJa! to puttmg mto 
prachce a morahty of altrutstic emotwns Domg so requues good 
JUdginent The compassiOnate person does more good to the extent 
that he IS better able to diStinguiSh cases m which he IS able to help 
from those he 1s not Good JUdgment IS m no way guaranteed by 
sympathy, compassiOn, or concern But neither 1s 11 m any way 
antagomsttc to them 

Tlus need of good JUdgment does not dlStmgutsh the compasswnate 
person from the Kanhan agent For Kant's recommendatiOn m the first 
passage IS that It IS better to turn away Without further thought or 
feehng from s1tuat10ns m whtch one cannot help But to do tlus one 
must already have assessed the SituatiOn as one m wh1ch one cannot 
help, and thiS requues the same JUdgment as the compasSionate person 
makes Hence the fact that a morahty of altrUIStic emot1on IS not 
self sufficient but requ1res, for 1ts maxnnal apphcatwn, good JUdginent 
does not d1stmgUish 1t from the att1tude Kant recommends m the 
passage 

Now these remarks on the role of good JUdgment are oversunphfied, 
as we saw In the prev10us chapter For one's JUdging is affected by 
onc•s emotiOns by one's comp:tss1on or 13ck of tt Titc comp:ISSIOnate 
person Will tend to see more situattons as tnvohmg opportumties :md 
POSSiblhlles of Ius help than someone lacking compasSion would do 
lbvmg comp.lSSIOn me3.ns one u not so rc:~dy tocons1gn :1 sUU:IIJOn to 
the C3tcgory of one In wh1ch notlnng c:m be done (or m "hich one 
<>n do notlung oneself) The coldly reahsllc altitude ofoppraiSal \\hlch 
Kant recommends OH:rlooks the mdetcrmln:tcy Yrllh \\hkh sltu3.t!Ons 
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present themselves to us It m1ght not be so obv1ous whether someone 
ts suffenng nor so clear whether there ts somcthtng one could do to 
help Thus: Kant's recommendation about the appropnate attitude to 
take up towards the well-bemg of others takes for granted a cate· 
gonzatlon of Situations wh1ch that attitude 1tselfmll affect Encouragf 
mg compasston and concern. rather than always a focus on duttes 0d 
beneficence, can, among other thmgs, reveal greater needs for an 
posstblltttes of beneficence 

It must be acknowledged, on the other Side, that altruiStiC emotions 
can have a negattve effect here, one whtch Kant seems concerned 1? 
warn agamst And that ts a reluctance to acknowledge that someone 5 

negattve sttuatton might be hopeless, or m any case that one ts oneself 
unable to help Because one as concerned one wants to be able to help, 
and so perhaps one w!ll not read!ly enough face up to the fact that 
nothmg can be done The coldly pract1cal, though dut1fully beneficent 
man will not have thts problem 

ObJectmg to the morahty of altrutsttc emotiOns an the grounds that 
It encourages us to put our energies mto our emotional responses rather 
than mto genumely helpful actiVIties falstfies that vtew m another waY 
For no matter how much of our own hfe we actively fashion, thUS 
choosmg where to put our energ~es. mevttably we are faced With manY 
Situations m which others are suffenng or m difficulty, and 1n which we 
are not m a position to help Tim Will be so no matter how much we 
choose actlvely to pursue prOJects built around beneficent ends and 
actuated by altruistic mottves And so It IS not a matter of coldlY 
turmng away from the former Situations to seek out the latter '}11e 
pomt IS, Jf my argument IS correct, that It 1s good to respond WJlh 
sympathy and concern, even when one cannot help and domg so can 
convey a good to the person mvolved even 1f he IS no~ thereby helped 

In the first passage, Kant seems to deny any value to sorts of response 
~0 another's phght Which do nat mvolve bemg able actively to help At 
east, he can be taken to be emphasiZing the much greater value of 
con~r~te help compared to emohonal response whtch docs not 1ssue 10 

sue elp There Is an Important truth here Often the good of altrutstiC 
~motions outside 3 context m wh1ch they lead to help 1s utterlY value 
ess next to the help wh1ch someone really needs A person out of work 
~~~~ get a Jot of genume sympathy and even concern from fnends. 
no d~~~tent agenctes. places he goes to look for work (But he Wtll also 
pathy Th get quue a few msmcere or ungenume professions of sym 

ese gtve the real thmg a bad name. and I thmk contnbute to 
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some of the reluctance to see the value m altru1st1c emotwns ) Tius 
m1gltt all be very well, and better than 1f he did not get any sympathy 
or concern But what he really needs IS a Job, and the person who can 
convey the most good to rum 1s the one who offers hun or puts bun 
onto a Job 

I have sa1d nothmg about the relabve value of the non beneficence 
or mtnnSIC aspect of altruJs!Jc emotwns m companson to the benefi 
cence aspect Certamly, though nothmg at a very general level could be 
sa1d about tlus, there 1s room for explorahon My pomt, agamst Kant, 
has been only that the mtnns1c aspect does have value, and that !Ius 
value 1s or can be present as well m acts motiVated by altrUJshc 
emotwns, thereby adding a dnnens1on to the overall value wh1ch JS 
not present m the beneficence alone 

So wh!le the Kant1an thought, 'What really counts 1s what you do, 
not what you feel,' m1ght be a true and unportant thmg to say m some 
contexts, m others 11 glosses over a s1gn1ficant aspect of the value wh1ch 
other people's emotwnal responses to our weal and woe have for us 

Fmally, one can also see m both the passages from Kant a more 
defensiVe !me of thought than those cons1dered so far, namely a con 
cern to defend the helpful but emobonally unrespons1ve person Tius 
too 1s a pomt worth maktng a welcome correchve to an overemphaSis 
on emotwn and feehng But several thmgs must be sa1d m response 
F1rst of all there IS a problem or amb1gu1ty WJth the terms emotwnal 
and emotionally (responstve) WinJe 1t 1s true that concern, compassion, 
sympathy need not be turbulent, 11 IS still true that they are not merely 
ratiOnal or mtellectual atlltudes, they necessanly have an affecllve 
dunenSton and thus mvolve emohon, m the ways spelled out m pnor 
chapters So wh!le the compaSSionate person may m one sense not be 
emohonal, h1s emot.J.ons, m another sense, are mvolved m a way wh1ch 
dtshngutShes hun from the duhfully helpful or beneficent person One 
mtght, so to speak, only sec the kmd person's concern mthc act1onshe 
engages m, he makes no declaratiOn of 11 ('Hts heart IS a kmd heart 
though he makes no show') Yet tftt IS genume concern or compasSion, 
he must be having wtthm lumself some of Ute kmds of emohonal 
responses dtscussed in chapter VI and elsewhere, and portrayed m the 
example of Dave and Joan 

Tins IS not to denrgrnte the emot1onall) distant but dutifully helpful 
penon But 1t IS to s•Y that his w:ry of bemg helpful fads to co"'ey 
ec:n:un klnds of goods to the rec1pu~nts of fus beneficence \\luch are 
con\ e) ed by concern or S} mpathy b3sed helpfulness 
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VII 

Let us next conSider a more theoretical Kant ~an ob)ecl!on, namely tha! 
even tf altrutstlc emotions and emotional responses are acknowledge 
to have value, rt IS not moral value The obJeCtiOn can be spelled out rn 

tlus way d to 
'You have argued that a human response conveys a certatn goo 

Its recipient and you have argued that this good 1s to be concelved of as 
a whole, wt~h parts whtc:h cannot be separated m reahty But you have 
adnutted the posS1b~1ty of acts ("behav10ral acts') Ill whrch the 
emotional or mohvahonal aspect of the good 1s non existent In thes~ 
cases 1t 1s sunply the "act" behaviOrally descnbed wluch conveys a goo 
to the recipient 

'But It IS only such behavioral acts whtch are of moral s1gmficance 
Far only they can be regarded as somethmg whtch we ought to do, or 
are oblrged to do We can be oblrged only to perform a certarn act, an~ 
not to have a certam feehng or emotion Hence 1t IS only behavtoraf 
acts, and not responses as a whole, wh1ch can be made the obJect 01 
obhgabon And sa 1t 1s only that aspect of the good to the rectplen 
whlch can be brought about by an act mdependent of any emotion 
Which is of moral liTlportance It 1s the conveymg of th1s good which 
can be a "duty of beneficence " It cannot be a duty to feel anythlflC 
but only to perfonn certam acts 

'Therefore what has d1stmct1vely moral value can only be a mauve 
to an act behaVIorally descnbed, that Js, a motive wluch does not affect 
the nature of the act ttself The motive/act schema may be JDadequate 
to express the nature of the relationship between emotion and actiOn 
In general, but Jt IS the appropnate model for dJscussmg the specificallY 
moral aspect of that relatlonshtp So even 1f emotions do convey goods 
and even 1f, when they do, those goods are not separable from the good 
of the response as a whole, nevertheless that aspect of the good conveyed 
by such responses wluch goes beyond what ts conveyed by the behaVIOral 
act component of the response IS Without moral sJgmficance 11tough 
11 may be il gcnume human value the good mvolvcd IS not a mor3.l 
good' ' 

The answer to th1s hne of thmlong can be seen tn retracmg our 
steps It emerged m the argument of chapter II that certam ways of 
~espondtng or hehavmg In the Situations dcscnbed (te:~.chcr and student 
Dnend In hospital) were the morally nght or morally appropnate ones 

ut when, 10 the: present chapter, we explored wherein this mor:J.I 
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appropriateness lay, it seemed that it was appropnate not only that the 
agents perfonn some overt act but that they do so from a certam 
motive; or, rather, that their act express a certain emotion which it was 
appropriate for them to have; for otherw1se it would fail to bnng about 
the full good to the reciptent which was involved in its being an act of 
beneficence. 

Thus if the Kant1an agrees that the act as originally conce1ved IS 

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 
Ius earber admission (in chapter II) and say that he was wrong to 
cons1der the acts in question (Brown Iistemng sympathetically to Casey; 
Bob 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 up into artificial parts which were not originally perceived? 
Wh~ (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 
e~otion)? That is, why should we count the good which falls on one 
Side of this line as moraUy 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 
response in this way, since the response will not be the appropnate one 
Unles~ it does involve the recipient regardmg the act as done from a 
<ertam emotion. 

VIII 

There is, I think, one part of the Kantian view here which is correct -
namely that the acts of beneficence which we are diScussing cannot be 
objects of duty or oblig:ltion. For it is true that one cannot hove a duty 
01 obligation to have an emotion or to oct from an emotion. If tile 
1\anuan objector were to confme himself to this point. he would be on 
solid ground. But he goes much further when he says tho! !hot \\hich 
connot be mode an objtct of obligotion is thtrefore wilhoul morol 
reftvance,though it moy hove some other JJnd ofhurrun releY.Jnce. TI•• 
right view is 11131 whot hos morol significonce goe• for beyond wh•t c•n 
be lnode •n object of duty or obhg>tron. The good which is brouthl 
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about by altrUisttc emotton IS morally destrable, and someumes even 
morally appropnate, but tt IS not therefore morally obhgatory It 15 

morally good that we should respond to certam situattons w1th care, 
concern, compasston, sympathy, but tt IS not and could not be morallY 
obhgatory to do so It was morally good for Brown to hsten sym 
pathetrcally to Casey, and would have been for Jones to do so to 
Chfford,tt would have been good for Bob to be concerned enough to 
VISit Sue, and perhaps 1t was even bad that he was not But he was not 
morally obl1ged to have such concern, nor were Brown and Jones 
morally obhged to hsten sympathettcally to Casey 

It 1s a charactenshc feature of Kanhan v1ews to tend to focus moral 
mqutry on what IS obhgatory and duttful One tmportant upshot of mY 
argument has been that the area of the morally destrable and undesnable, 
appropnate and mappropnate, decent and mdecent, admuable, esttm 
able, and deficient 1s of much Wider scope than the Kanhan v1ew alloW' 
for • and that moral phtlosophy ought to concern ttself wtth thiS much 
Wider tern tory, and must do so 1f the moral value of altruistic emotions 
IS to be gJ.ven adequate expression This pmnt began to emerge U1 

chapter IV, when I argued that the moral ment of fnendship could not 
be appreciated W1thm a moral framework m wluch the notiOn of the 
morally oblrgatory retamed a central place and m chapter V when I 
argued that acts stemmmg from altru1sttc ~mahan are not generally, 
an~~e not regarded by the agent to be, morally bmdmg on hun 

at moral theory needs to make room for actions wh1ch he outstde 
the terntory of the obhgatory, Anglo Amencan moral phtlosophY has 
begun to recogniZe tn the last two decades Perhaps the most famous 
~tatement of ttus VIew ts m J 0 Urmsan's 'Samts and Heroes • m which 

e a;gues that there IS a large range of acttons whose mo~l status IS 

I~U JCiently expressible Witlun the traditional classification of actions 
~~:d ~orill~ Impenmsstble/morally neutral/morally obligatory We 
moral :~· nn~on argues, to allow 'for a range of actions wh1ch are of 
which :a~~~; b wh~ch an agent may feel called upon to perfonn, but 
wrongdomg •11 e emanded and whose omtsSlon cannot be c:Llled 

WhHe entirely agreem 1 
an addlhon:d one that g Wtt 1 tlus pomt, my awn argument IS making 
more than overt actions ~~ral philosophy needs to be concerned w1th 
response to suuatt must concern Itself With our whole human 
lnclurJes an emoua:.::a~sdland to other persons' weal and woe. which 
that some morally good mcnslon Thus It ls not only, as Urmson SlY5• 

:Jctlons go beyond the realm of the mor:~IIY 
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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.Jike moral theories to giVe room 
for actions which are not morally obligatory but which nevertheless 
have moral value. The most sinking 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.12 

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 Wlll 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 ls 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 ordmary duties. Many acts 
prompted by sympathy, compassion, or concern involve only in con· 
vcniencc to us, and no real risk, cost, or sacrifice at an. We have seen 
U1at altruistic emotions can prompt us to acts of some degree ofs::tcrifice. 
and even e.xtraordinary sacrifice. But one could not say in general that 
the degree of S3Critice is more th:m is invo[\'ed in doing one ·s duty or 
obligation. 

It must be pointed out that actions from duty do not themselves 
invoh·e ::1 unlfonn amount of rjsk, cost, or ~crJfict', any more !h:m do 
actions from 3ltrulstlc emotion. As Joel Feinberg pomts out, some acts 
or duty require quite cxception:!l s:lcrlfice, whll~ others arc routine 3nd 
c\cn plcos:mt." Rut this fact d'"'> not help the e>tcgor)' of sup<r· 
<rogatory to opply to •etlan from >hrulstlc emotion. For If one mokt• 
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supererogatory refer to dutiful acttons which requtre extraordmary 
sacnfice, then 'amount of sacnficc; rather than gomg beyond duty 10 

the sense of 'domg more than duty reqmres,' wtll become the dcfintng 
feature of supererogatton In that case, actions from altrutstiC emotion 
wluch do not mvolve cost or sacrifice wdl not be supererogatory 

Nor does action from altruistic emotiOn charactenstically mvolve 
gomg beyond duty tn the second sense - bnngmg about more good 
than ts brought about by acts of duty Qutte obvzously, some acts of 
duty bnng about a very substanttal good to the rcctptent, whdc many 
acts from altrlllsltc emotion mvolve fatrly mmor goods More unpor 
tant, as I have argued tn thts chapter, the good brought about by acts 
motivated by altruistic emotion are often not duectly comparable to 
those brought about by acts not so motivated Certamly we cannot say 
tn general that acts motivated by altrmstlc emotion mvolve bnngmg 
about more good than those motivated by duty Hence action from 
altruistic emotion would not fall, as a whole, WJthm the purv1ew of 
supererogation on thiS understandmg of 1t 

Though nat generally spelled out m accounts of supererogation, 
there 1s a further lmphcahon of the notton of actiOn gomg beyond duty, 
namely that the mohve to a supererogatory act be something ltke the 
same motavat1on promptmg nonnal duhful acts, 1 e , a sense of duty 
Thus Urmson sees the samtly or her me man as prompted by cons1dera 
liOns wluch to hlJTl have the force of a duty even though he cannot 
stnctly regard lus act as a duty, smce he d~s not thmk that others 
:eould have a duty to perfonn It G R Gnce, elaboratmg tins notwn, 

es supererogatory acts (which he refers to as 'ultra obhgattOns') as 
ones which the agent regards as a duty for persons w1th the character 
wluch he has 

But, as argued m chapter V and elsewhere the type of mouvatton 
mvolved 10 altruishc emotion IS charactenstlc,ally of a qu1te different 
sort than that mvolved m performmg one's duty A person actiDS from 
altruistic emotiOn need nat and does not typically regard hunself as 
cGompelled 10 any way (morally) to perfonn the act even to take 

nee's sugge t • ' 
others In th~s ~~en, m a purely personal way whtch does not applY to 
t nse too, the model of supererogation 1s 1nappropnate 
o action prompted by altruiStic emotion 

Thus the not r t 
p 1 100 0 supererogation as 'gomg beyond duty' IS no 
f;;per I~ apphcable to actiOn from altruiStic emotions What acuon 
mo:1a v~~s:aca~mohon shares wath supererogatory actaon as that at haS 

d that at IS not morally obligatory But there the 
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sumlanty ends 
The rmportant porn! here rs that the notwn of supereroga!lon rs 

meant to work wrthrn a framework m whrch oblrgatron and duty 
remam the central notions SupererogatiOn, though Itself defmed as 
bemg other than duty and obhgatwn, rs meant as a supplement to a 
general framework dommated by those notrons, rather than as an 
alternative tort For example, rt presupposes the motive/act schema 

Actmg out of concern for a fnend, or compassiOn for a stranger m 
need, are not properly concerved of as gomg beyond the requuements 
of duty Nor are they acts whrch have more moral worth than acts of 
duty They are best regarded as m an entirely different realm of moral 
expenence, to wluch notions of duty and supererogation do not properly 
apply 14 If one were to redefine supererogation so that 11 encompasses 
all morally desuable actwn and response not covered by the concepts 
of duty and obligation, then the moral value of altru!Sbc emobons 
would count as supererogatory But then one would have undermmed 
any usefulness of the concept rtself, by aUowmg 1! to refer to a 
heterogeneous group of achons and realms of moral expenence 

X 

The Kanl!an Objecllons to regardmg as morally srgmficant the altruiSIIC 
em at tons and the full good conveyed by them as part ofhuman responses 
will not hold Now somethmg must be sa1d about the rela!!onsh1p 
between the good conveyed to the rec1p1ent and the moral good of 
altrutshc emohon 

BaSically, what makes the altrUIStic emotmn morally good IS that rts 
Object IS the weal of another person Why 11 IS of moral value to have 
sympathy, compass10n, or concern for someone IS that one IS thereby 
concerned for the good - the weal and woe -of another person Tins 
IS Slnlply an extens1on of the v1ew developed m chapter V, lhll act1on 
prompted by altruiSI!c emotion has moral value 10 vrrtuc of bcmg 
motrvated by regard for the weal and woe of partrcul>r other persons 
Th:J.t ch:~pter was concerned w1th only the conattvc or mohvahonal 
aspect Of altruashc emotions 111C present VIC\\, 10 COntrast, :J.Uempls fo 
:J.rtlcubte the mor.al value of altru1sllc emotions as a "hole, f e. Y.h} 11 
IS mor:a1ly good to h:ne ::~ltruistlc emouons In bemg g.rounded ln con 
cern ror :::tnother"s \\Cal the mor3l \3lue of altruisttc emotions goes 
beyond the mor.1l \alue of the1r c:on3the :aspect llus ~Uuws us to see 
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why an altruiStrc emouon can be morally good even though II docS 
not lead to act10n Dave's feehng concern for Joan is morally good 
because tls object ts Joan's weal and woe Brown's response to CaseY 
IS good because 11 IS Casey's drfficult1es ond pam w1th hiS famrly which 
arc the ground of Brown's concern 

That 11 IS morally good to be concerned w1th the good of otl~<rs 15 

why, as we ordrnardy thrnk, 11 rs good to be sympathetic, compasf 
siOnate, concerned for others These arc morally good quahucs 0 

character whose moral value goes beyond therr mvolvmg drsposrtlons 10 

perfonn beneficent acts 
We have been led to thrs broader vrew of the moral value ofa!trursuc 

emottons through focusmg on the good of a concerned or sympathetiC: 
response to a rectptent 

Thus I have taken more senous1y than does the Kantran vteW the 
good to the rectplent as a touchstone of the moral stgruficance of an 
emot10nal response, or human response, by an agent 15 But not evert 
good to a rectptent confers moral value on the response of an agent 
wluch conveys that good Not every preference or dcsue of a potential 
recipient of a response (or an attitude, action, emotion} gives moral 
SigruOcance to a response wh1ch satisfies thts desire or preference 
Suppose, for example, that what Sue wants from Bob rs that Bob be 
Infatuated With her This IS the attltude on her part wh1ch she would 
bke lus VIsttlng her 1n the hospital to express ThiS desue of hers would 
not make tt morally good for Bob to be mfatuated w1th her For one 
tlung, not every deme IS for a genume goad Still 1t often IS a genume 
good to person A that certam other persons hke h1m yet this does not 
make It morally good for these others to ltke (or, ~ore generally, to 
have personal feelings towards) l:um 16 

The reason that personal feelJ.ngs,and human responses such as findzng 
someone fascmatmg. are not moral emotions or attitudes IS that theY 
~re not duected at or grounded m the weal and woe of others What we 

umanly want from others m the way of emotional response towards us 
15 3 ~uch w,Ider tern tory than IS covered by emotions whtch are morallY 
stgnhlcant ., 

XI 

What ts the unphc 1 f h 
nught natural! be a l;n ° the argument here for the quesuon whtc 

Y as ed ~Are the altruistic emot10ns supenor 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 plulosophers whom we have discussed before -W.O. Ross 
in The Right and the Good, and Philip Mercer m Sympathy and Ethics 
- 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.19 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 11 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 Jove 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 11 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 Jess stnngent duty towards 
which 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 s:mte act. For we have seen that 
in general it is not the same act (or response) which is prompted by 
oltruistic emotion and by sense of duty, in that the good conveyed to 
the recipient of the response is ukely to doffer In the two c.ues. In that 
sense, the oct prompted by the sense of duty woll convey less good than 
the oct poompted by altruistic feeling, and may well not be oppoopri>te 
to the sltuotlon. It would then seem perverse to argue th>t tlte dutiful 
act h so oil morally bener, if It fails to con• e)' !he oppropriale rood to lis 
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recrp~ent whrch can only be conveyed by an actron whrch expresses 0 

certam :motion Ross's workmg only wtthtn the mottvc/act schema 
does not allow lum to see how the motive could be rclevont to the 

moral appropnateness of the act 10 h 
In any case, the generol supenonty of duty to sympathy - r e • 1 e 

moral supenonty of a person dtsposed to act from one mottvc over one 
who acts from the other -could not be cstabhshcd by Ross's argument 
even 1f 1t were vahd For, as we saw m the previOus chapter, tl ts charac· 
tenstlc of the symp:1thehc or compasstonate person to percetve more 
sttuahons as warranting beneficent action than does the merely duttful 
person 

The argument of the present chapter m fact does carry the rmphca 
han that often tt ts better - at least m one tmportant respect - for 
sympathy to prompt a certarn behavroral act than for the same 
behaviOral act to be prompted by duty, for the total response rn the 
first case wlll brmg about more good than m the second case And, 
therefore, It wtll be better to be a person who acts from sympathy 10 

such cases than one who acts from duty But aga1n, tlus IS not to saY 
that the sympathetiC person IS 1n some general way supenor to the 
dutiful person 

Thus, wlule Ross's account 1s an advance over the Kant1an m accord 
mg moral value to altrutstlc emotiOns. 1t suffers the defects of conceiV· 
mg the relahon between altru1st1c emottons and the acts m wluch they 
express themselves solely on the motive/act schema It therefore falls to 
articulate the full moral s1gmficance of altru1st1c emotions when they 
do mohvate actton, mcludmg the perceptual/cogmuve contnbutton of 
altruiStic emobon to thtS stgmficance 

Plultp Mercer's Vtew IS much more complex than Ross's, and fonns a 
~ilJOr :ocus of bts book, espectally of chapters 6 and 7 I mentton 
iercer 8 account because tt ts addressed to countenng the Kanttan •neW 

and to explammg the moral stgruficance of sympathy • and Mercer gtves 
many of the same arguments that I do for the moral value of sympathY 
as a motive Yet lus account suffers from the weakness of confintng 
~self to the mottvattonal and cogntttve aspects of sympathy when 

tscussmg Its moral worth 21 

(' Mercer argues that any act performed from the duty of beneficence 
;:;;sc~nhousness') could also be perfonned from sympathy • so th3t 

~I pa y could be substituted for consclenhousncss as a motive J2 
e quotes Wlth 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. 23 

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 fulfll 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 
to 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 
to it; 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 d1ffer, as will the good conveyed 
by them. Actions (responses) expressive of sympathy convey goods 
which acts mollvated 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.'4 

A third point against the Mercer/Noweli-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.'25 But 
Mercer fails to appreciate the significance of this point 9 because he sees 
sympathy only as a motive understood on the motive/act schertU, and 
hence sees Its moral value solely in its motivation:ll dimension. TI1e 
ex.pbn3tlon of the 'interesting fact' is that acting out of duty and :J.Ctins 
OUt of sympathy involve two different ways of reprding - different 
attitudes towards - the recipient of the beneficence. TI1e argument 
spoiling out thh difference wos given in chapter VI, pp. 118·21. DrleOy, 
In !lcllng from symp3thy the recipient il seen :~s someone whose GOOd 
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matters to one, for whom one has some lind of concern 1f one's 
attempted help IS unsuccessful one IS dJS3ppomtcd for the person,Jfll 
IS successful one IS pleased for tum When acttng out of duty one 
regards the Interests of the rectptent as havmg some moral cl:um 00 

one's actiOn But one does not thereby nccessanly care about the 
person's good 1t does nat necessanly matter to one 

It IS thus natural (though not mevttable) that m general one prefers 
to be helped from sympathy than from duty, far the former tmp~es a 
fuller human response than the latter The sympatheuc response 
conveys a greater goad than docs actmg from duty 

Mercer may apprectate some of thts when he says, 'perhaps 
sympathy possesses a certam wannth that 15 laclong tn consclenttous 
ness '26 But thts fonnulaUan sUil seems to make the difference between 
sympathy and duty a kmd of adorrunent of the actton, rather than 3 

matter of real substance regardmg the actton _ a dJfference sn an 
attractive quahty or tone rather than a real dJfference m the way one 15 

regarded or related to by the other 
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VIII 

WILL, EMOTION, 
AND THE SELF 

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. 1 thereby 
argued that a person's characteristic or particular emotional reactions 
(or lacks thereof) reflect on hun morally.Jn 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 tf 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 wtthm the Kantian 
View, according to which only our capacity for choice -our will- can 
reflect on us morally; fceHng;. and emotions, in respect of which we are 
entirely passive, cannot reflect on a person moraJly. This view bears 
spclhng 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 wUI, or which is In the direct province of the will. 
Only that which we choose, or which we decide to bring about, can be 
a source of mor:tl crittcism, account:.bility, and assessment. Th:~t for 
Which we con be morally blamed ond proised must be something for 
which it is we who arc fuJiy responstblc, who are fts ::~uthors 3nd 
initl:~tors; it c::mnot be produced by something outside of oursel\'es. But 
tltJ.t for wluch we :ue responstble Is that which 11 is entircl)• within our 
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power to produce, and !Ius can only be actions, 11 cannot be feebngs :r 
emotions For acllons arc what we do, emotJons and feelings are som 
!lung wluch we expcnence and wh1ch thus happens to us We cannot 
help what we feel but only what we do 

Thus what IS morally appropnate to do m a g1ven Situation must be 
that wluch IS entirely Wltlttn our power to produce or bnng aboutJn 
that Situation Tlus IS one meamng of the fonnulatlon, 'Oughtlrnphes 
can,' first brought out clearly m Kant, but accepted by monY 
ph!losophers 

Man must, therefore, Judge that he IS able to stand up to [Ius 
1nchnatlons] and subdue them by reason -not at some tame wn the 
future but at once (the moment he thmks of duty) he must judge 
that he can do what the law commands unconditionally tho! he 
ought to do 1 

Our feelings and emotions he outs1de the scope of our Will It as not 
m our power d1rect1y to produce them Wltlun ourselves lUther, we are 
entirely passave m respect to them They are somethmg we feel rather 
than somethmg we do, and m that sense somethmg wluch happens to 
us rather than somethmg we bnng about We do not choose our feelings 
or decade to have them We are not theu m1hators or authors Thus our 
feelmgs and em a hans cannot reflect on us morally 

The only relevance of our feeltngs to morality lles tn whether we 
choose to act from them or not If we choose to act from a feeling 
;htch 15 contrary to morahty, we have acted wrongly and can be held 

ccountable for tlus But then 1t IS not the feelmg Itself whtch IS the 
source of tlus moral fault, but rather the fact that we chose to act froTll 
It Thus the real locus of our moral responstbthty IS our Will, oUT 

cadpaf~tty for,chotce The havmg of the feehngs IS a matter of mor3.1 
m 1 .erence 

llus excluston of f 1 ted w th th ee mgs as reOectmg on us morally IS connec 
p;od te n~ttons of agency and act•vuy It IS because feehngs are not 

uc s 0 our agency that they are excluded for 1t IS as agents that 
:: a~ ~orally assessed Morahty has to do s~lely With that IO Vltllle 

tha7 lc 1 ~e are actlve (our wLil, our choices our actions), rather than 
cmohonns) emu of wluch we are passtve (~ur feelings, mcUnattons, 

Thts vtewpomt 's 
groundm r IS tnhrnately bound up Wtth the Kanttan V!CW 

fonn of~~~ morahty tn the nahan of obhgahon Morahty takes the 
lg:lttons, moral rcquuemcnts that necessttate that we act 
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m certam ways Only that wluch we can bnng about through the 
medmm of our will ts somethmg wluch we can be obhged to do And 
we cannot be obhged to have certam feelmgs, as S1dgwtck says, ~I 
cannot be a stnct duty to feel an emolton, so far as tl 1s not dJrectly 
Wlthm the power of the wtll to produce tl at any gtven lime ' 3 Thus 
feehngs he outstde the scope of moral obltgatton It cannot be morally 
requtred to have them, nor morally blameworthy to fail to 

Thts !me of thought, regardmg the role of emotiOns and feelmgs m 
the moral assessment of a person, emphastzes the nollon of wtll as 
central, as the locus of moral assessment and of the self But naturally 
accompanymg tlus !me of thought wtlhm the Kanltan v1ew are the 
notwns of reason and dehberallve JUdgment (For Kant the will ts 
(praclical) reason ) Our reason ts seen as fully an expresswn of ourselves 
The tdea that we are tdenttfied wtlh our capacity for reason and JUdg 
ment seems present m many philosophers m some form R Solomon 
arl!culates tlus tradJI!on of thought when he says, 'Reason ts that part 
of the soul that ts most our own, the only part of the soul that 1s 
completely under our control ,. The excluston of feehng from morahty 
IS connected With the dichotomy between reason and feelmg, and the 
grounding of morahty m reason Thus, m acllng accordmg to reason we 
are most fully autonomous and m control of ourselves, accordmg to 
th1s ptcture 

These arguments and the overall concepllon of the rei allons of will, 
reason, morahty, and the self mvolved m them are powerful ones, and 
must be met 1f we are to be assured that tl IS poss1ble for a person's 
emotwns and feehngs to reflect on h1m morally, 1fwe are to be able to 
understand the ways we assess a person morally m hght of h1s emohons, 
and 1f we are to see how 1t ts posSible for us to change m the d~rect10n 
of com1ng to have morally good and demable emotiOns 

II 

The Kantmn VIeW cont3ms a certam conception of the mor:ll self. 1 c, 
of thai m persons wluch IS copoble of bemg morally assessed, cnllCI.zed, 
or, more genera11y, morally :tUnbutcd The conception as tlt3l the moral 
self mcludes only v.hot IS the outcome of the v.11l, ch01ce, deciSion, 
dehber:atave re::tson - only that of \\lllcll \\.C :ue fuJJy the ::authors or 
1nlt1:t.tors (such :ts our ::actions) 

Apmst tltls Kontlon YJC\\ I "Ill arrue tho! the morol ><If connol 
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plauSibly be conceived to exclude phenomena wtth rc~rd to whtch we 
are pass1ve, of wtuch we arc not the mttta.tors or authors Hence tt ts no 
argument a~mst cmottons and fcchngs bemg ob;ccts of moral assess 
ment that we arc pamvc wtth respect to them, that they are not wtthtn 
the provmce of the w~l It ts therefore also mtstaken to tdenttfY the 
moral self wtth the w~l. or wtth dehberattvc reason, dectston, and 
chotec The moral self must mclude cmottons and feehngs They (tn 
general) reflect on us morally as much as do our actual ch01ccs, actions, 
and rat tonal Judgments 

My argument wtll tal-e the form of presentmg some phenomena 
whtch we would ordtnar~y regard as refiectmg morally on agents -
namely attitudes and values regardmg other persons I wtll then argue 
that the Kanhan v1ew ts unable to accommodate these phenomeru 
Wttlun tts own conception of the moral self, for they mvolve elements 
of passlVlty, and yet 1t has no mdependent argument agamst our ordmarY 
notton that they are part of the moral self 

I will gJ.ve several mstances of the values and attitudes tn questiOn 
(I) An atlttude towards black persons whtch mvolves regardmg them as 
mfenor to wlute persons, and as tess fully deservmg of human con 
S!derahon (2) Values such as those attnbutable to Clyde Gnffiths U1 

Dretser's An Amencan Tragedy - placmg supreme value on hvmg JO a 
manner expresstve of havmg great wealth, 00 attammg soctal status or 
posthon, JUdgtng and reactmg to people accordmg to how weU theY 
exemphfy 3 style regarded by one as appropnate to a person of wealth 
and posttton (3) An onentatlon towards one's students wluch tnvotves 
bemg generally unsympathetic to theu professed problems and con 
cerns, 35 they bear on thetr academtc work (4) Regardmg others 
~:;;uy 35 means to one's own pleasure, advancement, mterest Seetn& 

prunanly tn hght of thetr usefulness to oneself (5) Regard•ng 
blacks and whites as moral and soc~.al equals 

We would ordman1y regard these attitudes onentatlons, values 
ways of reg:ndtng, and the connected pattern; of behavtor. desires 
tyitcal JUdgments made, and settmg of pnonues m one's conduct as 
re evant to a moral assessment of a person 

I 1 Wl\l call one's 'be1ng towards others• those values attitudes, onenta 
IOns, and forms of d ' theil 

we:d and woe Thts b regar towards other persons which bear on t 
of as a kind of um emg towards others 15 not necessanly to be thoughc 
oncntallon towar~; 1 for example, a person could have a sympathet~ 
uneducated tahans but a contemptuous attitude towar 

persons, and an unsympathetic attltude towards Slavs 
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Nevertheless, it is also not merely a series of ruscrete attitudes and 
values. There will typicaUy 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 being-towards-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, (I) these phenomena- i.e., what tt 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. 

III 

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 agamst, 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 port to adopt these 
values. Rather, most of our values and attitudes are imparted by and 
absorbed from our upbringing, peers, surroundmgs, etc. We are often 
not :J.Ware of many of our values, and are not ::~ware of their sources. 
Even the ratiocination we do engage in with regard to our values 
accounts only portiaUy for the woy we come to hold those values and 
for the octual ones we hold. 

But this is not strictly relevont to the orgument (though neither is It 
irreleV3nt). For the K:Jntl3n view requires not th:.:t we actu:~Uy :uri\'e at 
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our values and atl!tudes m Ute way portrayed, but that we regard our 
values and atlltudes as grounded m such processes of chmce and ral!onal 
dehberallon and assent, and thus as potentially and 1deally the outcome 
of such processes 5 

But our values attttudes and bemg towards others cannot be so 
regarded For even tf tt IS po~stble through rational processes alone, to 
regard a value or attttude as wor;hy of bemg held, and even 1f II " 
posstble to choose or dectde to assent to the value, tt ts not posstble to 
come to hold or have the value or a til tude m thiS way It IS thus not 
correct to see the values and attitudes as grounded m deciSion, choice, 
and reason The Kanhan v1ew takes a ptcture applicable to the assess 
ment of the valtdlty or warrantablllty of values and attttudes, and uses 
11 to portray what It ts for someone to possess the value or attitude 

Let us examme the mstance of rac1al attitudes 6 Let us envtsage 
someone who through rational dehberahon comes to the v1ew that 
blacks and wh1tes are, and should be regarded and treated as, moral and 
soctal equals He tlunks tt through, agrees that this moral v1ewpomt 15 

worthy of assent, and gaves h1s assent to 1t 
Is !Ius sufficient to say that the man holds the value that blacks and 

wlutes are moral equals (have equal moral status)? It seems that 11 

IS not Let us suppose, for example, that the man makes d1sp:1rDg 
mg remarks about blacks He supports pobctes whtch prevent blacks 
from acluevmg SOCial equal1ty He IS upset when blacks move 1nto }us 
neighborhood, and when lus cluldren associate w1th blacks m school 
He feels uncomfortable With blacks 

It seems that !.~lese reactions, Ius behav10r emotional responses, and 
other attitudes would lead us to question whether the man genmneiY 
regarded blacks and wlutes as equals 1 e whether he truly held th•t 
value or attitude regardmg blacks e~en though he professed to do so 
and even though he arnved throu'gh a process of rational deliberation 
at the VJew that bl:l.cls and whites are moral equals 
th ~~f 11~\erent of the KantJan Vtew mlg11t respond to tlus by sayw& 

3 t e man has the reactions attnbuted to hun then we have to 
r~~ton whether he really d,d actuaUy go through a ~recess ofrationiJl 
g~~u cra;lon :egardmg these values and VIews and whether he dui 

w'~~ Y t" smcercly assent to them It may have all been a sh:tm 
With cg~~ut:at have been 3 sh:Jm, we are not equatmg prorcssmg values 
quenlly bth Y assentmg to them But the fact that the man subse 
thts p avr and reacts ln the way described doeS not shoW th:JI 

roceu o app3rent t3tlonal dehbcratiOn ond assent was a sh:!:nl 
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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 altitude, 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 
Vtew or attitude, even though the view seemed to !urn to have reason 
0_0 its side after the deliberative process. A person might deliberate as 
sm~erely as possible, trying to weigh all the various considerahons 
Which he can think of, arrive at a result and yet still fail to be convinced 
by 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 is convinced, though he really IS not.) 

Thus rational dehberalion is insufficient for conviction and therefore 
for rational assent. But, more important, rational assent itselfis insuffi· 
ctent for it to be the case that the person has or holds, or comes to 
hold, the Vtew (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 behavmr 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 described - being upset when blacks move into the neighborhood, 
etc. - do not show that the man does not genuinely hold the view that 
blacks and Whites are moral equals. These reactions are undoubtedly 
~eut of_ hoe With that view; but perhaps this just means that the man 

acts tn ways which are out of line with the views that he holds, not 
t~at he fails to hold the view at all. Titis would be like weakness of will 
(I~ Which a person fails to do what he believes to be right), exccptthat 
11 ".not only actions but emotional reacttons and feelings which arc out 
of hnc Witlt the moral principle or value (alleged to be) held by the 
•sent. 

E~idcntly this docs describe what is going on in some situ•lions. It is 
posst~le to imagine a person with formerly racist attitudes, who now 
tenu~n<Jy believes blacks and Whiles to be moral equals yet Still has 
tert:un r~clions which ~re contrary to those views. lie could. for 
example, find himself assuming that a black colleague was unintelligent, 
'-hen he lt.>lly had no grounds for thinking tl1is. Or l1e could ha\e 
certain fethnJ:< of unease with blacks. 

But If these are not to count conclusively ogainst l>is holding the 
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vzew that blacks and willits arc equal, he cannot have such reaciJOns 
too frequently There IS cv1dently a maller of degree here A person can 
have some reachons wluch are out of lme With a pnnc1plc to wh1ch he 
has smcerely assented, w1thout 11 ncccssanly bemg the case that he faus 
to hold the pnnc1ple Out 1f the rcachons arc too extenSIVe and fre 
quent, than he wul not be sa1d to hold the pnnc1ple even 1f he smcerely 

assented to 1t 
A further relevant consideration IS the attitude the agent totJc.es 

towards the out ofhne reachons If he himself sees them as out oflme, 
regrets them, and tnes to change and avmd them m the future, thJS 
counts m favor of Ius holdmg the pnnc1ple (He may fau to notJCC that 
he IS havmg these reactions, but 1fthey arc pomted out to hun he must 
regard them as Incompatible w1th h15 v1ews and try to correct them 
However, 1f he has too many such reactions WJthout nohctng that he 
does so, both the reactions and the fa1hng to notice them will count 
against Ius holdmg the v1ew) 

What th1s shows IS that the fact that a smcerely assented to pnnc1ple 
can genumely be held even though the agent has some reactions out of 
hne With 1t does not confirm the Kantlan v1ew that smcerely assentmg 
to It 1s sufficient for holding 1t Emotional reactions play an essential 
role 

In our actual example (p 174}, m any case, 1t 1ust does not seem 
plausible to say merely that the man's react10ns are contrary to the 
professed Vtews If the man supports pohc1es denymg blacks equalltY• 
1f he IS upset that lus cluldren associate with blacks, 1f he makes dJs 
paragmg remarks about blacks, 1f he IS really upset when hts cluldren 
assoetate With blacks m school, etc , then tlus shows that he s1mplY 
does not regard blacks and whttes as equals (even 1f he believes that he 
does) 

Suppose the man tlunks, not that these reactions are contrary to hiS 

vtews and values regard.mg the equahty of blacks, but that they are 
compatible With them That ts, he says that he regards blacks as equals 
but he JUSt does not want lus children to play w1th them or for them 
to move mto lus neighborhood And he says that though he regardS 
them as havmg equal moral status, shU 1t IS true that they generallY 
luve certam undesuable quahttes And suppose he bel1eves that the 
pollctes he supports are not mcompahble With the behefm equaltty 

Perhap!. Without somewhat more de tad m the example we cannot be 
absolutely ccrtam what to say Certamly there 1s disagreement as to 
wtut 'equality' means, and generally there can be d.Jsagreement as IO 
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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, 1t is not sufficient that he 
give Ius 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 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, Ius capacity for choice, h1s 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 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 arc the 
inil!ators 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 cert.3in valuc;nor JS it generally 
Within our power to rid ourselves of unwanted alii tudes and values (ond 
tmotions) in this way. Nevertheless, the V3}ucs and attitudes we have do 
reflect on us morally. Aspects of ourselves- our values :a.nd attitudes­
which are fit objects of moral assessment lnvol\'c some clement of 
passivity, of feeling ond emotion. 

So the morol self lnevilobly comprises • d1mension of feeling ond 
possMty. Dut the orlgirul l:.>ntun objection lo lhe notion tho! our 
~motions reflect on us mor.~Uy il th.:u we :ne r:uslve with rt1pcct to our 
fetlinr:s - we do not choote lhetn or decide to hl\'e them. If il Is 
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VIew that blacks and whites are equal, he cannot have such reac110ns 
too frequently There IS evidently a matter of degree here. A person can 
have some reactiOns wluch are out of hne With a pnnc1ple to which he 
h>S smcerely assented without 11 necessarily bemg the case that he fads 
to hold the pnnc1pl; But 1f the reactions are too extenSIVe and fre 
quent, than he will not be said to hold the pnnc1ple even 1fhe smcerely 
assented to It 

A further relevant conSideratiOn IS the attitude the agent takes 
towards the out ofhne reactiOns If he himself sees them as out ofhne, 
regrets them, and tnes to change and avmd them 111 the future, tlus 
counts m favor of Ius holdmg the pnnc1ple (He may fail to nollce that 
he IS havmg these reactmns, but tf they are pomted aut to htm he must 
regard them as mcompauble With his VIews and try to correct them 
However, 1f he has too many such reactions wtthout notJcmg that he 
does so, both the reactiOns and the failmg to notice them will count 
against Ius holdmg the VIew ) 

What thiS shows IS that the fact that a smcerely assented to prmciple 
can genumely be held even though the agent has some reactions out of 
hne With 11 does not confirm the Kanhan v1ew that smcereiy assentm& 
to tt ts suffictent for holdmg tt Emotional reactions play an essential 
role 

In our actual example (p 174)~ m any case, 1t JUSt does not seent 
plaustble to say merely that the man's reactions are central}' to the 
professed VIews If the man supports pohc1es denymg blacks equahty, 
If he JS upset that lus cluldren assoctate With blacks, tf he makes dls 
paragmg remarks about blacks, tf he ts really upset when hts clutdren 
USOC1ate With blacks m school, etc , then tJus shows that he stmply 
does not regard blacks and wlutes as equals (even tfhe bebevcs that he 
does) 

Suppose the man ttunks, not Utat these reactions are contrary to hiS 

VIews and Values reg:udmg the equality of blacks, but that they are 
compatible wtth them That IS, he says that he regards blacks as equals, 
but he JUSt does not want Jus cluldren to play w1th them or for them 
to move Into his netghborhood And he says that though he rcg:uds 
~~: as havmg equal moral status, still tt ts true Utat they generallY 
pohcl:~:ln undesirable quahues And suppose he believes that the 

p h supports are not lncompahble With the behcf1n equalitY 
b ~r aps Without somewhat more detall m the ex:~.mple we cannot be 
~,:t u.~~~afert,aln what to s:~.y Certamly there 1s dls:~.grecm~nt as to 

q lty me.3ns, :J.nd generally there ciln be duagreement :ss to 
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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 
holdmg 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 
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 
hunselr 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, moreaspectsofaperson'sbeingmustcome 
into play than merely his will, his capacity for choice, his deliberattve 
reason, in order for us to say that the person holds certain values or 
attitudes towards others. 

Bernard Williams puts this pomt well: 

The idea that people decide to adopt their moral principles seems to 
me to be a myth, a psychological shadow thrown by a log~cal 
distinction; and if someone did claim to have done this,l think one 
would be justified in doubting either the truth of what he said or the 
reabty of those moral principles. We see a man's genuine convictions 
as coming from somewhere deeper in him than that.7 

Titis argument implies that the notion of the moral self cannot be 
seen on a model of pure actil'il)', of that which is a product of choice. 
l'he 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 wUI 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 
reRect on us morally. Aspects of ourselves -our values and attitudes -
which are fit objects of moral assessment Involve some element of 
passivity, of feeling and emotion. 

So the moral self inevitably comprises a dimension of feehng and 
pnsivity. Out the origmal Kanti>n objection to the notion th>t our 
emotions reflect on us moraUy Is rl~:~t we are passiVe "'ilh respect to our 
f«linr;s - we do not choose them or docide to h••• them. If it Is 
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granted that the moral self meVltably mvolves passmty, and cannot be 
restncted to what ts an outcome of chmce, then tlus objeCtiOn to 
cons1denng our emotions as part of our moral self no longer ho1ds 
A person's sympathy (or lack of 1t), contempt (or lack of 1t), etc • 
reflect on lum morally as surely as do the actions he perf onns (and 

the v1ews to wluch he giVes assent) 

IV 

The tlurd way m wh1ch values and attitudes cannot be accommodated 
to the Kanttan VIew IS that they cannot be analyzed tn terms of dlsposi 
hans to perform certam acts (Tius preserves a Kantlan element, tn that 
we are the mttl3tors of our acts - they are somethmg we do) We have 
seen that possessmg these attitudes mvolves havmg certam emotional 
reactions and feelmgs, certain thoughts, etc wh1ch are not themselves 
merely d!SpOSihons to act The rac1st man's attitudes are not merely 
disposttiOns to perform certam acts, they also mvolve hiS havmg certam 
thoughts, feelmgs, and mner react10ns to and concernmg black people 

Also, the fact that certam actions can be marufestahons of certatn 
athtudes and values does not mean that the attltude or value mvolves 
an actual dlspos1llon to perform the act For example, an atutude of 
supenonty towards a class of persons (e g, uneducated) can express 
Itself m saymg somethmg dlsparagmg about an uneducated person 
But It ts surely not the case that tlus attitude mvolves a d1sposthOO to 
say dtsparaging tlungs For tt mtght JUSt as (or even more) natur:lllY 
express ttself as fa1hng even to nottce such persons, fallmg to take 
account of them Both of these represent natural expresstons of an 
attttude of supeuonty, but the latter IS not a dispostUon to behave 10 

certam ways, and Jts eX1Stence precludes the former from consotutmg 
WhJ.t it IS to have the attttude 

Further, even when a form of behavtor IS a natural marufestatton of 
an attitude, It IS so only In certam contexts defined m not purel)' 
beh::moral terms For example, It IS not the cas~ that tgnonng or fadlflg 
to take account of uneducated persons ISm Itself a mamfesto.uon of a 
sense of supenonty toW;lrds them ln add1t1on there must be a ccrt:nn 
:::::.them, which mvohes, at the least, rc£;J:rdmg them as not worthY 
falhn :a c~~s~dcralton Tlus Is to be d!shnguis11ed from, for example, 
one (~hetller :ccount of them Simply because they are different fro"! 

ne IS consc1ous of th1s reason or not) rurther, 'Jgnonng 
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or 'failing to take account or docs not name an act-type; it is not a 
purely behavioral description. There arc 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.8 

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 begm­
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. Titat values are manifested in behavwr 
does not mean that they can be analyzed behavioristically. 

v 

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 11 is to 
have a certain value or attitude cannot be analyzed in terms of some­
thmg which one has arrived at through a process of rational delibera­
tion. But he could claim that the only aspects of attitudes and values 
wh1ch are morally relevant are those which can be so analyzed. Even 
though values and attitudes involve more than assenting to certain 
prmciples and performing certam acts, nevertheless, he could argue, it is 
only the principles to which we assent and the acts which we perforrn 
which are appropnate objects of moral assessment and which reflect on 
us morally. 

Such a v1ew could not be deciSively 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 anythmg reflects morally 
on us, it is our values and attitudes. It seems to us that we regard Jt as 
morally undesirable to have a contemptuous attitude towards someone, 
to regard someone as inferior because of h1s race, to regard people 
primarily in terms of the1r usefulness to oneself, etc. And we ordinanly 
think that 11 is the full attitudes themselves, and not merely their 
behavioral manifestations, or the princ1ples to which we hilvc assented. 
which are appropriate targets for moral criticism and assessment. 

h seems. then. that the K::mtian VIew is asJ.Jns us to revise our 
normal moral judgments. but without g~ving us an :adequate reason for 
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domg so I have sOld m chapter l, and throUgliOUl, that the Kant!l~ 
view mvolves an en tare ahcrnahvc concephon of morality. one whzc 
cannot be demtvely refuted l atm only to arltculate a cohcrcntaltema· 
trve vtew, and to ply what arguments I can muster But there comes a 
pomt - and tins ts one of them -when the best that one can hope for 
IS to attempt to place the Kanllan vtew m a certatn hght, to try 10 

reveal a certam arbatranness m 1t, to try to address what seem some of 
the sources of tis appeal and to show that they do not stand on the 
foundatton winch they seemed to 

VI 

One consequence of my argument IS that the paSSIVIty of emotions 
cannot be Identified With what IS external to our moral selves PaSSI'I11Y 
stgmfies that emotions are somethmg we expenencc, rather than some 
tlung we choose or 1mt1ate But that concern, compassion, hatred, or 
contempt are thmgs we feel or expenence does not mean that they are 
not fully a part of us, that they are external to our true selves, morallY 
spealang 

A person who has a contemptuous att1tude towards persons who are 
uneducated wtll necessanly sometimes ha.ve feehngs of contempt (or 
related feelmgs) towards such persons 9 TI1ese feehngs cannot be seen as 
external to hlS moral self.for hiS contemptuous attitude IS very much a 
part of hun, rooted man enhre way of looking at persons of a certatn 
type, and connected With other ways m whach he regards himself and 
VIeWS SOCiety 

A teacher who does not have hagh regard for students Will not take 
fully senousty problems and concerns of theus especaaUy If they 
detract from a student's work, or maght potenh~Uy do so Such a 
person will have weak feehngs of sympathy towards students lfl such 
SitUations But such feelings of sympathy are not external to his moral 
self, though they R... 1 are passtve, I e , somethmg which he expenences 

~~er they are an mtegral part of the way he regards students 
y argument here IS not that anything which is genumely part of 

';;:r expenence IS as much a p:ut of the self as anytlung else although 
fee[~ IS o~e sense m wluch thts IS true - the momentary l'rntatJon I 
aned owa; s ~ fnend who has not conformed tomyadJmttedly urauonal 
fec:la~:poace e:pectahon IS an expenence of mme as much ilS are mY 

(>" r care 10r my fnend 
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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.)10 

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 
upbringmg 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 v1ew of 
blacks, and With his values regarding social equahty. He is not 'color· 
bhnd' (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 dislikes, 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 feehngs 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 Ius moral self. Metaphors of 
externality can be applied to such feelings - they 'assai!' 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) self, not from outside it, though they are 
nevertheless happenings r:tther than actions. 

These notions of passivity, dissociation, and externality are appJiC3ble 
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to thoughts as well as to fcehngs Many thoughts Simply occur to us, 01 

come mto our heads, m thts sense we are passtve w1th respect to the~f 
Nevertheless they do reflect on us But I can try to diSSOCiate myse 
from a thought wluch keeps occurnng to me I may succeed m dJS 
socmtmg myself from 11 It IS then no longer part of myself, morally 
speakmg, even 1f 11 JS a morally undemable thought Even though It IS 

genumely a thought of mme, 11 does not reflect on me morally (llus 
mdtcates that the dtstmctiOn between active and passtve does not 
correspond to that between thought and emot.lon, nor does the d1stmc 
tton between mternal and external) 

DJssoctahon and externality do not bnng the Kanoan vtew tn at 3 

new level Dtssoctahng ourselves from a feelmg mvolves more than 
dectdmg not to tdenbfy wtth tt, or regardmg 1t as mappropnate For 
we can choose (or try) not to 1den1Jfy ourselves w1th a feehng wh1ch" 
nevertheless very much a part of us, mtemal to our (moral) self, 50 

that we do not actually succeed m d1ssoc1atmg ourselves from 1t AndY 
m1ght recognize m hunself contt.mptuous feehngs towards women He 
does not approve of such feelmgs, and 10 fact tlunks them repre 
henstble Nevertheless they are very much a part of hun He constantly 
regards women m contemptuous ways, reacts to thetr opmtons vnth 
bel!tthng comments, or, more generally, falls to take what they say 
senously He finds It Wfficult to have a genume heartfelt respect for 
very many women He IS not d.Issoctated from )us feehngs of contempt 

DectdJng not to tdent1fy hunself wtth these reactiOnS and feehngs, or 
regardmg them as tnappropnate, ts msuffictent for h1s actually d1ssocJat· 
mg lumself from them They have too deep and pervasiVe roots tn hts 
bemg, as was not the case Wtth the ractst feehngs of the fonnerly raclSt 
man discussed above They are reprehensible feehngs and attJtudes, for 
whtch Andy IS properly thought ill (However, smcere, even tf unsuc 
cessful, attempts to change do affect the overall moral assessment of a 
person) 

Dtssoctatmg oneself from a reactiOn mvotves an enhre structure of :ne·s moral bemg- lncludmg feehngs, attttudes, behavtor, thoughts 
JU~:;n~tc - and not merely an act of one's wUI or dehbcratlve 

n:e should not misconstrue thts notton or metaphor of externalitY 
~~ feehng or emohon:~l reaction can be seen as external to the setr, 

~or Y eonceaved, does not mean that the reaction has no sigmficance 

3~~~; rno~etr The formerly raciSt nun"s rcactaons do s.:aY somctlun£ 
um cy S3Y that he retams vestages of reprehensablc attitudeS 
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m himself A man happy to be brought mas a strikebreaker could find 
himself Wtth passmg feelmgs of sympathy for the sinkers, feelmgs 
wluch he regards as mappropnate and shameful and from whtch he 
entuely dtssoctates htrnself But the extstence of such feelmgs says 
sometlung about thts person, though hts successful dtsavowal of them 
means that he ts not to be thought well of for havmg them, destrable as 
they are m themselves 

The relahon between the moral self and reactwns external to tt 1s 
not a strnple one Certamly such reactwns are trnproperly thought of as 
hke bodtly condttwns, wluch have no human meanmg for us but whtch 
stmply have causes mto wluch we can mqmre Emotwnal reactions 
almost always have some personal meanmg to thetr subjects, so that a 
purely causal account of them cannot be fully adequate, even 1f the 
reactions are genumely external to the moral self (Of course, bodily 
condttlons can be psychosomahc, so that they wtll have human mean 
mg also) One may be able to d!ssoctate oneself from the reac!Jon 
Wtthout mqumng mto 1ts meamng for one But tlus WJll not deny that 
meamng 

VII 

I have argued that we are paSSIVe with respect to our emottons and 
feehngs but that, nevertheless (except when and to the extent that we 
are d1ssoctated from them) they are properly seen as genumely a part 
of us, no less a full part of us than are the acttons we perform and the 
JUdgments that we make Tlus v1ew mvolves some reVISIOn of the 
trad1ttonal notton of p>sstvtty m plulosophy For passiVIty has been 
portrayed as bcmg 1denttficd not only wtth what we expenence rather 
than what we do, but also wtth what JS external to us rather than what 
" Internal to us Revtslon of the nouon of passiVIty to exclude tl1e 
l3.tter assoctallon mvolves a revtston of the contrast between 3CtJvlty 
>nd p3551VIty On my v1ew !Ius dtsttnctton ts to be conceived no longer 
a.s a contrast between that whtch, from a moral pomt ofvtew, IS p:ut of 
Us and that w}uch Is not, rather It IS a contrnst between two W3YS m 
v.luch somellung ts port of us 

But could 1 not be bl..en :lS ::ugumg that, m a sense, our emotions 
ond f~lmss ore something v.luch "'" con be reprded •• dozng, •• betng 
•th\e v.1th respect to• lbrry fronl.furt argued in 'Identification and 
tuenutlly' that v.e should dlsllnftush, among our p:m1ons, bell•-.en 
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those wtth respect to whtch we are acltve, and those Wllh respect to 
wluch we are pass1ve 11 For h1m, the d1stmct10n corresponds to 
Anstotle's between sometlung regardmg wluch the movmg pnnctple ts 
Wtlhtn us and that regardmg whtch the movmg prtnClple JS outstde us, 
tits exemphlied tn the dtfference between duected attentton,thoughl, 
and dehberalton, and thoughts whtch beset us, obsessiOns, and thoughts 
wluch strike us wtlly ntlly 12 

In hts book Tire Pamonr, Robert Solomon puts thJS vtew tn a parlt 
cularly stnkmg way 

The Myth of the Passtons has so thoroughly mdoctnnated us Wlth 
tts notion of passivity that we are no longer capable of seemg what 
we ourselves are domg Once the Myth IS exploded, however, It IS 

obVIous that we make ourselves angry, make ourselves depressed, 
make ourselves fall tn love 13 

An emotion 1s a JUdgment (or a set of Judgments), somethmg 
we do 14 

Perhaps Solomon ts exaggeratmg for effect But m nghtly reJeCting the 
myth of pure passiVIty he goes all the way to the other s1de, and sees 
emohons as somethmg we do, very much hke what the Kanhan vteW 

has m mmd as the model of what we do, 1 e , somethmg whtch we 
entirely bnng about But thts 1s to accept the very dichotomy whtch 1 
am trymg to undercut For we do not,It seems to me, charactens:ucallY 
make ourselves angry. fall m love, etc We become angry, feel angry • get 
angry - It IS genumely our true self whtch IS mvolved but these are not 
tlungs wluch we do, conce1ved as somethmg lJke perfo,nmng an act1on 

Nor IS an emotJOn a JUdgment, though It mvo]ves bel!efs, cogrutton, 
ways of regardtng others (all of which Solomon lumself bnngs out very 
well m hts book) There ts an element of passiVIty m emotions whtch 
Solomon IS not recognizing here, and whtch should not be regarded as 
Wsturbmg. once we realize that the not10n of the moral self must 
Include a notion of passiVIty u 

Samalarly • Frankfurt"s d.Jstmchon seems to preserve the very dacha 
tomy ;hlch as m need of revLSton though he does nghtly argue, as we 
S3W a ave, that some of our pas;IOns thoughts etc can be regarded 
a.s~xternal to the self (see note 13) The preble~ IS iliat he IdentifieS 
:nd t ~~ ex\ernal to the self with passions regardmg which we are passave, 
thougJ ;s eaves him wath fathng to distinguish - among passions. 

1 s, etc • which are part of the self - between those which are 
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really hke dtrected attention and dehberatton, and those whtch are 
more hke sometlung wluch we expenence The latter, whtch 111clude, 111 
general, altrutsttc emotions fall 111tO netther Ius category of wrected 
attention and Judgment, nor Ius category of obsessions or thoughts 
wluch stnke us wt!ly mlly 

It ts true that altrmstic emotions 111volve JUdgment m some way -
e g , the JUdgment that someone ts m pam, m need, suffenng In that 
sense, perhaps, one mtght want to say that they mvolve actmty But 
they are not mere reflections of such JUdgment, nor are they grounded 
m jUdgment, nor are they brought about (pnmanly) through a deliberate 
process of jUdgment In tlus sense they are not active Moreover, even tf 
one wants to say that m mvolvmg jUdgment our emo!tons mvolve 
acttvtty, tlus ts not a fonn of act!Vlty wluch excludes passiVIty For tt 
remams true that our emotions are somethmg we expenence or feel 

It ts not so unportant whether one wants to say that emotions 
(wluch are mternal to our moral selves) mvolve acl!vtty, as long as one 
does not see tlus actmty purely on the Kanttan model oft!, as long as 
one does not see such act!Vlty as mcompattble WJth passtvtty (under 
stood as that wluch ts expenenced), and as long as one does not tdenttfy 
that regarding wluch we are not acllve WJth that whtch IS external to 
the self 

VIII 

In summary then, the moral self cannot be tdentttied solely With wtll, 
chotce, deciSion, and dehberattve reason It cannot be tdenttlied With 
that regardtng wluch we are acttve Our feelings and emohons are as 
much a part of our moral self as are the acttons we perform and the 
moral VIews to wluch we gtve assent Though we are passtve wtlh 
respect to our emottons, m that they are somethmg expenenced rather 
than somethmg done or brought about, they are no less a p3rt of 
ourselves than that wluch we do bnng about through our Will Titey 
are not nghtly portrayed as external However, tlls posstble for one to 
W1Soctate oneself (or dtstdenttfy oneself) from a parucular feeling or 
thought, winch WJII then be external to one's morol self and \\oll no 
long~r be a proper obJect for moral cnhc1sm or assessment 

Emotions. attitudes, behefs, v3.lues, feebngs. re:lctJons, C:J.nnot tKo 
sharply dtstmgutshed from one another Titey are mterdependent, 
and are all pJrt of the moral self None of these elements (tncludtng 
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the more cogmtlve or mtcllcctual ones attitudes, behefs, and values) 
can be analyzed In a purely Kantlan fasluon Whatrtls to have a ccrtam 
attitude, behef, emotion. or reaction cannot be seen purely as a matter 
of rattanal dchberatton about and r::J.tlonal assent and commttment to, 
ccrtarn proposrtlons ThiS JS t~uc of holdrng moral bchcfs (such as the 
bebef that blacks and wlntes arc equal) no less than rt JS of havmg 
certam emotional reactions 

The other stde of tlus first pmnt lS that attitudes, cmottans, values, 
etc all mvolvc an aspect of pamvrty to them What rt JS to have them 
always mvolves somethmg whtch 1s cxpencnced - 1t mvolves reactions 
feelmgs, emotions 

What thJS means JS that havmg attitudes and values mvolves havmg 
feehngs and reactions Srmdarly, many emotions and feehngs (and Ul 

parhcular altrutshc emotions) mvolve values, attitudes, \WYS of regard 
mg others In fact, sympathy, compassiOn, and concern can be regarded 
as somethmg hke "emotional attitudes,' m that they mvolve w::~ys of 
regarding others, of percetvmg others, etc The dtfferences between 
attitudes, (moral) behefs, values, emot1ons, feelmgs must be largely a 
matter of degree on the dtmenstons of achVtty/passiVIty and cogmtJon/ 
affect 

lt may be that altrUIStic emot10ns are, perhaps, more hke what are 
generally thought of as attrtudes than hke what are generally thought of 
as feeh.ngs It does not matter tf thts depends on maccurate conceptions 
of 'altitude~ and 'feelmg • The pomt 15 that, m argumg that attitudes 
and values are part of our moral self, I can be taken as argumg dliectlY 
that altrutshc emohons are part of our moral self, as weU as dam& 50 

mduectly • through argumg that fatlure to confonn to the Kantlan 
ptcture (of acttvtty) does not exclude somethmg from bemg part of the 
moral self 

The argument so far has been addressed to shoWing that an emotton, 
feebng, or emohonal response on a particular occasiOn reflects morallY 
o::a the person who has It But the actual argument gtven tmphes more 
I f n thts It tmphes that our patterns of emotional response our traits 
o character mvolv ' f 

di mg emotions, our emotional attitudes our ways 0 

regar l ng and treatJ.ng other persons m general - aU are fit obJects of 
mo~~as:essment and cntlctsm All are part of our moral self 
due d s ;ads to the nahan ofbemg towards-others whtch I have mtro-

e emg towards-others mcludes those aspec;s of our attitudes 
emotions, senhments f 
behaVJ C 1 • ways of treatmg and regardmg patterns o 

or' ee tngs, emotional responses, values, and moral beliefs 
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which have to do with the weal and woe of other persons. 1bis 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). 

IX 

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 feehngs. 

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, a 
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 dishke someone because he is black. It is 
morally undesiroble to show Insufficient sympathy to someone 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 VII, pp. 146-5) ). 

A second lc,·cl of moral assessment of an emotion or emotional 
re:~ction or response invoh·es seeing that emotion31 response in the 
context of the person•s char3cter or his beinc·tow.uds-others. We 
dtscu.,ed litis point In ch>pter 11 (pp. 3740). In order to h»t a full 
morol comprehension of Jones's 'capricious' symp>tl>Y for Olfford, "" 
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have to look at Ius reaction to C~fford m hght of his gcneralatlltudes 
towards students, and Ius bemg towards others m general TI1e made 
quate sympathy will have a certam moral s>gnlfitance 1f Jones IS gener 
ally sympathellc to students but fads to be m thiS case, because of 
bemg tued and therefore less patient and attentive than usual It wdl 
have a different slgruficance 1f Jones's failure of sympathy IS part of 
and typ>cal of Ius general way of regardmg students, I e , unsympathetic 
ally The d1fference m bemg towards-others and m the cucumstances 
surroundmg the response m the two cases ts reOected m a dtffercnce 10 

our moral assessment of the persons, m hght of the particular Sltuatton 
In both cases we say, perhaps, that Jones ought to have been, or that 11 

would have been good or appropnate for hun to have been, more 
sympathetic But m the first case we m1ght tlunk less poorly of Jones, 
for there are mtt1gatmg cucumstances (he IS tued), and because Jones 
generally does not react m these ways 

The dJstmctlon bemg drawn here applies m some measure to acttons 
as well as to emohonal responses We dtsUngUish between a JUdgment 
on a parttcular acuon - that tt was wrong, Jll<onstdered, or blame 
worthy - and a JUdgment takmg mto account the wtder Circumstances 
of the action, mcludmg m1ttgatmg cucumstances relatmg, for example, 
to cert3.ln pressures on the agent 16 (Tius IS not a distinction between 
the nghtness of the act and the moral worth of the act cum motiVe, 
rather 1t 1s a dtshnchon Wittun moral worth Itself Nor IS 1t a d1stmctiOD 
between a pnma fac1e good acuon and a good action all dungs con 
Sldered The action m question 1s either good or bad, all dungs con 
s1dered, m both cases, the contextual VIew can only m1t1gate, but not 
change, the fundamental moral value of the act) For example, 1t ts 

bad of someone to cheat and lie m order to obtam a JOb, but our 
JUdgment of the person U1 hght of the action IS affected by the pres 
sures which ex1st on lum Was gettmg the JOb 3 matter of great urgencY 
or even necessity for lum7 Would he have found 1t very dlfllcult to 
support himself Without 1t7 If so, we would perhaps thmk less poorlY of 
him Nevertheless we do thmk poorly of lum for Iymg and cheatmg 
The act Is shU a morally bad one The dlStmchon here IS essenuaUy the 
sa~e one 35 IS bemg made 1n connection With emotional responses 17 

n discussmg how our feehngs reflect on us morally I have a'loJded the 
~on~epts of pratse and blame I have not argued that ~person IS to blame 
Io~ ts emotional reacttons, nor that he can be praued for havtng them 

pa~~~~! ~oa~~~~~ :ay that Jones Js morally to blame for fathng to be sym 
0 d, but only that h1s failure reflects on h1m 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 11 about through hls 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 litis notion of blame and praise, although there seems also a notion 
of responsibility whlch is more closely connected with the wider notion 
of moral reflection whlch I have developed. To illustrate the first, we 
might say of someone whose upbringing and social milieu very strongly 
re~forced racist attitudes and values, that he is not responsible for his 
attitudes, that he is not to blame for havmg 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 ofhisvaluesandattitudes, 
nor, in one sense, is he responsible for them, does not mean that they 
cannot reflect on hlm morally. It is still bad for the racist man to hate 
black persons, to discriminate against them, to treat them badly, to 
regard 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 responsibihty' for attitudes and values which are genumely 
a 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 woys, etc. If these reactions are truly part of his actual 
attitudes and values regarding blacks, then he cannot absolve himself 
from moral assessment in light of them; and in this sense he must take 
responsibility for them. (TI1is is a different situation from one described 
earher (p. 185), in which a person no longer has genuinely racist atti· 
tudes, but occasionolly has reactions not consorunt "ith his pr<,.,nt 
'•lues of equolit)" between blacks and whiles, reoctions from which he 

189 



IVt/1, Emotwn, and tlte Self 

diSsoctates lumself tn the ways diScussed prevtously, and for whtch he 15 

therefore not properly morally assessed ) 
The mue of blame (and tis assoctated sense of responStbthlY) dtffers 

from the ISsue of whether a person IS a genume moral bemg or not, 1 e • 
whether he IS a fit subJect for moral assessment at all Tite psychopath 
IS not responstble for hiS psychopathy, nor (I am envtsagmg) Is the 
ractst for his racism Nevertheless the latter 1s a gcnume moral agent, 
and therefore can be morally cnttc1Zed for Ius raciSt reactions and 
altttudes (and "• tn the second sense, responstble for them), whereas 
the former cannot be morally cnttctzed at all 

1 do not mean tlus dtscusston of the notions of blame and respons 
tb~tly to have done more than scratch the surface of a dtfficult problem 
I have sa~d notlung about the relatJOnslnp between moral assessment In 

terms of blame and the WJder nobon of moral assessment appropn3te 
to a person's emottonal reactions, values, and attitudes Another 
queshon ts whether a person can ever be satd to be blameworthy for 
lus athtudes and values, that ts, whether some persons can more properly 
be regarded as the authors of theu own values and attitudes than can 
others, and thus more blameworthy or praiseworthy for them Can 
some people's rac1st values and attitudes be accounted for pnmanly by 
external forces and others not? Or are everyone's values and attitudes 
equally to be accounted for (ultimately) m tenns of forces external to 
themselves? 

I leave these questions unanswered 1 tntend tlus diScUssiOn pnmanlY 
to explam that, when 1 speak of moral assessment and moral reflection, 
these are not to be thought of m terms of blame pra1se and (ID one 
sense) responsibility ' ' 

X 

The nahan of the moral If 
of moral chan e - se ts particularly crucial for the phenomenon 
persons Moralg chant e ' of how tt 1S that we become morally better 
moral self And d ff, ge cannot be explamed Without some nouon of 
selves par~Icula 1 

1 erences in theones of the moral self show them· 
moral change ;{ clearly 10 theu apphcahon to the phenomenon of 
can justly be seen :reKare several Wstmct vtews of moral change which 

1 5 an han or Kant1an hke 
wlUu:at~tc t~ b:g~n wnh a VIew which IS grounded m two elements 

an 130 VIew of the moral self, and results from folloWing 
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out their implication for a view of moral change. This v1ew may seem 
extremely unsympathetic, one which no one would actually hold; but 
it is useful as a point of reference . 

. The two elements are these: (!)The identification of the moral self 
With the will, the capacity for choice and decision, deliberallve 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 wh1ch we 
experience. We have no control over whether we experience a particular 
feebng 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 
feelings on our actions on what we do on what is the outcome of our 
rational deliberation. Smce it is withi~ the capability of the will to 
choose our actions, it is also within the capabillty of the will to deter· 
mine whether our feelings will influence those actions or not. We can 
choose whether or not to act in accordance with our feelings or 
em~tions, whether to accede to the feelings or not. 

~at are the consequences of this view for moral change? It seems 
~at What is within our power Is to try to keep our feelmgs and emotions 
rom diverting us from acting in accord with what our moral principles 

tell Us is right to do. Becoming more moral on this view, consists in 3 

Progressively increasing ability to keep our feelings and emotions from 
:reeling our actions and the principles to which we assent. This Is not 

cause all our feelings and emotions will necessarily Incline us to act 
contrary to morality Rather• "t is because since we ha•·• no control 
OVer h • ' · 
b"l w at our feelings and emotions will be there Is always the pDSSl· 

'IIY that our feelings and emotions will ~o against the dictates of 
~Orality. And since our feelmgs and emotions play no role in what II 

hWhich constitutes moral actions it will be entirely a matter of d>ance 
"' ether th d ' Th ey o In fact lead In a morally good direction. 

us, becommg morally better will mean increased self-control '" 
;::'' actions and rationality !n our moral thinking. TI1e rropcss Jow:llds 
bo <Teased self-control will have to be c:ontlnually renewed." TI>ere can 
a no JUarantee tho1 we hove read1ed a rlateau In \\hid> we c•n be 
llured or •cling morally' across a certoln r.rnr;e of sorts of •cllon: for 
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we are truly only our will, and are powerless to affect the nature of the 
matenal wluch affects our ab1hty to act m accordance With morahty 
Tlus matenal IS always hable to affect us so as to draw us away from 
morality 10 

But mcreased self-control IS a very hm1ted aspect of all that IS 
mvolved m moral change, especJally when the self-control rests on 
somewhat precanous ground Self-control does not bnng about any 
fundamental change 1n moral attitudes, values, and prmetples And II 
seems that th1s verston of the Kant1an Vtew leaves no room for such 
fundamental changes For as we have seen, what 11 IS to hold a mota! 
value or pnnctple mvolves hav1ng certam emoltonal reactions, feebngs, 
etc Thus changmg one's values Will mvolve new ways of responding, 
different emoltonal react1ons, etc But 1f we caMol affect the nature of 
our emot1ons, but only theu effect on us, we caMot bnng 11 about that 
we have dtfferent emoltonal reacltons from the ones we do have Hence 
we cannot bnng about a fundamental (or even not so fundamental) 
change 1n moral pnnctples and values 

Moreover, With regard to altruistiC emotions, the prune moral task IS 
not to control them but to bnng them about m ourselves, to become a 
person who IS prone to altruistic response when IllS good and appro 
pnate to do so 

By locabng the moral self m the Will, thiS vers1on of the Kanuan 
VIew forbids us access to most of what IS actually necessary to bnn& 
about substantial moral change m ourselves our attitudes, ways of 
regardmg others. emottons. and feebngs 

XI 

~at does the view of the moral self wluch I have put forth m thiS 
c apter Imply for moral change? 

By broadenmg the view of the moral self to mclude emotions, and, 
more generally to 1ncl d • b !loWS ror a b ' u e one s etng towards others my YICW a 
better m;c: richer and more reahstlc VJew of what .; IS to becorne a 
become non 10 regard to the altru1sbc vartues How then, do we 

more c:ompasslon3te lh ' d rinS persons' The first thin • symp3 ebc, concerned, an ca 
the wlU must be g to say IS that,ln contrast to the Kanuan model 
only one elernen:~~';,:tf''{mg a much d1mmlshed role II now becomes 

Ills beyond the sco 11 ~elhsouree and the material of change _, 
pe 0 IS work to pve a detaded theory ofm01" 

192 



Jlli/1, Emotion, and the Self 

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 tl1e 
moral self, it becomes something which is capable of change, something 
with which we can engage (because it is part of what we are). Ifl am a 
person who lacks compassion, this will mean that I have a certain kmd 
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 
say 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 t!Jeir 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 !Jke, of what is going on 
with them. AU these sorts of things affect our being-towards-others, and 
stand as obstacles to being a person prone to the altruistic emohons. 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 certam things rather than others. 

We can see these points in the case of the unsympathetic teacher, 
Jones (chapter II, 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 hfe - his 
teaching, his intellectual pursuits, etc. It would be poss1ble for him to 
undergo a 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 a more sympathetic attitude towards students. since 
it would involve gi\•ing them a kind of importance in his life which they 
d1d not heretofore have. He would care more what was going on with 
them, with how well they were doing. He would be man: inclined to 
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understand the different elements of their own lives, which play a part 

m theu learnmg and educatiOn 
We can Imagine several ways that such a shift m values would come 

about m Jones - mfluence of respected colleagues, ccrt:un expcnences 
with students, frustrahons m hiS own mtellectual hfe Whatever moll 
vates the change, the pomt here IS that mvolved m the process of 
change will be an engagement with Jones's bemg-towards students HIS 
attttudes, sentiments, values, emohons, beltcfs regardmg students wtll 
all have to undergo some lund of change Tlus change cannot came 
about Simply through willmg or wantmg to do so, or becoming con 
vmced that It would be a good thmg to do so -though all these can be 
the begiMmg of change and can play a contmumg role Within It 

The obstacles Within Jones to a different attitude towards students 
might well be deep ones, not readily amenable to change Thus, he 
mtght harbor a kmd of resentment against hts students, because he feels 
that lus talents deserve what he regards as a more destrable academtc 
envtronment He may feel that he ought to be teachmg at a more 
prestigious mstltutton, m whtch lus students are better prepared and 
more academtcally onented, and m whtch hts colleagues are more 
promment tn theu fields He may feel that tt ts unfau to lum that he 15 

teaclung where he Is, and he may be qutte frustrated by this He maY 
take tlus frustration out on lus students m the fonn of the unsym 
pathettc attitude descnbed above Perhaps a qmte profound change 10 
Jones would be requtred to bnng about a sympathetic attitude towards 
lus students, If thts sort of Hung IS the source of tus unsympathetiC 
attitude 

XII 

In the next sect~ans I Want to consider three v1ews regardmg the kmd of 
a~cess we as moral agents have to our emottons and the kind of moral 
cltange of wluch we are capable All of these Vl;WS offer some kmd of 
a ernattve or mod fi 
PP 190 2 Ea h licahon of the extreme Kantlan vtew elaborated ut 
essentially c of the vtews, whde acceptmg the nahan that we are 
less sees t~as.stve With respect to our feelings and emotions. neverthe· 
wluch the e:~ 35 ~bject to moral cnt1c1sm and change, 10 a waY 
that we are n~~me fianhan VJew does not stnctly allow for They argue 
wluch happen t~o~~~:d ~Imply to accepting the feelmgs and emouon; 

pan Us, wlule trymg not to allow them t 
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affect our actions Rather, we arc able, at least to some extent, to 
affect the actual nature of the feelings and emotions wh1ch we 
expenence 

\VIule each of these VIews makes an advance on the extreme Kant1an 
VIew, I wul argue that each one retams too much of the Identification 
of the self With the w11l or w1th consc1ous reason While they are lm11ted 
as adequate accounts of the relatiOns of w1ll, self, emotion, and moral 
change, each one contams valuable ms1ghts regardmg ways that Jt IS 

poss1ble for us to change m regard to sympathy, compassiOn, and 
concern 

XIII 

The first VIew can be found m Henry S1dgWJck, and m some sectiOns of 
Kant's The Doctnne of Vutue Accordmg to !Ius v1ew, It 1~ poss1ble for 
us to bnng 1t about that we have a greater amount of altru1st1c feelmg 
than we m1ght otherWise have, by placmg ourselves m crrcumstances 
wluch we know to be causally related to producmg altru1s!tc feelmgs m 
ourselves, and that m fact 1t ts some sort of moral reqUirement to do so 
Thus, though Sldg\VIck agrees With the v1ew (wh1ch he attnbutes to 
Kant) that 11 cannot be a stnct duty to feel an emo!ton, msofar as 1t Is 
not dtrectly w1thm the power of the wtll to produce 11, nevertheless he 
says 

It would seem to be a duty generally, and unlll we fmd the effort 
fruttless, to culttvate ktnd affecttons towards those whom we ought 
to benefit by placmg ourselves under any natural mtluences 
wluch expenence has shown to have a tendency to produce 
affect10n 2o 

In Tire Doctnne of Vtrtue, sectiOn 34 ('Sympathetrc Feebng IS a 
Duty tn General'), Kant, departmg from doctnnes central to other 
aspects of Ius moral wntmgs argues that nature has Implanted w1thm 
~s the capactty for sympath~tiC JOY and sorrow, and that we ha\oe a 

uty to use these feelings to foster our perfonnance of beneficence 
('actlve and rational benevolence') towards others 

Thus 1t ss our duty not to avo1d places where we shaH find the poor 
Who lack the most baste essenttals, but rather to seeJ.. them oul. not 
to shun s1cJ... rooms or debtors pnsons m order to av01d the pa1nful 
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sympathetiC feelmgs that we can not guard agamst. For thiS IS still 
one of the 1m pulses wh1ch nature has Implanted w1thm us so that 
we may do what the thought of duty would not accomplish 21 

Tlus Vlew progresses further than the prev1ously diScussed Kant1an 
VIew, m allowmg us to have some rcsponsJbihty and chOJce tn the k.Jnd 
of emohons we have, not ducctly through the w~l1tself, butmduectly 
through our power to place ourselves m cucumstances wh1ch we know 
will cause us to have certam emotions It does not reject a radical 
separation between will and emohon but 1t does allow ways in which 
we can brmg 1t about that we have th~ emotion 21 

But If we are really to tmagme someone becommg a more sym 
pathetic or compasstonate person, a person more prone to feebng 
sympathy or compass10n,13 the conception that thts can be brought 
about through placmg ourselves m certam cucumstances which cause 
us to have these feehngs 1s an mcomplete one If someone does come 
to be more compasstonate or prone to sympathy as a result of bemg m 
certam ctrcumstances, thiS Wlll mean that m some way tus general 
bemg towards others has been engaged With, so that there wtll not be 3 

duect causal hnk between the sttuatJonalmfluences that Kant IS taUan& 
about and the person's becommg a more sympathetic and compas 
SIOnate person Rather, as I Wlll argue below the hnk w1ll be by way of 
the person's other values, ways of regardmg ~thers, etc 'wluch must be 
seen as fundamental On the other hand tf we try to abstract from a 
person's bemg towards-others, 1magmmg, the natural effect of be11lg 
placed In the Circumstances Kant envlSions tt IS not clear that thts 
effect would be the sympathy and compass:an desued by Kant (and 
S1dgW1ck) 

Kant assumes that contact Wtth suffenng and m1sery for example,ln 
51~k rooms or debtor's pnsons, w1ll naturally and aut~maucallY bnng 
a out sympathy for those suffenng But 1t might very well have a 
~:;tr:r~aeffect, producmg feehngs of disgust, revulsmn, or even con 

p • ther than sympathy The mam effect rrught be to cause the 
person to flee to st f h ve 
anythl t d • a.y away rom such places to want not to 3 

than ,:g c~u 0 :tth them to want the suffenng' out ofhts stght, rather 
assumes a se alllm to have symp:J.thy for the people mvolved Kant 
this IS by n:~e .. ~s ~Slhve effect stemmmg from such expenence, but 

The s.:~me sured or even necessa.rdy the most hkely 
people depen~ucumstances Will have dafferent effects on dafferent 

' lng on other features of themselves A person wath a 
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merely naturally, mdependent of the moral bemg of the person 111 

questton 'li 
Tlus same concluSion can be reached by a different route We can 

unagme that a person ts caused to have momentary feehngs of com 
passion or sympathy by gomg to a poorhouse, hospital, debtor's pnson, 
or mto circumstances of suffenng or nusery But what Will preserve 
such feehngs after the person leaves the poorhouse? What will turn the 
momentary feehngs mto a genume and full sympathy and compasSion 
for the Inmates? Only If the fleetmg feelmgs take root tn a person's 
wtder senhments, emotions, and moral attitudes Will this take place 
One can easily unagme, for example, a selfish and self-centered person 
bemg moved to filckers of compassion for destitute people who have 
somehow been brought to Ius attenhon But because of Ius funda 
mental se1f-centeredness, and the structure of lus values budt around 
thts, he sunply wtll not come to be genumely compasstonate and 
sympathetic towards these people He wtll not have a true appreciation 
of thetr phght He wtll not have the dtspoSitton to help when tt 1S 

possible for lum to do so He will not come actually to have compasston, 
concern, or sympathy 

Thus, although momentary feelmgs of sympathy or compasston can 
be caused m someone by the crrcumstances which Kant mentions, they 
wttl not constnute genume sympathy • compassiOn, or concern unless 
other aspects of a person's bemg towards others are engaged 28 

Sidgwick also suggests one other way m which we can cultivate our 
affections towards others wh1ch lead to beneficent acts - namely to 
engage 10 repeated beneficent resolves and achans 'smce, as has often 
been observed, a benefit tends to excue love m the agent toward the 
~Ciptent of the benefit, no less than m the rec1p1ent toward the agent .lt 

ut agam, affection for the person benefited Js not an mevltable, nor 
ne~sS3nly even a natural effect of k.mdly acts when some positiVe 
;~gard does not already eXJst, at least to some extent If for example, 
na~u~~tls a~e done stnctly from duty, the agent migh; very well as 
affectt/ f a~l resentment towards the person he benefits as tuve 
as a bu~e~r W~e\especlally If the duty wereunanbcipatedandreg:uded 
resentment I d f~er an agent will come to have sympathy rather th3n 
beneOcen~ n lll erence, anger' or irnta.tJOn for recJpzents of Jus 
reg;~rds this ~er very much depend on the way the agent a! readY 
acts towards him ';~:on, and the way he understands his bcncfice~t 
moi'l.] being mu t b thlks lS to 13Y that wider aspects of a persons 

s e ta en mto account Jf the connection wh1ch 
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Sidgwick asserts as natural is to take place. 
Though Kant and Sidgwick have noted a signincant way in which we 

can come to increase our sympatlty towards others, they both overstate 
its significance and misrepresent its nature. 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 still primarily identified wtth the will, seen as our ability to 
engage in actions which place us in certain circumstances. 

XIV 

A second view of how emotions can be brought into mora!Jty 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. ln 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. '30 Feelmgs 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. 31 Earlier in the 
chapter (p. 188) I 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 
recognizes the difficulty of Clifford's situation, and, though not spon­
taneously feeling sympathy for Clifford, is able to summon up some 
sympathy, managmg 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 wiU 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. ISS of this chapter, in which Jones is 
basiC31ly unsymp:uhetic to students. H1s response to Oifford as dcscnbed 
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ts typtcal of the ways he does respond to students In such a Sltuatton it 
does not really make sense to tmag~ne Jones summontng up sympathy 
for Chfford and thereby bnng~ngll about that he feels sympathy 

Fust of all, tits extremely unhkely that he would be mottvated to 
do so, or even that we can make sense of the notion oflus attempting 
to do so For, m contrast to Jones m the prev10us example, the values 
and attttudes wluch Jones here bnngs to thts sttuatton mean that he 
does not expenence Cllfford's situation as conta1mng the elements 
wluch would warrant a stronger and more substantt31 sympathy for !urn 
than he already feels He brmgs a general unwdhngness to gtve much of 
himself to students, especially 1f ttus requues sacnficmg somethmg 
whtch he really wants, such as the talk whtch he wtshes to attend He 
bungs a general fat!ure to fully acknowledge the dtfficulttes of students, 
a suspiCion that they are trytng to weasel out of somethmg, etc 

In such a context, how can Jones be envlSloned to summon up 
sympathy for Chfford? Whatever sympathy he would manage to bnng 
about through lus will alone would necessanly be extremely weak and 
fumsy, mere shadows of real sympathy 

Though Mercer 1s correct to speak of one's attendmg to certru.n 
features of the sttuatJon m order to bnng 1t about that one has certalll 
feelmgs,:n 1t would be nusleadmg to tlunk of thiS option as genumely 
available to every moral agent For such features of the s1tuat10n wtll 
not really be available tmmedJately to a person whose moral outlook or 
bemg towards-others does not mclme hun to see those features It holds 
only for those who, hke the first Jones, generally see and respond to 
those features but whose "taloang them m' IS temporanly clouded Ul 3 

parttcular sttuatlOn by a mood or other feel.mg whose mfloence theY 
can, by force ofwtll counteract ' 

What Uus argurr:ent suggests 1s that the Wlll can operate to bnng 
about altruistic feehngs only m people (or people tn certam Situations) 
who are already nonnalJy prone to that altruistic feelmg For people 
not p~ne to that feehng, tlus effort wlll not be posstble or at least not 
gener y successful Consequently • what the fact th~t feehngs are 
:~eh~~ summonable up by the wtll shows ts not so much that the n: ;e Y 11 prun:mly m morahty, and that feehngs have a role tn 

Whora,uy msof:u as they are mediated through the wlll but rather that 
3 IS prunary 1 • d 

others, our chara~~e~ora tty IS our moral bemg, our belDg towa~l 
functtons tn a sub d structure, taken tn the Widest sense The 

Tlu 51 Lary role to thiS 
s second Kanttan vtew notes an Important source of access to our 
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emotions, but still gives the will primacy and centrality in the moralltfe 
and in moral assessment, and gives feelings and emotions a subsidiary 
role, grounded only in their direct availability to the will. It tries to give 
a 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 fundamental moral change. 
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. 

XV 

The final view to be considered is related to an important strand m 
contemporary thinking regarding the emotions, namely that emotions 
are intentional, i.e., that they have objects to which they are necessarily 
related, and in that way they involve beliefs, and can thus be seen as 
having a cognitive component (see chapter II, pp. 121).33 

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 
emotions (is]: that of convincing one that a given object is no proper 
or appropriate object of that emotion.'34 I might have compassion for 
s~meone who seems to be being grievously abused, but subsequently 
discover that the man is getting exactly what he deserves; my compassion, 
found_ th~reby to be inappropriate, ceases to exist. 

This Vlew 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 to attempt to have only emotions which are appropriate, 
in t~e sense that their objects are appropriate ones for the given 
<mahan. The moral self on this view is identified with U!OusJlt, 
~onscious reason and co~ition Emoti~ns are seen as second:uy to 
JUdgment, and a's morally signiflcant primarily in relation to tl!eir 
cognitive element. 
an ~s view suffers from an initial limitation, if It is meant to capture 

Important part of how we have access to our emot1ons, or, more 
tenerll]Jy, if It is to serve as a model for morn] ch•nge in the are• of 
•hrulslic emotions. The hmltation is Uta! It app!Jes only to our ossessing 
•lr<ady o:ur/ng emotions as to their appropruteness.lt allows us to try 
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to nd ourselves of mappropnate emot10ns, but not to acqUire appro 
pnate or desuable ones 

Nevertheless, tt could be argued that the notton of assessmg objects 
can be extended to cover acqutrmg destred cmottons, and tlus ISm fact 
suggested by Hampshtre, who speaks of 'demes and attttudes (one 
could JUSt as well say, "emotions"] berng formed by conSJdenng the 
appropnateness of then objects'35 (my emphasts) 

One mtght 1magme an altrutsttc emollon corrung to be fonned m 
sometlung bke tlus way Suppose I hear that an acquamtanee, Peter, has 
been latd off from Ius JOb On the grounds of tlus bebef about Peter I 
come to have sympathy or even concern for lum, for I behove he WJII 
suffer fmancmlly and emottonally from losmg Ius JOb I bebeve that 
Peter IS an appropnate object for sympathy and concern, and I do 1D 
fact come to feel concern and sympathy for 1um 

The grounds on whu:h my concern rests can be a matter for rattonal 
assessment Suppose, for example, that someone teUs me that, unbe 
knownst to me, Peter has another JOb bned up -one whtch be prefers 
to the one wluch be has JUSt lost - and that be was prepared to qutt tf 
he had not been latd off I am skepllcal about tlus, gtven the present job 
Situation, but rf 1 come to behove that what the person says ts true thiS 
wdl affect the appropnateness of my sympathy and concern for Peter 
In thts way, we can regard my sympathy and concern as outcomes of a 
process by wlucb 1 come to assess the appropnateness of a certam 
obJect, or potential object, of those emottons 

Nevertheless, tlus process JUSt descnbed cannot be regarded as 
portraytng the whole of how we have access to our altruiStiC feebngs 
and emottons For we can come to be convmced of the facts on whtch 
11 15 appropnate to feel certatn emottons and yet nevertheless not come 
to feel them 1 m1ght kn 1 ' 1 d ff r ac ow edge that an acquamtanee has been a1 
0 Trorn his JOb and yet not feel sympathy or concern for htm 

~rc apre dtfferent ways In which thts could happen Other feelmSS 
regarwng eter mtght ••t I h g personal en ~ n I e way of sympathy or concern - c • 
mig! t sl vy, anger, or resentment towardslum More generally, one 
One'm,;~ly noll allow the acquatntance's pbght to touch one's fcebngs 
acquatntan~cm~hy not focus on what thts might mean concretely forth< 
to be bad ro' 1u ou~ one readily admns, when pressed, that 11 IS going 
one has not ;ostm .ne might be more taken wtth fecbngs ofrebcf thai 
tlungs that doh ones own Job Or, one m1ghtthmk of the much woiS< 
things, the acqu:r.:::~~o people, and think that, compared to th•'" 

is fortunate In another chrectlon, the neWS 
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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 emotwns. 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, knowmg that 
one could very well do so if one let oneself. 

Thus there seems to be a gap between acknowledging something as 
an appropnate object of an altruistic emotion, and corning to have that 
emotion. Other elements in our attitudes, feelings (towards particular 
people or towards people in general), or general being·towards·others 
can 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 
~onception of assessment of objects is a limited one as a view of how it 
IS that we have access to our emotions and how we are able to change 
them. But, in add1tion, even when we 'do succeed in bringing it about 
th~t we have a certain desirable emotion, through assessment of objects, 
this conception does not allow us an adequate understanding of the 
Process involved. 

WJthin emotions cognition cannot be regarded as having any patti· 
cular primacy. Our being·towards-others must always be seen as a 
necessary context for understanding our altruistic emotions, and no 
notion of pure cognition can allow for this. We saw in chapter VI that 
emotions often determine how one perceives a situation, and in that 
way the cognitive judgments made about that situation. So emotions 
arc not determined by or grounded in cognition. TI1c cognitive com· 
Poncnt which we have seen t11at emotions characteristically involve 
cannot be seen as having any particular primocy in the nature of 
ernotions or in their moral significance. 

XVI 

In the .rrcct'dmg three .st-clions] h:ne considered three c1Iffcrt'nr ,fews 
of the \\.3)' th3t our emotion~ c:m pby A role in the asses:smcnl of our~ 
~h~ as mor31 be:lnr.s. E:~dt m:ul.s :a dcp3rturt- from rite 1\'anlbn \iew J 
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spelled out m the begmmng of the chapter, m wluch our emot10ns do 
not reflect on us morally In arllculatmg a more substantial role for the 
emotions m the moral life, each of these vtews mvolves a concephon of 
the way that we as moral bemgs have access to our emotwns, a con 
cephon of what ts mvolved m moral change regardmg emot10ns, and 3 
concepl!on of the self msofar as tt IS relevant to morality Yet none of 
the vtews departs suffictently from the Kanl!an tdenllficallon of the 
selfw1th will, dellberat1ve reason, Judgment, chotce, decmon, cogmtmn 

I have agreed that each of these three v~ews shows us some of the 
ways that we as moral bemgs have access to our emohons, and thus tells 
us something of the ways that we are capable of moral change We are 
able to place ourselves m cucumstances which can cause us to have 
certam desuable emohons, such as sympathy We are sometimes able 
directly to summon up desuable emottons w1tlun ourselves We are able 
to assess the obJect of our emottons and can thereby come to nd 
ourselves of mappropnate emattons, and even came to possess appro­
pnate or desuable ones 

Ag:unst these three vtews, I have argued that each ts mcomplete as a 
fully adequate conception of how we have access to our emotwns, and 
thus of how we are able to change morally Not only does each vteW 
gJ.ve us only some of the ways that we are able to change morally • but 
m addltton, they all fall to portray adequately what IS mvolved lJ1 the 
processes of moral change whtch they do articulate What aU fall to 
bnng out IS that our bemg towards-others IS fundamental to moral 
change 

XVII 

~lnally • I want to make some bnef remarks regardmg the relattonshlP 
e~w~~n the moral self, bemg towards-others and the notions of'vntue' 
a~ 1 c aracter' There are some Important s:mtlantles between a moral 
~ 1 ~orhy focused on the notions of character and Ylrtue (such as 
I haru at c s) and one which mvolves the notton of the moralselfwhtch 

ve lr1ed to arUculate Th K uan 
vtew M ai ere are Similar divergences from the an 
WJ.li Fo;ra :;o::~~ot seen pnmanly as a matter of the exerctse of the 
wdl th t h ty of VIrtues, we cnnot bnng tt about through our 
POSS~:ssa we ~;e VIrtue,, or desuablc trans of cluracter What It Is to 
lion t a m~ra. y good tr:ut of character IS more than to have a dlsposl 

0 ['eJ otm certain acts It Involves, in atldltlon, patterns of emo 
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tiona! 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 
emotions 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, m terms of attitudes, values, emotions, 
and our being-towards-othets, is connected with the phenomenon of 
moral change just discussed. The notions of virtue, and especially of 
character and tralt of character, seem to me to imply a kind of fiXity 
or 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.' Jt seems to me 
that the formulation in terms of character Implies the other formulo· 
lions - it Implies ways of regarding others, ways of behaving. and 
&llitudes."" But lllmplies,lthlnk, more th•n thls. 

The formulation In terms ohttitudes, behO\ior,and w•ys ofreg>rd· 
ing Imply possibilities of d1>nge which the fonnulotJon in terms of 
choracter does not. We can Inquire Into the sources of Bernls·s c:ompctl· 
live attitudes. Let us ••Y tl12t Bemis is competitive "'ith his coUr•gues. 
Prrh3ps thls compctlth eness Is connected with 2 sense of Insecurity 
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regardmg how he 15 v1ewed by them He feels he hos to estobhsh Ius 
poSlhon by behtthng others, becouse he does not feel U10t he IS really 
valued by them Let us tmogme that, were he to be convmced that he 
has the respect of Ius colleagues, then he would cease to be so com· 
pehhve w1th them In thts case I Uunk we would be loath to soy that 
competitiveness was a part of Bemts's character, or that he possessed 
the tmt of competitiveness, though we would soy thot he had a com 
pehllve attttude and behaved m a compehttve manner 

To say that competitiveness ts part of Bemts's character seems to me 
to 1m ply that 1t could not be changed m the manner suggested, whereas 
to speak of att1tudes and ways of regarding and behaVIng leaves such a 
posstbd.J.ty open If tlus 1s true, 1t ts an Important pomt m regard to 
moral change For compellhveness ts sometlung whtch ts a natural 
obstacle to developmg sympathy or concern for others 

It seems to me that a person who has struggled to overcome lus 
compehhveness, through commg to terms Wlth tts sources m lus mse 
cunhes, ts less usefully spoken of as "changmg lus character,' or as 
loS.lng a tratt of character, than as havmg changed hts atbtudes, lus 
ways of regarding others, lus patterns of behav1ar 

lf tlus verbal mtu1t1an ts correct 1t means that reg:udmg persons m 
terms of traits of character, rather than m terms of betng towards 
others, can dlscourage us from lookmg for the ways that persons can 
change Far example, 1f we thmk of a person as "a selftsh person'- as 
haVIng the character trait of selfishness -then we tend to regard tlus as 
a relahvely permanent and unchangmg feature of lum We are not 
encouraged to look at the meamng and sources of }us selfish attttudes, 
ways of regardmg others, ways of behaVIng, etc It mtght turn out, to 
be somewhat overstmpbstJ.c, that the person Is selfish because he feels 
no one cares for lum or could care for lum H1s selfiShness IS grounded 
tn a kJ.nd of bttterness regardlng others Perhaps th1s ts an attitUde 
wluch could be changed, e g , 1f he saw that Ius own behaVIor mvolved 
the "self fulftllmg prophecy' of turmng others away from tum In th1s 
case perhaps the person could come to be less selfish 31 

I do not want to quarrel about the word 'character' or ~ratt ' The 
mam point IS that we not look at a person's (undesuable) attitudes, 
patterns of behaVJ.or, and ways of regardmg others m a manner wluch 
unphes less of a posstblltty of change than really ex.JSts If someone 
uses the concepts of character and tratt m ways wh1ch leave room for 
tlus sort of moral change, then I have no quarrel wtth thiS 

Fmally, I am obVlousty not denymg that 1t often IS 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 Ius 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 IS not appropriate to do 
so. 
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NOTES 

I ALTRUISTIC EMOTIONS AND THE KANTIAN VIEW 

1 have m mind some contemporary works on Kant such as Mary 
Gregor's Laws of Freedom, Ke1th Ward's The Development of 
Kant's Y1ew of Ethrcs, and John RawJs"s readmg of Kant 111 A 
Theory of JustJCe, as well as mcreased attention to Kant's 
Metaphy.ncs of Moral.r - all of which argue for a less formallst 
account of rataonahty, a less severe dichotomy between reason 
and mclutahon, the presence of emprrJcal elements m moraltty, 
and the hke, as part of a sound 1nterpretahon of Kant 
For support for tlus VIew of morality see Alasdall' Macintyre, A 
Short HJStory of Etluc.s, Joel Femberg, 'Supererogahon and Rules', 
and W D Falk, 'Moraltty, Self, and Others ' 

3 Ins Murdoch, The Sovereignty of Good, pp 49-50 
4 /b1d, p 77 

II ALTRUISTIC EMOTIONS AS MORAL MOTIVATION 

'Weal' (a translation of the German 'WohJ') will be useful (or my 
purposes m d1Shngu1slung among several concepts of 'good' for 
wh1ch the German language provtdes different words (IVohl, Gut, 
Gute) wlule the Enghsh does not It ts approXImately eqwvalent 
to the philosophical use of the word •welfare,' but ts somewhat 
~6~~f·}r m scope 1 wtll also use Its opposite, lwoe' (m German, 

2 A fuller account of the cogn1hve dimension - as well as of the 
other features mentioned below - of the altruiStic emotions 1S 
pvcn m my ~ompass1on • 
'Nor, l wou\d cla1m, can emobons be ana\yzed as diSPOSitions to 
have such feehng--states 
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Notes to Pages 14-22 

4 Philip Mercer,Sympathy and Ethrcs, 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 mvolved in 
different altruistic emotions and sentiments, is recognized by 
Aristotle, in his discussion of eunora ('well-wishrng' or 'goodwill' 
in Thomson's translation) which Aristotle contrasts to 'friendslup,' 
phi/ia (Nrchomachean Ethrcs, 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 krndness, they would not 
actively help them to attain it, nor would they put themselves 
about for theu sake' (p. 269). The contrast Anstotle is drawing is 
with friendship rather than with altruisllc 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 wluch does not, and one which 
does (or does to a much greater degree) involve a dlSpositton to 
help the other. 

7 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· 
valence') of Virtues and Vzce.r. See also my 'Compassion.' 
Immanuel Kant, Foundations of the Afetaphysrcs of Alorals, 
p. 14:398. 

9 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 phght of others 
so as to be moved by sympathy or compassion would then be part 
of a general inability to value anything, including his own pursuits. 
But this case, though not without its own philosophrcal signi~­
cance, is of a fairly serious fonn of emotional disturbance. It 1S 
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. 
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Notes to Pages 22 31 

11 In constdenng the stgntftcance of Uus admlSSIOR for the adequacy 
of altrutshc emotions as moral motives, 1t lS tmportant to pmnt out 
that we are capable of counteractmg, or attemptmg to counteract, 
Uus effect If 1 know myself to be someone who, when m bad 
moods, IS less sympathetic than usual, and tf I desue that thts not 
be the case, then 1 m1gbt be able to compensate Cor ttus tendency 
m myself When J feel myself to be m a bad mood I can make a 
spectal effort to be attenhve and recepttve to others 

On another level l may attempt to understand what tt means 
about myself that I tend to get mto moods whtch have the effect 
of cloSLng me to altrutshc feelmgs There may be deeper sources of 
tlus tn my personahty Though tt may be dtfftcult m p:uttcular 
cases for me to counteract us effects, a more powerful method 
such as psychotherapy m1ght get at the root of thls condthon 

12 WD Ross,TheRrghtandtheGood,p 144 
13 C D Broad, Five Types of Ethical Theory, pp 117-18 
14 Whether one could llke or feel affection for another person and yet 

have no more mclmatlon to feel sympathy or compass1on for h1m 
or her than 1f one dtd not IS another 1ssue All I am argumg here LS 
that sympathy and affection do not always occur together 

15 Immanuel Kant, The Doctrrne of Vrrtue, p 63 401(Academy 
edthon page number) Henry Srdgw1ck, The Methods of Ethrcs, 
p 139 

16 Kant, Jbrd, pp 53 392 62 400, and Kant, Foundations of the 
Metaphysrcr of Morals, p 16 399 

17 Kant, The Doctnne of Y~rtue,loc crt 
18 See, e g, Kant, Foundatrons of the MetaphySICS of Morals, pp 

15 16 399, and The Doctrme of Vrrtue, p 62 400 In the latter 
passage one sees Kant's ambtvalence about whether to call benef1~ 
cence from duty •tove' at all, or to restnct love to what IS a matter 
of feehng The former VIew, seen m the FoundatJOns passage and 
elsewhere, preserves Kant's roots m the Chnstlan tradthon m wluch 
love IS a commandment, a duty, the latter v1ew more accurately 
follows through on the Ka.nhan v1ew that 1t IS stnctly only conduct 
wluch can be commanded of us, and not feebngs at all 

19 Kant, The Doctnne of Vutue, p 63 401 
20 "For when mcenttves other than the law Itself (such as ambition, 

self love m general, yes, even a kmdly mshnct such as sympathy) 
are necessary to determme the Will to conduct conformable With 
the law, It IS merely acetdental that these causes comc1de w1th the 
law, for they could equally well mc1te tts v1olahon' (Kant, 
Rel1glon within the Limits of Reason Alone p 26) 

See als.o Foundarfom ofrheMeraphyslcs~fMorals p 6 390 and 
Obunatlom on tl1e Feclmg of the Beautiful and thc.Sublrmc ~ 57 

21 Bernard Wllhams articulates thts nahan of bemg moral as e'quaiiY 
Wtthm everyone's capabtl.J.ty as a central Kanttan hne of thought m 
"The Idea of Equabty ,'from Problems of the Self, p 228 

22 See, e g , kant, Tile Doctrine of Virtue, p 37 379 
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Notes to Pages 31 45 

23 In tlus stage of the argument I follow Kant m usmg the foUowmg 
mterchangeably 'sense of duty', 'sense that (f1rm conviction that) 
somethmg ts morally nght or wrong', •sense of obhgatton', •sense 
that one ought morally to do ', though there are m fact not 
msigmfiCant differences between them 

24 Kant, Foundatwns of the Metaphysics of Morals, pp 23-4 407 8, 
and elsewhere 

25 The nol!on IS spelled out explicitly m Thomas Nagel's The Pow 
b1/zty of Altruzsm It IS expressed m Kant m the Idea that moral 
consideratiOns make an appeal to the ratiOnal nature wluch all 
human bemgs share 

26 Arthur Schopenhauer, On the Baszs of Moralzty All subsequent 
references to Schopenhauer's VIews are based on tlus work, whtch 
IS a cantankerous, mostly unsympathehc, and often grossly diS 
torted account and cntique of Kant's etlucs, and an attempt to 
replace Kant's etlucs w1th one bwlt on compaSSion The tone, the 
sloppmess, and the d1storllons m tills book have, m my opm10n, 
led moral philosophers to neglect 1ts several powerful ms1ghts and 
perspechves on moral philosophy 

27 lmagmmg the sympathy as actually disappearing seems to mean 
envtstomng a seen a no such as the foUowmg Jones alters lus vtew of 
Clifford or of Ius situal!on, perhaps commg to feel that the latter IS 

blowmg a mmor family problem out of proportiOn, or that 0Ifford 
lS exaggeratmg or dissemblJng m order to wm Jones's sympathy, so 
that Jones wtll excuse htm for turrung Ius work m late 

Ill FRIENDSHIP, BENEFICENCE, AND IMPARTIALITY 

Charles Fned's Anatomy of Values spells out such a conception of 
morahty explicitly, as seen m the conJUnction of the foUowmg 
passages 

~The prmctple wh1ch speclftes the content of morahty IS an 
expresston of the concepts of equality, Jmparhallty, and of regard 
for all persons as ends m themselves '(p 42) 

•The domam m which the concept of morallty apphes Is the 
domam of all ends and acttons whtch Jmp1nse m any sJsruficant 
way on other persons ' (p 41) 

'The mterests, preferences, or desires of the agent have no 
spcc1al status or h.Jgher pnonty JUSt because they belong to the 
agent. that lS, an agent may not prefer hlS own mterests as such ' 
(p 42) 
rnc:d, tbtd, sees that h1s conception of morality appears to pose a 
problem for personal rc1.1ttons ror example he womes "'hether 1t 
lS morally perm1ssable for a father to tal..e h1s son f1shmg, m rrefrr~ 
<nee to tokmg some other eluld from the nezghborhood (p S4) 

[Ju~.:sbeth Telfer, In •rnendsh1p,' shows a s1mJ1ar conct'rn th3t 
fnendslup involves a breach of Jmp3rtl3llty, and hence an InJUStice 
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Those who oppose the tdea of dut1es to fnends might well g~ 
on to argue that fnendsh1p seems pnma facie to mvolve a kUt 
of m)usuce m that 1t means gl.Ymg preferential treatment ~0 
those who dtffer neither m need nor 10 desert - 10 other wor 5 

so far from bemg duhes our sen1ces to fnends nught be con­
strued as positively unmoral (p 235) 

It m1ght be argued at thiS pomt that 1 have not met the obJCCi 
llon that It IS unJUSt to VlCW fnends as hanng very specl~ 
cla1ms, for smce fnendslup IS, and lS bound to be, very uneven Y 
d1stnbuted the nghts whtch It confers wlll also be unevenlY 
dlStnbuted' I thmk the only possible answer I.S that thlS IS a case 
where the utility of a practice 1s h1gh enough to compensate for 
the fact that some measure of tnjushce IS mvolved m It (p 236) 

Both Fned and Telfer believe that these womes can be met 
wttlun an tmpartlallst moral framework. 
Stdgwtck, op ell , p 253 The new that we have natural duttes and 
that beneftcence ts one of them lS developed by John Rawls, A 
Theory of Justice 1 sections 19 and S 1 I am not so much endorstn& 
tlus VIew as ctbng tt, as one plaustble source of an alleged conflict 
between morahty and fnendshtp 

4 See Fned, op cH , p 226 and elsewhere 
S Suigwtck, op Cit 1 p 268 
6 Telfer, op Cit , p 235 
7 A few remarks are m order here on Bernard Wtlhams's 'Persons, 

Character, and Morality', an article to whtch my argument of thts 
chapter 1s great\y mdebted Wtlhams recogmzes Impartiality and 
tmpersonahty to be central to Kanttan moral theory and shoWS 
that utilitanamsm Is not far from Kanuamsm m thiS regard He 
pomts out that the sense we normally have of our own attachments 
to other people, or to the projects and endeavo~ which g~ve 
meamng to our hves, can clash w1th thiS Impart1altst perspecuve, 
and that the Kanban clatm to be the pervas1ve and fmal arbiter to 
our proJects and achons IS not acceptable 

The weakness m Wtlliams's argument lles m 1ts tendency to 
accept the Kanhan Jdenhficahon of 1mparhahty w1th moralitY 
ttself, thus portraymg the possible clash between personal relattons 
(or personal proJects m general) and 1mparttabty as a clash between 
those relations and morahty as a whole nus alamung, YLeW IS not 
necessary, smce 1t 1S not morality Itself whtch clashes with personal 
relations but the false Kanhan{lmpartlahst conception of tt 
Morality • m lts complexzty, 1tself places hmJtatJons on 1mparhahtY 
and BlVt:S a proper place for person:tl relations (and other personal 
~~:~~~~ents) generally outside the bounds of ImJ:IartialltY's 

Thts 115 In no way to deny the potent1al cl:Jshes between our 
persona commitments and lmpartl3bst morallty but Jt IS to 
mimmlze their SlgJUfic:~.nce an the overall :~che~e of thmSS 
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Nevertheless, Williams's VJew fmds 1t drffrcult to take fully senously 
those srtuattons m winch rmparballty lS properly demanded of us, 
compelling us to overlook personal ties even though 1t rrught be 
pamful to do so 

Wllbams's rmphed vrew that morahty demands the rmpartral 
perspectrve of us m a global way leads lum to an UMecessary 
attack on morabty 1tself In general he falls to d!Stmgu!Sh m any 
clear way between morality and the Kanttan conceptiOn of rt, so 
Ius attack on the Kanban conceptiOn becomesanattackonmorahty 
rtself ThiS IS a lapse m Wslbams's artrcle, form most of Wslbams's 
other wntmgs on etlucs he tends towards a VJew much closer to 
my own, m wluch a fundamental demarcatron of the realm of the 
moral hes rn the d!Stmcbon between concern for others and con­
cern for self See, e g , hiS Morality (esp chapter 1), 'EgoiSm and 
AlttU!Sm' m Problems of the Self, and 'Uilhtanarusm and Moral 
Self Indulgence' Wslbams IS also concerned to emphasrze a related 
pomt that there IS no srngle urufred concept of morahty 

8 Telfer, op crt , p 235 
9 ThiS does not mean that one always enjoys dnnkrng wrth a fnend 

more than dnnkmg wrth someone one does not know It IS not a 
matter of the degree of pleasure but of 1ts kmd, of the mearung of 
the experience to the person 

10 ThiS argument 15 made m my 'FnendshiP and Moral Commrtment ' 
II ThiS sort of JUstrfrcallon IS one to whrch, as mentiOned m note 2, 

both Telfer and Frred appeal m thett defense of beneficence to 
fnends, m the face of Kantran womes 

12 A det31led defense of thiS pomt IS made m my 'Fnendshrp and 
Moral Commrtment ' 

13 John Rawls's 'Two Concepts of Rules,' pp 3·321Sthesemrnal work 
on tlus reconal1a bon 

14 In RightJ and Persons, A I Meldon has argued powerfully that the 
'mslltutron' model 15 mappropnate, and diStortmg of the moral 
nature of famrly relatronslups and of proln!Ses 

IS Nrcholas Roscher, Unselfishne11, pp 77-8 
16 The hne of thought presented here, and some of the response to II, 

was suggested to me by Bernard W1U1ams, 1n pnvate conversation 
In general the next sectJons owe much to Uus bnef c:onvers:thon 
and to Williams's three lectures on 'Ethical Theory and the 
Indrvrdua1,' delivered at Johns Hoplms Umvei'SltY In March 1977 
These secbons are also strongly mnuenced by Stanle) Cavell's 
'The Cbrm to Ratronabty' {PhD, Harvard Unrversrt), 1961) ThiS 
has now been published as The Cltllm of R•a•on 

17 Thrs bne of thought owes much to Cavell's 'Rules and Re3sons,' 
chapter 8 of 'Tire Cb&m to Ratronallt) • {chapter II of Thr Clt11m 
of R~ason). mentioned above There C3\cll argues that Jc::nowang 
that I ouGht to leep my promues, or more ~eneraUy my comm&t· 
ments, IS fundamental to bern& a competent mon!11gent at •II It Is 
not a JUdgment wtuch 1 m:al.e. uy 1n some p.artacuUr ase, on the 
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basiS of some scheme or pn.nc1ples of JUShfJc:JtlOn wh1ch tells me 
that 1 ought to keep mY promiSes On the contrary I could n~t 
even understand what a moral pnncJple was unless I atrea Y 
understood such thmgs as that I ought to keep my promises and 
honor my commitments 

1 am suggestmg a smular argument w1th regard to ImpartialitY 
and 1ts related moral conceptions (fa1rness, JUStice) that ll lS ~ 
bas1c moral notion, an understandmg of the general range o 
appbcabilitY of wh1ch 1S part of bemg a competent moral agent I 
recogmze that thts argument, to be adequately made out, would 
requrre a good deal more expansion 

IV FRIENDSHIP AS A MORAL PHENOMENON 

On th.ts Jssue see Anna Freud, 'A Form of AltruiSm," Jn The Ego 
and the Mechanllms of Defense, Max Scheler, The Nature of 
Sympathy, pp 42 3 and pa.wm, and Blum, Honuak, Housman, 
and Scheman, 'Altrutsm and Women's Oppresston ' 

2 Bernard Mayo, Eth1cs and the Moral Life, p 198 
3 Th.J.s lme of thought should make one susptctous of an mtereshng 

argument put forward by Bernard WJlllams 1n Moral1ty, chapter 1, 
that a person who 1S generally selfiSh but who cares for JUSt one 
person could be led to extend Jus canng to others, the trans1hon 
from one to many bemg a fa.uly natural one (a matter of quantitY 
rather than quahty), and the gap between one and many bemg 
much smaller than that between none and one If my own argu 
ment 1s nght, then the kmd of canng which a selflSh person has for 
only one penon 1S likely to be muumal and defic1ent, and not such 
as could be readily extended to a genume canng for others 

I am not denymg 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, e:ssentlally unresponstve to the 
weal and woe of others 

4 A selfuh person Will have many relahonslups wh1ch are not fnend 
slups at all, but whtch are sustamed solely by hiS denvmg some 
pleasure or advantage from them If he does not w1sh the other 
well at all, nor really ltke lum or enjoy bemg w1th htm, then there 
1S no fnendshtp But 1f these elements do exut then even tf the 
man•s pnmary concern with the other 15 the ad;antage he denves 
from lum there IS shU some sort of fnendslup And so the bas1cally 
selftsh person can have fnendslups of a rrummal sort (I follow 
Anstotlc:'s account of fnendshtp here Nrchomttchean Ethrcs, 
books 8 and 9, and in particular John Cooper's reconstruction of 
that account m 'Arutotle on the Fonns of Fnendshtp ") 
Part or the problem here lS that the language and antitheses of 
'actiVllY/passaVJty .' 'domg somethtngfsomethmg happemng to one.' 
are Ul-swted to express how our fnendsh1p 1s a reflection of 
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ourselves morally Th1s 1ssue 1s taken up expliCitlY m chapter VIU 
6 The prev10us and followmg sechons owe therr ex1stence to some 

well taken cnt1c1Sms by Jenmfer Radden of a preVJous draft I 
fear, however, that I have madequately addressed the Issues ra1sed 
tn those cntJcisms 

7 Tlus conceptiOn of canng IS powerfully spelled out by M Mayeroff 
m On Canng 

8 Tlus unhealthy form of pseudo fnendslup 1s descnbed by Scheler, 
op czt, p 42 

9 See chapter III, pp 55-7, concemmg good to others W!tlun and 
outs1de of fnendsh1p 

10 The general mapphcab!l!ty of the notiOn of seJf .. acnflce and the 
hm1tallons of the concepts of eg01sm and altrUISm m the context 
of fnendsh1p have w1der 1mphcatmns for moral and SOCial plulo­
sophy For 1! can be argued that such concepts are nusleadmg m 
the context of any genumely cooperative endeavor, 1 e, one m 
Which there 1s a shared goal among the parl!cJpants, a goal regarded 
by them as a good, and thus a good wh1ch IS m essence shared 
rather than bemg merely an aggregate of md!V1dual and pnvate 
goods Such a cooperative enterprlSe, even If 1t can be seen also as 
fostermg the md1VJ.dual and pnvate mterests of 1ts parhczpants, 
becomes a context of mearung which IS essenttal to understandmg 
the S!gmf!cance of acl!ons wh1ch md!V1duals take w1tlun that 
common endeavor Actmg for the sake of the good-of-cooperallon 
IS here analogous to actmg out of fnendslup (In fact fnendslup 
can be seen as a type of cooperative relattonsfup, on thlS defim 
lion ) It cannot typ1ca1Jy be seen as mvolvmg self.,.acnfJce, nor, 
on the usual understandmg, can concepts of egotSm and altrwsm 
be usefully applied For a dlScUssJon of thts perspective, on the 
concepts of eg01sm and altruiSm see Alasdall' Macintyre, 'EgOism 
and AltrUISm' In 'Commumty,' chapter 5 of The Poverty of 
Lrberalum, R P Wolff makes an Important begznmng to defmmg 
concepts necessary for conceptuahzmg cooperative relationships 
and endeavors 

II Sorcn K1erkegaard, Works of Love, part I, chapter 28 
12 Kant, The Doctnne of l'trtue, pp 140-6 468-73, and Lectures on 

Erlucs, pp 200-9 
13 John Cooper, 'Anstotle on the Forms of Fnendslup,' P 620, hos 

argued !hot Anstotle uses the concept of fnendslup (phrlra) to refer 
to many different forms of social connection between people 
('C!Vle fnendshap'), all of whaeh ore different woys an "hfeh, or 
contexts 1n whJch, we: come to c3rc about another for his o~n s:~.ke 

14 Some reference to CD Broad's 'Egoum :u a Theory of !Iuman 
Motives• lS an order here Dro.1d lS one o! the fe\\ \\.ntcrs I luve run 
ucrou "Aho d1Stmgu1shes out cond1Uon:tl altruum :u • ~rucubr 
tl'pe of motive lie .. 11s It 'sclr.,.ererentul,' dlstJnrualun~ II from 
"Jetr re~rdan~· motu·cs The former are cenumeb 21rruhUc, he 
aclnowledgn:. thoush their oprutJon fs depe-ndent on an •cgorHk 
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mohve-stlmulant,' such as a pre-ex1stmg relahonslup to the other 

per~oe~ Broad confuses the Issue by 1mplymg that 1t 15 useful to 
group self-referential mottves together with self-regardmg ones to 
yield a posstble and plaustble deftmhon of psychological egmsm 
(1 e , the vtew that all motives are e1ther self-regardmg or self­
referent!al- see pp 109, Ill, 112) He thus Jmphes, seemmglY 
contrary to lus ongmal defm1hon, that self-referential motives are 
best seen as m some way egotshc 

It may be that Broad beheves that all self-referenhal motives 
are as a matter of fact accompamed by eg01st1c motives of the 
selfregardmg land (See, e g, p 108) As a matter of empuical 
fact th1s does not seem true, and Broad's support for It seems 
weak For example Broad 15 certamly wrong (as well as seXIst) 10 
saymg that a mother's desrre for her child's happiness 1S always 
accompamed by 'the desrre that other women shall envy her as the 
mother of a happy, healthy, and popular cluld' (p I 08) ln anY 
case, even 1f the general claim were true, 1t would not make the 
self referential mohve Itself any less genumeJy altrwshc 

Broad's discussion seems to mvolve, though not consistentlY, 
a ktnd of umversahst b1as - a tendency to class other-regardmg 
mohves wluch are not grounded m universal considerations (e g • 
love or duty to human bemgs simply qua. human bemgs) as some­
how egotshc or otherwue morally deficient 

15 Charles Fned's discussion of love (which he sees as very akm to 
fnendsh1p, d1ffenng pnmanly m mtens1ty) 10 Anatomy of Values 
illustrates thts false VIew Fned explams love almost entirely 111 
terms of the wtllmgness to g~ve of oneself to the other beyond 
what 15 deserved (pp 77-80) He gives msuff1c1ent emphasis to the 
role of hkmg, enJoymg bemg With the other etc Stdgwtck m h1s 
dlScusston of love warns agamst preQsely rru:: error The /tfethodJ 
of Eth1c1, pp 244·5 

16 Nor, 1 would add, IS a fnendslup m whtch the fnend's moral vutue 
IS the grounds of the fnendshtp necessanly a morally supenor form 
of fnendship Such a groundmg does not seem to me what we 
mean by 'canng for another for 1u.s own sake • If tlus 1S nght It 

seems to me a Pomt Bg3.lnst Anstotle's VJew of fnendshlp but I 
~an~ot b(pe ~ertam or thls, for the mterpretatlon or what he 'means 
t Y ave lila) for another for hiS own sa.kc 1s not entirelY clear 
~ m; On tlus see John Cooper, ap elf and 'Fnendslup and the 

17 oo In Anstotle," PP 290·31 S ' 
J,!'re ;~~~m~~ts ~r/oseph Butler ln Fifteen Sermons Preached at 
Broad in •r ape espewUy the Preface and sermon) and of C D 
to me part1~~~~/~~rt~heo7 of Human Mohves' (note 14) seem 
however (In Y 0 note here These arguments are not, 
egotsm 1uch ~;i:~~~~~n),Uconclus1ve ag:unst more subtle forms of 

' ~ea zahon' theones 
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V DIRECT ALTRUISM, UNIVERSALIZABILITY, 
AND CONSISTENCY 

The umversahzabl11ty 1mphcat10n wh1ch regardmg an act as morally 
nght carnes with 11 1s comphcated Peter Wmch has argued,! believe 
successfully, that m s1tuabons w1th compehng moral considera­
tions, to regard a certain act as the nght one to perform does not 
requtre one to bebeve that the act would be nght for any agent 
SJm!larly Situated It requtres only the bebef that any such agent 
should take senously the moral cons1derat10ns wh1ch one regards 
as present m the s1tua!lon If another agent, havmg consc1entwusly 
allowed those cons1dera!lons to we1gh w1th h1m, sees a different act 
as nght, one IS not reqUired to regard h1m as haVIng acted wrongly 
('The Umversabzablhty of Moral Judgments' m Peter Wmch, Eth1cs 
andAct1on) 

If !Ius argument IS nght the umversabzabJ11ty mvolved 1n regard 
mg an act as nght IS, stnctly speakmg, a umversabty regardmg the 
constderabons whtch must wetgh wtth any smularly sttuated agent, 
rather than a umversabty regard1ng the actual act Itself Of course 
m many cases there will not be, so to speak, any room for someone 
both to consCientiously take mto account the cons1derahons which 
one regards as groundmg the nghtness of one's achon, and yet 
come up With some alternative achon as nght In such cases um 
versahzablltty will mdeed requue one to vtew any a chon other than 
the one whtch one regards as nght, as wrong for any stmJ..Iarly 
Situated agent 

2 Mayo, op Cit , pp 193-4 I do not endorse the charactenzatwn of 
tlus vtew as 'exiStenttaltst ' 

It should be noted that Mayo's mterest 1n tlus VJew IS m the 
alleged untqueness of the sltuatlon facmg the moral agent, rather 
than 1n the umqueness of the good of mdlVtduals In focusmg on 
the latter I am makmg use of thiS quote m a way wh1ch Mayo 
would not necessanly approve 

3 E g , see 1b1d , chapter 9 
4 Ross,op c1t,p 163 
5 It IS beyond the scope of tlus work to enqwre wh1ch of the two 

tnterpretahons lS the better one of kant on the whole Two recent 
works on Kant argue that Kant9S categoncal JmperatJve or umver· 
sahzat10n test cannot coherently be understood to do any more 
than proVJde a test or cntenon for morally nght acts, that IS, Jt can· 
not do what the strong uruversality mterpretatton enVJslons -
namely by 1tsetf gener:~te mornUy correct pnnClples R P Wolff, 
The Autonomy of Reason On ora Nell, A ctmg on Prmczplc 

6 Murdoch, op ell , pp I, 2 
7 S1dgw1ck, op cit , p 225 
8 Bem:nd \\ J.lhams, tn •Utthtanantsm and Moral Self Indulgence,' 

makes somethmg hlc these pom.ts also 
SJds;wfck too rccognizt'S that acttng vutuously docs not requue 
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regardmg one's act as VIrtuous, or nght See ibid 
To be preClSe, those actions whtch are requ1red, hence generated, 
by strong uruversahty are also generated by weak umversallty But 
what I am concerned w1th here arc those actions regarded merely 
as permtss1blc but not requued, wh1ch hence conform to weak 
but not to strong uruversahty 

10 On the weak umversahty mterpretahon of the Kanttan VJ.ew, 1t 
1s not really possible to determme the nghtness of an act 1ndepen· 
dent of the agent who mtends or proposes to perform 1t, m that 1t 
1S the particular agent's max1m of action wh1ch IS tested for Its 
umversahzabJ.llty 

11 Broad, FJve Types of Etll1cal Theory, p 118 
12 Ross, op c1t , pp 162 3 
13 Kant shows a more accurate understandmg of the nature of poverty 

and tts relat1onsh1p to chanty when he says, 'The abJ.hty to practu::e 
beneficence, wh1ch depends on property, follows largely from the 
tn]ushce of government, whtch favors certain men and so mtro 
duces an mequahty of wealth that makes others need help~ (The 
Docmne of V~rtue, p 122 453) 

14 1 owe th15 dJ.Stmctmn to Mercer who calls 1t 'helpmg' and 'assiStJ.ng,' 
op clt,p 100 

15 I owe much m Uus sechon's dtsCUSSlon to Richard Norman 
16 Mercer,op crt, pp 105-6 

VI ALTRUISTIC EMOTION, REASON, AND PERCEPTION 

See Kant, The Doctrme of Vrrtue, pp 34 5 376 7, where 1t IS 
asserted that there Is a kmd of moral happmess or pleasure wluch 

~ JS~;~~:~~:.::~~o~~~;,'~,?.~Yh~j'~~~~~~~~ ~~~s 7d;~o 
4 Ibid, p 1 

S Th.ts Vlew can be gtven an egoiSt rendenng as Nagel does m the 
followmg passage ' 

EgolSm holds that each mdiVldual's reasons for achng and 
po~sl~e reasons for achng, must anse from hlS own mterests 
::teres~:u~;· 0~~wever those Interests may be defmed The 
proVIde Ju :erson can on thiS VIew mohvate another or 

t m Wit 3 reason only If they are connected wtth 1us 
:t~re~;sb~r are 1 Object(s of some senhment of h.ts, hke sympathy, 

' neva ence The Pourbzlrty of Altruum, p 84) 
However though Na 1 

general he ~llows 3 d t ge 15 not entuely clear about th1S, 10 
ego1st, m the stnct ~~~chon between a desrre or mterest wh1ch IS 
sorneth.tng for oneself a most useful sense of bemg a desrre for 
for the good of other; fond ha desrre or mterest wh1ch 15 genumelY 

r t eu own sake Thus the above passage 
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represents a lesser strain in Nagel's thought. 
6 Nagel, op. cit., p. I and elsewhere. 
7 This description is drawn from, though 1t is not meant actually to 

reflect, the character of Rosamond in George Eliot's Mrddlemarclz, 
especially in her encounter with Dorothea in chapter 8 I. 
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 I, I might very clearly perceive the 
woman's discomfort and yet fail to give up my seat to her, not 
because I feel that I 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 
mtention, since the agent may lack the altruistic motivation. It is 
only a necessary condition. 

9 I am assuming here that the sympathy-warrantmg description IS 

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 lum for failing to do 'his work on tsme) a non-sympathy­
warranting description will be accurate. 

10 Kant, Foundatrons of the Metaphysrcs of Morals, pp. 14-15: 
398-9. 

II Kant's discussion of this part of the passage has been examined in 
chapter II, pp. 21-2. 

12 One could, in response to this argument, say that Kant's man of 
duty might have an especially strong and wide-ranging 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 aU, and 
which include the acts which I claim the altruistic agent wlll 
perform. This man's notion of duty will cover actions which are 
supererogatory rather than dutiful in the strict sense. But such a 
S!ringent sense of duty can not be grounded in rational considera~ 
hons alone, ones apphcable to all rational beings. In any case, one 
can 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 sense of duty, nor does stnct 
attention to their duty compel them to do so. Thus an especially 
strong sense of duty will not address the criticism of Kanfs views 
being made here. 

13 Murdoch, op, cit. Murdoch includes existentiaJism, Kant~::mism, 
and. in a general sort of way most contemporary British mora} 
theory in this critique. See also 'her •Vision nnd Choice in Morality.' 
p.39. 

VII TilE INTRINSIC VALUE OF ALTRUISTIC t:MOTIONS 

It should be noted thnt my ar~ument th:lt the actions must expren 
cert:dn emotions Jn ordl:'r to conveY the full appropri.lte good to 
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the rectpient, depends not so much on the actual emohonaJ mob· 
vahon as on the emotional mot.J.vatJon as percetved by the reapaent 
1 thmk that for the kmds of cases we are dtscussmg, we can regard 
the actual mohvahon and the perceived mohvahon as the same, 
though m some cases Jt m1ght be morally appropnate to attempt to 
dtSgutse one's true mohvahon In any case thts compltcataon docs 
not, 1 tlunk, senously affect the argument 

2 John Rawls m A Theory of Justtce, pp 338 9, draws the dtstmc 
han between actual beneficence (present and future) and the sense 
of secunty, confJdence, and trust attendant upon knowmg that one 
can count on others to come to one's a1d when one 1S m need 
Rawls thus notes a value which goes beyond the duect recetpt of 
beneftcence, though I wlll argue below that such a value, In not 
gomg beyond that mvolved m the dJSposthon to beneficence, falls 
to arttculate the full value of sympathy and concern The context 
for Rawls's diScuss1on 1s a rationale for the duty of mutual a1d 
Rawls argues that 1t would be a good to indtvtdual members of 
soctety 1f the duty of mutual atd were observed In contrast to my 
own argument, Rawls's takes place on a soc1al level- what IS good 
to the tndtvtdual 1s that fellow c1t1zens generally have a dlSposttlon 
of beneftcence (connected w1th an acknowledgment of the duty of 
mutual atd) towards h1m I have clatmed only that tt ts a good to 
an mdtvtdual that another tndm.dual have such a diSposJhon 
Functtomng on the same soctallevel as Rawls, R M Tttmuss m The 
GJ/t Rela.tJon.shlp -a dtscussJon of the soctal and morn! dtmenstons 
of the gJ.vtng of blood -seems to me to go beyond Rawls m notmg 
the mtnns1c value of altrulShC emotions and sentiments m non~ 
personal contexts Tttmuss's dtscusston IS a complex one I wlll 
mention only two of lus maJor conclusions 

T1tmuss contrasts two systems for the orgamzahon of gtvmg of 
blood In the 'voluntary' system 1t IS forbtdden to sell blood, so 
that all g~vmg of blood ts uncompensated and m that sense volun 
tary In the 'market' system, blood ts treated as a market commo--­
dtty, tt can be purchased m a number of ways and persons who 
give blood can be compensated Tttmuss argues for the supenontY 
of the voluntary system on two grounds fust more blood of a 
htgher qualtty lS generated,second, the voluntary ~ystem encourages, 
~htle the market system discourages, a sense of soc1.al sol.JdantY, 

trwsm, respons1blltty towards others and responSlveness towards 
the needs of others, m and between m~mbers of soctety personally 
Unknown to one another 
( Jltmuss, hke Rawls, notes the beneficence value of mutual atd 
;o du~tar~ bRlood &tvmg), J e , the value of the blood to 1ts recipients 

n ot awls and T1tmuss see the value of the pnnctple of 
~utu1 al 31d as transcendmg thlS concrete beneficence Both see 1t as 
nvo Vlng a value to the soctety m general 

soc~a~\;~!~~s~~ocs beyond Rawls m seemg mtnnstc value m the 
• athtudes, and emohons whtch he 1s diScussmc 
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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 
wac. 

Titmuss's \iew is worth mentioning also because 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 issue in chapter 4 in the discussion 
of conditional altruism. But my own endeavor in thiS book shares 
with most mainstream moral philosophy the fa!lure to investigate 
the social conditions of morally good conduct, an inquiry whtch 
has a philosophical ns well as an empuical dimenston. 

4 This insight and others regarding the good of concern derive, for 
me, from Nicolai Hartmann's discussion of 'Brotherly Love' 
especially p. 273. 
James Wallace, Virtues and Vices, pp. 154·5. Wallace's discusston 
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, and 
love. For example, Telfer, in her account of the value of fnendship, 
mentions four factors. (I) Promotion of the general welfare. (2) 
Usefulness to the friend (beneficence). (3) Pleasures of friendship 
(e.g., of shared activity). (4) Life-enhancement. friendslup enhances 
life by increasing the things to which we are attached and m which 
our emotions are bound up by enhancing our involvement and 
absorption in activities shared with friends, and by increasing the 
range of our knowledge of other people and their needs and 
natures, and of other points of view (and Telfer compares this last 
~ith 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 arttculate - the 
good to the friend in the fact that his frtend cares about lum or 
loves him. 

7 l_"here is a trace of individuallsm1 in the view of Wallace's me~­
boned above {p. 150) that altruistic sentiments are a good to therr 
1?cifients because they support their sense of self-worth, and m. a 
Similar argument regarding friendship made by John Cooper m 
'Friendship and the Good of Aristotle' pp. 302·1 0 -that a central 
good to us of friendship is that 1t afftrms our self-worth. Bot.h 
~allace's and Cooper's accounts are grounded in Rawls's e~phasiS 
ln A Theory of Justzce 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 t?e fac~ that 
the good to Us in being the obJect of an altruistic sentiment IS not 
only having our self-worth affinned but knowing ourselves to be of 
~lue to a particular other person. Rawls's instght goes beyond the 
lndaVIduahsm of much traditional liberal political theory, wtth lts 
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strong emphasiS on mdJVJdual autonomy, by recogniZing that 
others' valumg of onese1f JS normally rcquued 1n order for one to 
be able to sustam a sense of one's own self worth Yet thts ms1ght 
does not qu1tc accord a fully autonomous and mtnns1c value to a 
relatlonshtp between persons, or to a rel3.tlonally~efmed attitude 

~:~~·~~~~~:~sri~~;~~~~~~ PFe2e~1~g of the Beautfful and the Sublime • 
pp SB-9 

10 Because of th1s focus on Romanhctsm Kant does not suffJctently 
dtstmgutsh what I call altrulSttc emotions from emotions as con 
cetved by the Roman heiSt VlCW 

11 J 0 Urmson, Samts and Heroes,' p 208 
12 The account pven here of supererogation draws mamly on Rawls, 

op cit , espeaally pp 117, 191, 435, 478, Femberg, 'Supereroga 
bon and Rules', Urmson, •samts and Heroes', and G R Gnce, 
The Grounds o[ Moral Judgment, chapter 4 

13 Femberg, op ell , p 399 
14 Sometlung hke thiS pomt IS made by Femberg (op cit) when he 

argues that domg favors for someone 'ts not szmztarly commen 
surable wzth duty• (p 397), and, more generaUy, that notions of 
duty and obbgahon apply wzthm rnstztutiOnalltke contexts whtch 
cover only a part of the moral hfe 

IS A few remarks on Hume's moral theory (as expounded m Enqwry 
Concermng the PrlncJples of Morals) are m order here, for Humc 
gJ.ves a central role to emotions 1n general and to the altruiStiC 
vrrtues (see e g, pp 9, 10) In addzhon Hume dzstmguiShes from 
the 'uhlityy of these vutues (1 e , theu 'teadmg to acts of bene~ 
cence), a second source of therr value, namely thezr 'agreeableness 

It will also be allowed that the very softness and tenderness of 
the sentiment [of benevolence} y 1ts engagmg endearments, zts 
fond expressions, 1ts dehcate attent10ns and aU that flow of 
mutual confidence and regard whzch enters rnto a warm attach 
ment of love and fnendshzp - Jt wlll be allowed, I say, that 
these feelmgs bemg dehghtful m themselves, are necessaniY 
commumcated to the spectators and melt them mto the same 
fondness and delicacy (p 80) 

Here Hume recogruzes an mtnns1c value m benevolence not 
merely a utzl.atanan one Yet thzs value 1S expressed less m ter~s of 
the good to the ret~pzent of the benevolence than m the pleasmg 
~to someone contemplatmg the senhment m another person 

h acc%ds With Hume's charactenshc approach to moral plulo 
(~P ~~:n :h ~from the pomt of VJ.ew of, as he says, 'the spectator' 
r th th P~ OVlng or dtsapprovmg of trazts or actlons m others) 
t~ cr .:n t at of the agent or the rec1p1ent of achons Thus even 
th~~ft um: acknowledges and gzves an Important role to th~ fact 
With t~manh emgs are capable of sympathy wtth others or concern 

en apptness, thlS element m human nature 15 ~zven moral 
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Importance not so much as the foundation of particular Vll'tues or 
morally dcsuablc cmohons, but rather as the source of our diS· 
mterested moral approbation of ccrtam quahlles of character (On 
th1s aspect of Humc's moral ph1losophy, see Mercer, op cit, 
chapters 2-4 J 

16 Note that I have not argued here that mfatuatton, hl..mg, etc , fat! 
to be morally relevant because we are enttrely pass1ve With respect 
to them, and have no control over whether we have them For one 
llung, I do not thmk tins charactenzahon 1s entuely true For 
another, as I wtll argue m the next chapter, these are miSieadmg as 
cnter1a for what can have moral SlgntfJcance and value 

17 In 'Morality and the Emollons' (m Problems of the Self) Bernard 
Wtlhams says, 

Is •t certmn that one who receJves good treatment from another 
more apprecJates Jt,tlunks the better of the g1ver,1f he knows 11 
to be the result of apphcahon of pnnetple, rather than the 
product of emotional response• He may have needed, not the 
benefits of umversal law, but some human gesture It may be 
sa1d that th1s JS obv10usly true enough m many eases but has 
notlung to do w1th moralitY, 1! JUS! shows that people place 
other sorts of value on human conduct bes1des moral value Well 
!Ius may be sa1d, and Kant mdeed sa1d 11, but 11 leads to an 
uncomfortable dtlemma E1ther the rec1p1ent ought to prefer the 
muustrat1ons of the moral man to the human gesture, wluch 
seems a mildly msane requtrement, or, alternatively, Jf tt be 
admitted that 11 IS perfectly proper and rational of the reapJent 
to have the preference he has the value of moral men becomes 
an open question, and we can' reasonably entertam the proposal 
that we should not seek to produce moral men, or very many of 
them, but rather those, whatever theu mconsutencJes, who 
make the human gesture WJu)e there JS sometlung m that 
conclusion there cannot be anythmg m Jt for Kant (p 227) 

Wht!e I agree w1th Wtlltams that Jookmg at Kanttan morabty 
from the standpomt of the reetp1ent fmds that morabty wantmg,l 
beheve he goes astray In lmplymg that when we g~ve Importance to 
an aspect of human hfe wh1ch cannot be encompassed wttlun a 
Kantl3n framework that Jmportance wtll be non moral (Tilts 
tendency 1n Wllharn~'s work was noted and cnhcn:ed m chapter 
111, note 7) 

WJJ.hams speaks of a "human gesture • AltrwstJc emotJons are 
one I<Jnd of human gesture and 1 have tned to show why they 
bnng about a good to soU:eone wluch 1S not brought about by 
acting from duty or pnnaple and thus why someone m•ght prefer 
that sort of human gesture tC: action from un1versal pnnaple But, 
contrary to WJ!hams 1 have tned to make 11 clear that the altrutstiC 
etnohon has moral ;alue wh1ch not every kind of human gesture 
Wluch we mJght value (e 8 ' a personal feebng) possesses lienee to 
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queshon the value of the Kantlan way of berng moral, at least m 
certnn cucumstances, 1s not to question the value of moral persons 
altogether, as Wllllams seems to do 

18 Th1s ts not to say we never can rank VIrtues m terms of Importance 
For example, we can say that honesty and campasston are m 
general supenor to punctuallty and amtablltty 

19 Ross's argument ts found mostly on pp 164-S 
20 In some cases tt ts the same act whtch can be prompted by etther 

motive, e g , a case tn whtch the non mottvat10nal aspect of the 
altrmshc emohon ts not a good to the rectptent But thts Wtll be a 
restncted class of cases, and, more tmportant, a general theory of 
the supenonty of duty to feehng cannot be bwlt on 1t 

21 In earher chapters, Mercer dlScusses other aspects of sympathy lil 
Hume's and Adam Smith's moral plulosoph1es, m particular sym· 
pathy as a source of moral JUdgment (See note IS above, on 
Hume ) Mercer finds Uus v1ew of the moral role of sympathy 
basically unsahsfactory, and 1t 1s for tlus reason that he turns m the 
later chapter to a consideration of sympathy as a moral mohve 

22 Mercer,op cit, p 114 
23 lb1d, Citing Cr Noweli·Smlth, Ethlcs, p 258 
24 On P 123 Mercer seems almost to recognize the sort of pomt I am 

argu1ng for here, when he says 'sympathy affects the nature of our 
help • But thls turns out to me~n that sympathy allows us to under­
stand better what someone needs, and thus to help lum m a more 
appropnate way The "help' here IS sttll seen as entuely dlShnCt 
from the emotion wh1ch prompts It, so 1t 1s shll the value of the 
beneftcence Itself wh1ch Mercer 1s talkmg about, rather than an 
mtnns1c value of the sympathy 

25 Ibid, pp 101·2 
26 lb1d, p 102 

Vlll WILL, EMOTION, AND THE SELF 

Kant, The Doctrme of Vrrtue, p 37 379 
Tlus VIew IS connected With what Kant and other phllosophers 
~~~~rd as the autonomy and freedom requued by morality, 1 e, 

m bemg moral 11 IS only and wholly ourselves on whom we 
are d~pendent for our act100, to be dependent on anythmg outs1de 
~~~se ves IS to be unfree, "heteronomous,• and not moral But Jt IS 

wh~ll~u:u~~:~e~ur capac1ty for rational chotec, wh1ch 15 fully and 

Sldgwtck,op C'/t, p 239 
Robert Solomon. Th~ Panfons p 11 
Jr~~ ~~w~~etng discussed he;e may seem to have strayed too far 
kanti:J.n y Bu~~~~ke what can be found m Kant to be usefully called 
by D. ..._ tl3 point IS that I am examining resources possessed 

an n outlook (as descnbed in the begmmng of the chapter) 
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to allcml'l to accommodate the rrnumphon that our >'lllucs and 
aunudcs reOcct on us moroll> The u•e of the term 'Kantl3n' m 
the first half of the chapter should he understood In thrs way 

6 The arrumrnt In the rernamdrr of this section draws on P L 
Gardmer, 'On Asscnhnr to a Moral Prrnt~ple • 

7 \\'dhams, 'Moraht) and the I motions.' rn rrob/cms of tire Self, 
r 221 
ror arguments r<t:ardlnj: the rmpossrbrht) or a purely act· 
drsposrllonal account or character trarts, sec G II >on IVn~ht, 
Tht l'llrlttlts of Goodntss, chapter 7, and Marcra Jloml31.., 
Character, l'~rrut,llnd Sri{ Rrspcct, charter I 

9 A contemptuous attitude cannot be ldentrfied WJth the attrtude of 
supcnont) drscussed abo>e The former rs forustd on the persons 
who are rts object, whereas the latter IS tlbouttlte persons (regard 
rng them as mferror, etc) \\llhout bemgsosubstantraUy focused on 
them So, for example, farhng to pay attentron to the persons m 
queshon IS more a manlfestatron of a sense of supenonty than rt IS 
of contempt. (I O\\ e tlus pomt to Martm Andre) 

IO The argument of thrs section draws on Barry rranl..furt, 'ldentrf1ca· 
Iron and Extcrnahty • rranl..furt argues that some passrons can be 
regarded as external to the self 

I I Ibid , p 241 
12 lbrd, pp 241·2 
13 Solomon,op crt,p 193 
14 lbld. p 186 
IS lbld' p 58 It should be sard that desprte such tendenCieS to 

exaggeration, Solomon's boo!.. rs a sustamed and powerful attack 
on the Kant1an concephon of emotions. and 1S an 1mportant 
contnbutson to an adequate conceptson of emotJons 

16 The diS!Jnchon I am drawmg here wrth regard to ac!Jons comes 
from Ehzabeth Beardsley, 'Moral Worth and Moral Credit ' 

l7 A cond11Jon for moral assessment 10 either sense IS that the person 
ln quest1on be, one nught say, a moral agent, someone capable of 
acknowledgrng the force of moral consrderallons ThiS would 
exclude a person w1th certam sorts of moral/psychologrcal aberra 
hon and Incapacity, such as a psychopath Such a pe.rson LS not 
Simply unresponSive to the weal and woe of others (and to other 
moral constderahons) m the way that a selfiSh person IS In addl 
llon he has a type of defic1ency wh1ch makes lum mcapable of 
graspmg moral considerations at all, wh.tch IS not true of the selfJSh 
person 

Tlus Pomt apphes to the acllons of the psychopath as well as to 
lus ernobons If he acts Jn a way which harms the mterests of 
others he 1S not blameworthy for tbJs, and at does not reflect on 
lum morally. even though he acted from a morallY bad mot•ve,I e • 
harm1ng another m order to promote his own JJ1terest for he 15 

not really a moral agent at all 
The example of the psychopath IS not uncomplacated and more 
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needs to be sa1d about how to charactenze the nature of h1s moral 
mcapacity On th1s see Hervey Cleckley, The Malk of Samty 

18 The nahan that self.-control IS fundamental to morahty IS a not 
unfamiliar one 'The vanous vutues, 1t may be sa1d, are so many 
forms of self-control' (von Wnght,op crt, p 149) 

19 A contemporary statement of thiS VIew can be found m the wnt· 
mgs of Stuart Hampshire, who has elaborated a subtle and power· 
ful moral phl.losophy and moral psychology connectrng morahty 
wtth wlll, and emphas1zmg control over unf1t emotions as central 
to thls conception In addthon, especially m Freedom of the 
lnd!VIdual, the notion of reason, and the grounding of emotions as 
much as posstble m reason, plays a central role (See also Thougllt 
and A ctzon. and 'Commitment and Imagmahon ') 

Though such vtews represent the dommant tendency m 
Hampshire's wntmgs, some passages lend support to the anh· 
Kanhan VIews which I am developmg here 

the concept of achon 1tself IS [not) by Itself suff1c1ent to mark 
the domam of the essential human vtrtues One has before one, 
for reflection and comment, whether m one's own person or 10 
the person of another, always a whole person, mcludmg the way 
he tlunks and expresses hts thoughts and feelmgs, the thmgs he 
nohces and neglects, the attitudes he adopts, the feelings he 
restrams and the feehngs to wh1ch he allows free play, the words 
that he chooses to use (Thought and Act1on, p 91) 

20 Sidgw1ck, op ell , p 239 
21 Kant,TheDoctrzneofVrrtue,p 126456 
22 In the sections (34 and 3S) from wh1ch th1s quote ts taken, Kant 

seems tn some way to locate the feelmgs 10 the wtllttself I am not 
certatn how he can do tlus, many case the more dommant p1cture 
m these sections ts the one seen m the passage, m which the feel· 
mgs are not themselves part of the will, nor d!Iectly available to It 

23 1 am overlookmg the fact that for Kant the pornt of arousmg tlus 
sympathy lS to become more dutiful 10 our actions I am consider· 
mg the goal to be the arousal of the feelings themselves 

24 A good descnphon and discws1on of th1s sort of -anstocrat1c' 
msenslhVIty to the suffenngs of soctal1nfenors 15 giVen m AlexiS de 
;.~~3~uaev!lle's Democracy In Amenca, val 2, book 3, chapter 1 

h me de Sevigny had no clear not1on o£ suffenng m anyone 
25 w o was not a person of qu.ahty ') 

~Yen ~f a person does not h.:!.vc the appropnate onentatlon of hiS 
e!~g awards-others. or tf he does have such obstacles to sym· 

~~nf~o~tlt~n hi~,ht 15 shll possible, though much less hkely, that 
wluch K a a~n w t mtsery and suffenng would have the effect 
person 0~~ ~a~ts ror example, It could shake a certam Jond of 
come to rca 0 15 complacency and nanow concerns lie mJght 
outlook on~~= ~~111~1(' h1fe had been bullt around a flluly Jmuted 

pr manly because he had not been exposed 
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to much else), one wh1ch had left no senous place for the fact of 
extreme misery, depnvatJOn, and oppreSSIOn wh1ch some people 
face 

Yet, for such a person tins reaction would not be typ1cal More 
hkely the person's moral outlool,. would allow h1m to ass1mJlate the 
expenence Without bemg moved or shol.en by 11 He m1ght be 
momentarily affected, but could thml., 'The people are m poor· 
houses, debtor's pnsons, etc , because they cannot do any better 
for themselves • 

In any case, no matter what the reactton, an understandmg of 1t 
Wlll have to take mto account the person's bemg towords-others 

26 See Kant, Tire Doctrmc of Vtrwc p 125 455 
27 We can 1magme two sorts of per;on here One IS already generally 

sympothehc, but Ius sympathy has been flaggmg lately, and he 1s 
lookmg for a revJtahzatJOn of 11 The second person 1S not so 
sympathetic, but regrets th1s and would hke to become more 
sympathehc The expenence Kant refers to Will not tngger an 
exlS!lng reservorr of sympathy m the latter case But 1f the man 
genumely acknowledges the dulles of benefiCence, and lS as I have 
desenbed h1m, then he lS at least open to feehng sympathy m a 
way that someone else m1ght not be 

28 It should be noted that even 1f momentary sympathy does not 
automahcally turn mto a fuller and more substanhal sympathy, 
nevertheless 11 could have the effect wh1ch Kant lumself IS talkmg 
about m the passage, namely strengthemng one's resolve to act 
from duty of beneficence 

29 SJdgwJck, ap Cit , p 239 
30 Mercer,op c1t .P lOS 
31 Mercer pomts out that some emotions, e g fear or anger, can hardly 

ever be drrectly summoned up, but nghtly cla1ms that sympathy lS 

32 not one of these lb1d , p 108 
lb1d , pp l 08·9 

33 Th1s VIew ts meant as a correchve ton domm:mt VJeW of emotions, 
found m Descartes as well as most empmc1St plulosophers, wluch 
regards emohons as feeling-states and thus ns only conhngcntly 
connected with theu obJects A Kenny, Actzmr, Emot1on, and 
lVzll, dtscusses thts conceptwn of emotions 

34 Wtlhams, 'Morahty and the r:mot10ns', Jn J'roblrms of thC' Self, 
P 224 Thts conception IS cmphastzcd by Hnmps)urc m Freedom 
af the IndiVIdual 

35 Hampshue, Freedom of the lndurdunl, P 93 
36 That tratts of ch:uactcr Involve patterns of bllt'lVIOf seems evident 

That they mvolvc nthtudcs and ways of rcgnrdJng persons nnd 
Situations IS argued by M Mnndclbaum, The Phrnomcuo/og) n/ 
}.fora I Experience, ch'1ptcr 4, cspcchlly p t 44, nnd Js n m1jor focus 
of Hom1ak's lnterprctollon or AtlstoJlc In np cit 

37 Two th1nss should be •nld here rlrst or oil 1 do not re~ord the 
attnbut1on of a tmlt of t.h1rnctcr os hni,JYIUJ: the nbsolute 
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Notef to Page 206 

1mposs1bd1IY of change, ofndd1ng oneself of that trail Personscan 
undergo extremely dramatic personal changes wh1ch 1nvolve change 
of character But such cases seem to me unusual They compnse a 
mmor portton of mstances m whtch substanhal moral change takes 
place wstlun one's behav1or. attltudes, or ways or regardmg others 

Second, 11 may be worth pomtmg out that for Anstotle, who IS 

generally regarded as the foremost exponent or a phdosophy or 
VJrtue and character. tra1ts of character are extremely reSJStant to 
change In fact, Amtotle often 1mpbes that posseSSing vutues IS 
almost entirely dependent on haYing had a certam kmd or upbnng 
mg, Without wh1ch one would ftnd 1t nearly tmposstble to acquare 
those vutues 
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