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' : ABSTRACT . i
Moral educauon literature has focused pnmarnly on the f ormal f eatures of morality
while neglecting content, moral motivation and the emotional dimensions of the moral life.
’ Those writers who harve_attempted to include _these in their accounts have usually dane so‘by
' eqﬁatmg benevoience y‘fth" moral care and excluding eny ‘ref erence to justice. Moreover. there
has been a tendency by some of these writers to reject enalysis as a means to a'philosophical

. < * M s '. . "
understanding of morality Con'sequently. the features oi\the affective dimension of moral:ty .

. have not been rngorously marked out by those who have pr‘o'posed altematnves to tradmonal n

“
M, ’ , ¢

. moral educatron.

R
. . g -
- . . ¥

In this work 1 analyze the concept of moral care in order to make the concept more

P

clear and in- order to determme its role &»'moral education. I argue that benevolence and justice '
'are character trait componems of moral care, '] dlstmgursh bene\{olence as moral care/f rom
Jusuce as moral care wnh respect to situations for whn,ch each is appropnate wrth respect to
moral motivatiop, and with reslpeet to moral response. I,'drscuss a number of f actors which can-

affect both the motivation for.moral care and consequently the caring response. Finally, I 3

examine how moral education might attempt to include the development of moral care.

»
4 '
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Chapter |

INTRODUCTION ' .

The moral education literature has been influenced by those whose view of the nature
~

of the mind cmphasizes rationality, consistency, imparlialily, and universality, This view of
the miMd neglects the cn1oti(;ns. wants, desires and other affective clements which are thought
to be controlled by the mind while not being central to it. According to this orthodox position,
someone is morally educated if he 6r she understands the formal f eatures of morality which

include moral reasons, moral language, and procedural principles. The formal features rather

.

than the content of morality are emphasized to tnsure that moral education will remain neutral

At

with respect to substantive nu?l disputes. Formal features of morality are thosq which
constitute the "how" of a moral response. Content of morality pbnstitutes the "what” of a

moral response.

.. . the distinction between a content-criterion and a form-criterion is
that the former is formulated in terms of the verb, thus spelling outa
concrete, specific act (the content) while the latter is formulated in
terms of the adverb thus leaving the concrete specific act, ie., the

verb, open to be determined by whether it can exemplify (the form) or
not. To be ethically approved in the case of the form-criterion the act
must exemplify the form expressed-in the criterion and any content,
ie., specific, concrete act, will do as long as its form corresponds to
the form specified in the criterion. What is required of the procedure
of application here, therefore, is the search for a concrete act that
would fulfill the form specified in the criterion. Once this is found,
the ¢oncrete ethical act becomes an exemplification of the criterion.’

Moreover, ac~co‘rdip’g" to the' probonems of [ orfnal f eatures, the motivation to respond morally is
built into the understanding of f 'ormai fe-aturés. o A

It is my purbosé‘in this"c_hapfer‘to outline the formal‘view.of moral ‘education b)./ .
pfesent%ng ghe Q?ews of R. S. P‘e‘tjers, R M Hare, J ohn W:ilson. the aut'hors' of 'the
Association of Values Education and Research (A. V. E. R.) pfogrgrﬁ, and LaWrence
Kohlbcrg.. Orthodox moral education has also beén influenced by an approach which stresses

reflecting upon one's life goals or clarifying one's values. I examine the Reflective Ultimate

‘Manfred Vogel, . "Buber's Ethics and Contemporary Ethical Options,” Philosophy ‘
Today 13 (1969): 4-5. _ : . . ’



1.ife Goals Approach of Clive Beek and the Values Clarification Program as rcprcscmati\{c of
this approach. 1 then contrast these urlhodpx approaches in n'xoral cducation with an,
alternative view wh.ich comcnds that. if moral living is to be understood, we must account for
cmotions, desires, character, beliefs, and abilitics. According to this position, understanding
the formal fcatures of morality is not sufficient for moral education; the indiviciual must care
that others are treated well and want to do somcthing about the wéys in which others are
treated, It will be my' purpose 1o become more clear at;out what 'caré' is. In thc/laucr part of

this chapter I describe how the study is organized for an analysis of ‘care’ and for subsequent

cxploration of the ways in which moral education might account for ‘care’.

Orthodox Moral Education e

Understanding Reasons, Procedures, Language

Peters ar&ues that moral discourse presupposes certain principles which are "necessary
for {t_he discourse} to have meaning, to be applied or o have point."? Accordmg to Peters, if
one is to be morally educated, on: must understand the principles which constitute morality.
The prmcnples of morality are those whnch are presupposed when someone seriously asks.,

"what ought I to do?" The principles which are presupposed. bv the serious asking of this

-~

question are 1mparua111y, cons1dqratlon of interests, freedom, Tespect for persons, and
truth-telling.® For example, the principlé of impartiality is justified, acqordihg 10 Peters,
because ax{voné- serio'ﬁslv asking, "what ought 1 to dq?.“ asks for a reason. Fundamental to
asking [ or a reason is the recognmon that what ought to be done in any situation or by any

person ought to be dor_le in any othér situation or by any other person, unless there is some

-

relevant difference in the situation or person in question.* To ask, "what ought I to do?" also

'R. S. Peters, Ethics and Education (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1966), p.
-115. ,

SR.S. Peters. "Moral Principles and Moral Education,. " The Domain of Moral
Fducation, eds. D. B. Cochrane, C. M. Hamm and A. C I&anpedes (Toromo
0. 1. S. E. Press, 1979), p. 197.

*Marcus Singer, Generalization in Ethics (New York: ‘Alfred A. Knopf,, Inc., 1961),
pp. 13-20.



presupposes that there is freedom to answer the question and that whoever is asked the

question is a person who is respected as a separate valuable entity capable of choice !

-

Peters claims that, if someone voluniarily participates in an activity, that individuak,
will act in light of an understanding of the rules which constitute the activity.* When somcone
voluntarily participates in an activity, it is assu:ncd that, if the \;)crson wants something and
knows how tg get it, m::ans ujill tzc takch 10 achicve‘t.’ This is a logical point: because activities
are constitutéd by their rules, if somcone is involved in a particular activity, the individual must
be following the rules of that activity. ,

«

Moral rules have legislative, judicial, and executive functions, says Peters. He contends

lﬁa-l the ‘character’ of thé child "emerges as the particular style of rule-following which he

| develops."* Moral cducation has a role to play in the development of all three functions. The
legislative function of moral education is Lo introduce to the child reasons for the rules so that
the child can eventually assume the legislative function. This involves developing habits which
allow second-order habits of assessment to develop so that children come to see that rules are
backed by reasons which justify them. Children must "acquire a firm foundation of basic rules
in a manner which does not in/capacitate‘the;n for rational rule-following at a later stage."* Tl’; :
judicial function of rules is the ability to apply the rules‘one understands to a particular case so
that one is able to indicate that this.is an instance in which the rule is to be applied. The
exécutive function is the ability to act on one's legislative and judicial understanding of a
sticul'ar rule. |

Because young children are not likely to recognize that a rule is backed by regsons

which justify it, Peters says that there is a paradox of moral education in which "the palace of

- “Donald Arnstine, "Review Article - The Cartography of Education: R. S. Peters’
Ethics and Education”, Educational Theorv 18 (1968): 190.

SR. S. Peters, "Motivation, "Emotion, and the Conceptual Schemes of Common
Sense," Psvchology and Ethical Development (London: George Allen and Unwin
Ltd., 1974), p. 97.

Peters, p. 97.

'R. S. Peters, "Moral Education and the Psychology of Character,” in Moral
Development and Moral Education (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1974), p. 33.
"Peters, Ethics and Education, p. 134.




reason has to be entered by "th’e courtyaid of habit." If the process is to be education, the
habnts must be acquxred m such 4 way that the chrld is not indoctrinated. Morahty says |

Peters can be both habxtual and ratllonal because habits do not have to be ref lg:nve lndeed as

Peters mdlcates, "life would be very exhausting if , in moral situations, -we always had to
: . . v . 9
N ) : . ) o
~ reflect, debate, and make decisions.f‘“ This is an important point which I shall discuss again
later.

{Rules}can be taught in such a way that children gradually come to see
the similarity between actions like that of, lying and cheating. Parents

- can relate rules to their point everr if children do not yet grasp the idea .

“that their validity depends on their point. And, surely, drawing
attention to the consequences of their actions will help them to 4
understand that actions have consequences: This at least -will prepare
the way for the stage when they grasp that the reasons f or some rules
of action depend upon consequences 1

Since young chrldren cannot understand the form of morahty they must be given spec1f1c rules
3 _

of conduct. These rules must be presented in such a way, says Peters, as to encourage the
rational understandlng of the rules when the child is capable , _ o

Peters 1nd1cates that someone may know what he ought fo do in general and have the
&

judgment to see that a rule apphes to his partlcular case; yet he may ruthlessly and doggedly do

what he knows to be wrong."*? Thls is mconsrstent wrth his clatm that one will act in light of
\

' 'one S understandmg of Tyles if one voluntanly pa‘rtrcrpates m the activity def 1-ned by the"rules,
\

unless the individual Peter‘s descrlbes does not voluntarrly partrcrpate in the moral life.” If the

¥

mdrvndual does not voluntan]y partrcrpate in the moral life, the demand on moral education w1ll

B

ANG not be to have the t/ahvrdual become more astute at the leglslattve judicial a‘nd executlve

--thg demand will be to have the md,lyldual voluntarily participate in the moral

NS oAl

-life.” Peters floes"not-account for the person who is not interested in asking, "what ought | 1o

.................. 7/

1%Peters, Ethics and Education, p. 314. — .

IR, S. Peters, "Virtues and Habrts in Moral Educatton in The Domain of Moral
Education, p. 273. , " '
Peters, p. 280. . ' S

‘UPeters, "Moral Educationi and the Psychologv ‘of Character,” P 39.




- v

- this kind to be asked.

-

The principles which are presupposed hy asking, "what ought I do?" have formal-
validrty .o'nly. Essential to'the prin‘cvipl'e_ of impartiality, for example, is that, others are treated.
'd“if ferently only if there are relevant dif’ ferenc\es'among them. The principle of irnpartiality
do‘es not, however, show what is to count as a relevant diff erenee. Similiarly, the principle'of
£ reedom does not tell us which constraints, if any, are defensible. Even the principle of respect

for persons is less helpful than Peters thinks. So often, the issue in a dispute is not whether we /
S

should respect persons but who is to,count as a person Women in Canada, for example, we;e

,I

not legally consxdered to be persons until 1929 Peters limits the concept of a person to p
someone who determines one's own destmy and who represents an assertive point of vre/w 14

Consequent]y the very young, the insane and ammals ate excluded. It is often thosé who do

not represent an assertive point of view who are the victims of immoral behav1or The

principle of respect f oI persons is not helpf ul to these fﬁvrduals ,
L .

Peters's conceptlon of moral education is consistent with his v1ew of liberal education.
The moral life is based on fundamental principles which are persona‘lized by the rational
passions which- "permeate a whole range of actifvities . fand} make them- worthwhlle for therr

own sake s Peters S understandlng of liberal educatron is based,/however ona pamcular view
/

of the mind in which f eelmgs andemotrons have no central p;rt.” Peters has written quite:
i . - , ) . .///' ) .
extensively about the affective dimension of morality but hrs primary concern has been to show

that there is a passronate side of the life of reason"’ an{i that the education of the emotions
4Peters, Ethics ‘and Educatron p 214. / .

15R. S. Peters, "Concrete- Principles and the Ratronal Passrons in Moral
Development and Moral Education, p. 81. ./
1¢See, for example Jane Roland Martin's "Needed: A New Paradigm for Liberal
Education," in The Eightieth N.S. S. E. Yearbook, University of Chicago Press,
1981 for a critigue of Peters' view of liberal education and see Paul Hirst, -"Liberal
FEducation and the Nature of Knewledge," in Philosophical Analysis and Education,
ed. R.D. Archambault (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1965). Hirst, who has
often collaborated with Peters, writes that liberal education is concerned with
developing moral understanding for its own sake. The development of moral

character is not part of liberal education, according to Hirst, because it involves
components which are not, con31dered to ‘be part of the mmd which is restrrcted to
the intellect.

17Peters, "Concrete Prmmples and the 'Rational Passions," p. 68.
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\

, ot L

entails control and direction of emotions into ¢reative activities. In other words, the affective
dimension is to be understood in relauon to either the mtensxty of one's commitmem to:

rationality or in relation to the cogmtwe control of emotion 1 have more to say about P&s‘s

-~

view of the emotions in Chapter Four.

03

\John Wilson
John Wilson contends that educating people to 'do’ morality can be accomplished in

much the same way as we educate people to do science. Morality, argues Wilson, has its own

o ) . -
- methodology and principles which must be taught separately just as the methodology and

K

s . .
Sy L " %'

>

principles of science are taught separately.

Our chief aim is not to offer pupils much less mdodfrmate them with,
a specrf ic moral content. Our aim:is essentlallylSunilar 1o what we try
to do in other subjects or ‘forms of thought': that is, to initiate pupils
into a particular-methodology, t,o get thenl to apprecrate and master " .
the principles, procedures conceptsz and’ s0 on which proper moral
thought and action require; so tha; they can then make up their own
minds about what moral belief S and behavior to adopt - just as, in
science or any other subject;.our chif, aimés to make the pupils good

. at, or competent in, or-well- equrpped for, domg the subject itself'>~
rather than insist that they should accept certain specrfic screntif ic
(historical, mathematical etc ) belief g1

Accordmg to WllSOI’l 1f we call someone rauonal or 1rrational we do not refer
primarily to the truth or f alsehood of his belrefs" rather we ref er to the ways in which or the

reasons for which he comes 10 believe and contmues o believe ". "1 Consequently programs

in moral education, according to Wilson. should henon-parusan and develop an understandmg
of moral methodology- -"we are 10 show pupils how to get the right answers "o
The non-partisan approach 10 moral education is derived f m pure reason, ! because

says Wilson the components of morality : are':.derived f rom the principle of rationalit_v. Facing

#John Wilson, "Motrvatlon and Methodologv in Moral Educauon , Journal of Moral
Education 10" (1981): : '
*John Wilson, Norman Williams and Barr) Sugarman, Introduction to Moral
Education ' (Harmondsworth: Pengum Books, Inc., 1967), p. 74.

2John Wilson, "'Moral Education: Retrospect and Prospect,” Journal of Moral
Education 9 (1980): b
1Wilson, "Motivation and Methodology in Moral Education,” p. 3. -




. facts, getting to know oneself and other people, self -c‘ontrql, 'beih'g 'ableto act on one's own
. L G

' * decisions are essential component's-,;says Wilson.,‘ to ahy‘ia.tlonal person who tal(es morality
Seriously and, by definition, all‘rational persorrs do take morallty'seriously.” These rational
moral princi‘ples.are "conceptually"COnnected to the n'otions of being human and being |
ducated "ot AN |
Some of Wilson's c0mponents are aff ectrve but hrs f ocus is on their conceptual
understandmg For example one of his categories emphasrzes possessmg concepts of various
emotions and moods and the ability t‘:: rdentrf y: emotrons and moods in oneself and others
These are important skills to possess but they allow on-ly the possrbrhty of a better '
: understandmg of the emotrons one already ‘has, not the development of emotrons one ‘does not
have. The component which erson calls PHIL (a concern for other people as equals) is, he
claims, a logrcal requrrement for a rational person ina moral context However no partrcular
moral response f ollows from the acknowled'gement that others mterests are of equal 1mportance
to one's OWA. As erson himself ; states accepting that others should be treated equally isnot .
the same as lovmg them or feeling for them.?¥ Moreover, PHIL only has force for those who
want to function ina moral context It is of little use to indicate to someone that he or she.

should understand that PHIL isa loércal requirement . of moralrty if the mdrvrdual does not see

the pornt of morality. - -

s

erson insists that learning procedural prrncrples is to do morahgbut as Mary
Warnock writes, "there is no such. thing as 'doing morality ' "** Moral reasoning is only one

capacity an individual must have in order to be moral.

. Wilson suggests that children should be taught how to argue with
regard to the interests of others, and this is very good. But teaching
methodology will not ensure that they actually want other people S
2John . L. Harrison, "Review Article: John Wilson as Moral Educator " Journal of
‘Moral Education 7 (1978): 59.
Djohn Wilson, "The . Study of Moral De\lelopment in Values g_n_d Moral
Development in “Highet Education, eds. G. Collrer J. Wilson, and P. Tomlinson
(London: Crom Helm, 1974), p. 8. ‘ -
“Wilson et al.)- Introduction to Moral Education, p. 192,
’Mary Warnock, Schools of Thought (London: Faber and Faber, 1977), p. 132.




’ mterests to be. 1ooked af ter as well as therr own ¥
Wilson claims, however that an mdwrdual s wants and desires do not e&plam his or her
‘ actlons He mdrcates that it is rmportantto try "to get the chlld . to hkeﬁpegﬂg"” but' he
msrsts that thrs can be accomphshed by cultrvatmg a general regard For reaspnr good sense,’
self control and thodghtfulness " Concern for motrvatnon m moral education must be directed
at certam prtncrples of ratlonahty and: Justrce natural sympathy or personal benevolence

_{are} desirable but too f ragtle.

R. M. Hare

Lt

Accordmg to, erson behavmg well towards others entails havm‘g the concept ofa’

~ person and understandmg the meanmg of moral language Thrs postron is srmrlar to that of

R. M. Hare who, in "Language and Moral Educatron "0 mdrcates that the task of moral

, educatron 1s to teach moral language "brecause knowmg and usmg itis an essentral condrtrOn for -

takmg one's part in a_civilized and-peacef ul or even viable. socrety 31

I am convinced that if parents first, and then children, understand
better the formal character of morality and of the moral concepts, N
there would be d be little need to bother, uitimately, about the content of

+ our children's moral principles: for'if the form is really and clearly -
understood, the content will look after itself .3 co

The formal character of moralrty 1s located in moral language wrth its two mam

g eatures prescrrptrvuty and unrversahzablhty "The prmcrple that one is supposed 16 act on
one's moral Judgments is the principle of prescnpuvrty while umversalrzabthty is the

recognition that the prescrrptrve principle apphes to everyone Accordmg to Hare, any

-

“judgment which can meet these two requrrements are moral Judgments and these requirements .

2"Warnock p. 134 ' _

"Wilson, "Motivation and Methodology in Moral I:ducauon p. 92.
2Wilson, p. 92. : :

Wilson, p. 85. ' . B o :
R, M. Hare, "Language’ and Moral Education, in The Domain, of ‘Moral
Education. - ' S S :
‘'Hare, p. 92.
3?Hare, p. 104.




gmqg any others which might arise when making a dec-isiOn

Moral educatlon consnsts of teachmg students how.to think’ prescrlpttvely and:
'umversahzably although Hare concedes that "jt would be difficult to learn thts moral language .
' without learnmg it in the context Qf Some given sef of moral principles."?? H(iwever he adds -
;'that even'if.the content of the prmcrples is completely changed on‘e wltll still mean. the same
thing by 'ought"; : he will still be using the same moral lariguage that he learnt earller.""‘ghe e
s vacuity of this statement is a'cknow\'led»ged by Haré on two accounts Fltst he admits mét*n is’
possnble that there could be those who: ,understangl pl‘CSCIlpthlty an:l umversaltzablhty and |
- utilize them to justlfy fanatrc acts s@as extermmatmg a race of people.* Second, Hare
acknowledges what he calls the 'so what?' moralists -those who say, "Yes,.I know I ought-- so-

" what?"3¢ Hare does; then, recognize that understanding moral language does not translate into

moral action. lronically, Hare's solution is for people to be well-informed about actions and

iz

their-consequences, to be sensmve to the f eelmgs of others and to love and be concerned for.
' others 7 As G J. Warnock says, the umversaltzed prescrtptlons of people with these
attributes w1ll be\ "absolutely splendld but those things which are of 1mportance- -_b‘erng '
' well-informed, sensitive, and imbued with love- -have nothing to do with prescriptivity and- -
universalizability. o B o S ¢
N :
. , & A
" Study of "the moral language” is of scarcely any 1mportance atall:
everything that matters comes in’ when we stop talking about language
and set about trying to become well-inforined as we can, as f ully |
aware as we can of how other people feel 4nd are affected by what we
do, and - obviously most impertantly of all - what' we try to cultivate
“in ourselves, and to inculcate in others, that kind of concern for other,
- people that one can call 'love’. None of that - nothmg of what really

matters - has an}thmg significantly to.do wrth "the moral . : 2
' language ‘

.| "Language and Moral Educatlon p. 98.
**Hare,/ p. 98. ~ o ‘

*Hare| Freedom and Reason (Oxford Oxford Umverslty Press rcprinted 1978), pp
159-85. g : .

**Har "Language and Moral Educauon p.- 95,

“"Hare, pp. . 101-102 ' L , :

Q. J Warnock, "A Reply to R.-M. Hare," in The Domain of Moral Education,
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_ Being intellectually astute and bcing consistent are of value to rnorality but they are limited to
. T ’ ) wt.**\ ) B R
.. particular types of situations. Certainly morality cannot be reduyed to either. I

The Association of &/alues Edircati'o_n and Rescarch (A/ E. R.) produces teaching -

materials for moral educat'ion in.order to introduce students 0. asic features of moral

drscourse the basrc content of the moral point of vrew the procedures that can be used to test
' proposed answers 10 moral quesnons lhe complexny of some moral quesuons and, "above all,
‘10 the idea that n is, in fact, possrble to approach moral quesuons ona rauonal bas1s

Despnte mdlcatmg thal morality is complex, A. V. E. ,R. claims that one can determme

1

whether one's va'lue Judgments are Jusul”red by testing lhem by use of the loglcal sylloglsm

Accordmg to A. V E R,, once someone ‘has determmed relevant facts and his or her valuc

standard the logrcal syllOgrsm allows the mdlvrdual 10 determme if hrs or her value Judgment

.

f ollows loglcally from. these f acts and standards 40 The maJor premise comams ‘the value

premlse and 1he minor premrse contams ‘the relevant facts. For example,

Ay

Major premise - It is wrong to cut down trees in the orest- without
~ replacing them. .- » ,
. Minor premise- Thé British Columbia governmem ‘cuts down trees
' 'wnhout replacmg them. 4
, Conclusion - The British Columbia governmenL ought not to cut down
" trees wnhout replacmg them., _ o . s

A V l; ‘R. argues that the ranonahty of the value slanda,rd is based on f our tests

»

(lhe wrllmgness to exchange places, the desire thal everyone acts accordmg to the same

prmcxple ‘the establlshment of legitimate exctebpuons to the prmcxple, and the determmatron of
: D

whether the prmcrple f ollom 10glcally from a hlgher order phncrple whrch one f mds

acceptable.“). The A.» V. E. R program is typxcal ol" a procedural principles approach for

R v

#%C. B. Daniels, "Moral Educauon m “the Context of ere]ong Educanon ~ Joufnal

" of Educational Thought 15 (1981): .
“L. Daniels, L. Douglas, C. Ollver l erghl éds., The Elderly (Toromo OI SE.
« Value Reasoning Series, 1978), p. 5. L ‘

‘“'Daniels, Douglas, Oliver, ‘Wright, .eds., The lderly PP, 7-8:




two reasons: the nature of morality is reduced to understanding the _rationality of procedural
principles and there is the assumption that individuals are motivated by undcrstan'ding the
procedural principles. .Both of these claims are inaccurate. There-are difficulties, as I show
latcr_. with reducing morality to moral reasoning and it is absurd to reduce moral reasoning to
the cthical syllogism. The tests to establish a value premise can readily accommodate the Nazi.
Moreover, the determination of which facts are 'relevant’ is problematic. Syllogistic reasoning
cannot generate the 'relevant’ facts. Furtherrnore, regardless of how skilled one is at inserting
the value premise and the, 'relevant' facts, there is no assurance that one will act or that one

. should act upon u_nderstanding the logic of the syliogism.
Lawrence Kohlberg .

~~ Lawrence Kohlberg also thinks that if one is to be morally educated one must

‘understand 'moral' reasons. His emphasis, however, is on devel‘opment' rather than on moral
motivatiOn. As with other human development theorists, Kohlberg aréues that pne must wait

* until the learner is ready“ before 1ntroducmg the individual to the next stage. Understandmg
-.~reasons is essermal to moral educatlon accordmg to Kohlberg, but the individual must be at the
appropriate stage of cognitive development if the reasons are to be understood. Kohlberg has
identified six stages, divided into three levels, each‘ wrth its own typeof rnoral reasoning.
Each of us, saysv Kohlberg, proceeds tlrr_ough the same igvariant stages _wh‘ich‘ are identil' ied by
the Lype of reasons giiien to support the judgments’and not by the judgments themselves. At
tlie pre;conventional level, the individual's orientation is to ol)edience and avoidance of
punishment (sta’ge one)' and personal interest (stag‘e two); at the conventional level, the ..
mdrvrdual s orientation is to receivmg other S approval (stage .three) and 1o obeying authority,
“fixed rules and’ mamtarmng the socral order (stage f our) and'at the post- conventional or

. autonomous level, the mdrvrdual is orrented 10 social contracts (stage f ive) and to a umversal
prmcrple of Justice(stage s1x) Although these are all stages of moral reasonmg accordmg to '
Kohlberg, moralit) and moral educatton is ultrmately concerned with ]US[lCC I witl show that

e
o,
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thcrc are three types of moral reasons - -moral Justtf ying reasons which provide the context in
which one's responsc makes serse; moral mouvatmg rcasons Wthh mdteate whv the mdmdual
responds; and moral adJ udicating reasons which are provnded in the resotution of conflicts. 1
will argue that there are moral situations in whith ncither ]usttfvmg nor ad|udtcatmg reasons
"are appropriate as part of the n‘loral response and I show that, .although ohe may explam a
moral response by reference to ]usttf ying andﬁmottvatmg reasons, these reasons need not be
eonsidcred at the time of the res,ponsev _Moreover, | contenc‘i'th‘at’ it is inappropriate to reduce
. inoralitv 10 reaso’ns AIthough justiee is art impor'tam'pairt of mor'ality. tnorality ¢annot be
reduced to the reasons assocxated thh Justtcc - |

Accordmg to Kohlberg growth in moral reasomné from one stage 10 the next results :
from cogmtlve conf het or sttmulatlon Opttma] conflict is constdered 10 occur when the
individual is exposed to arguments Wthh are one stage above his or her present stage Thts
cognitive conflict motivates the individual to ehange his or her beliefs in order to reduce— the
conf lict. Kohlt)erg ,clatims that cognitive tnoral develooment avoids both indoarinatiod'énd"

_subjectivism. Indoctrination is avoided _because the next stage of moral reasoning is latent in
the individual and needs only to be drawn out.*? ‘Subjectivism is avoided because the sequence -

A

of stages is the same for everyone.
, Smce my ‘concern is ‘to account for 'care’ in morahty and moral educatlon my critique

of Kohlberg is conf med to hlS equation of morahtv W1th reasons and hxs reduction of 'ultimate

a

moral reasons to ]ustnce & Kohlberg clatms that mottvatton foI action is linked to one s

7] awrence Kohlberg Tite Phxlosop}ﬂ of Moral Igevelopment Moral Stage and the
ldea- of Justice (San Fransisco: Harper and Row, 1981), p. 46.

SFor criticisms of Kohlberg's methodologxcal ‘problems see, for example, Anne R.
Conroy and John K. Burton, "The Trouble with Kohlberg: A Crmque Educattonal :
Forum 4 (1980 81): 43-55; for other gemeral criticisms see Betty " A. Sichel, -
Crtttcal Study. of Kohiberg's Theory of the Development of Moral Judgments,”

. Philosophy of Education Society Yearbook (1976): 209- 220, Deborah Lange, R
“Kohlberg's Soc1a1 Value Theory:- An Ethical Analysis,” .Philosophvy of Education.
“Yedrbook (1977): 89-99, Barry L. Bull, "Kohlberg's Place in a Theory of the
Legitimate Rol¢ of .Value in Public Education,” Philosophy of Education Society

" Yearbook (1978): 70- 84, .R. S. -Peters, "The Place of Kohlberg's Theory in -Mortal
FEducation," in Moral Development and Moral Education, Owen J. Flanagan, "Vlrtue
Sex; and Gender: Some Philosophical Reflecttons of the Moral Psychology Debate, "
Ethics 92 (19’82) 499-512. . ,
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developmental stage and the cognitive conflict one expcrienccs at that stage. Once, however,

onc achieves thc autgnomous moral stage, Judgmenl and action are elosely related . true

knowldege of _]\JSUCC says Kohlberg, "does catail vmuous action."** Kohlberg faces the same

_ criticisms levelled at thosc who arguc thal bemg morally educated cntalls understandmg moral

T€asons,. language', or procedural principles. Understandmg stage six reasons is motivation f or

moral action only.lif it is true, by definition, that to ‘be at -thc highest level of rnoral

)_; |

' the expense of .content results in a prmcrple of Jus*tgc 50 abstract that it is not, possrble to solve

*t\l V.t‘ ' '\

'{"poral problems with it.* By nself; r='i~v prifc “t@n be mvoked to umversalrze

b
anythmg

- 103-109.

In order not to mterf ere wrth moral autonomy and to avord mdoetrmatron in moral

N

- educanon Kohlberg drsmrsses what he calls "the bag of vxrtues " e He does not achieve
. neutralrty however beca,use he claims that reasonmg with umversal principles is morality.
. 'Moreover, he cannot avord the inclusion of content because it is not logically possxble for moral

~ education LO proceed Without some ref erence (o content.

At the first level . ...'the chrld has an egocentrrc conception of rules.

+ ° He abides by rules to avord punishment and to obtain rewards. What,
at this stage, one wants to ask Kohlberg, could possibly constitute the
approach labeled "cognitive stimulation " if it is not precisely a
clarification and eéxemplification of a body of rules? And how could
this occur if the rules weren 't taught?*’ : .

“Lawrence Kohlberg, "Stages of Development as a Basis for Moral Education,” in

.Moral Development, Moral Education and Kohlberg, ed. Brenda Munsey

(Birmingham: Religious Education Press, 1980), p. 81. By
Don Locke, "The Illusion qf Stage Six," lournal of Moral Educatron 9 (1980):

‘Lawrence Kohlberg’ "Education for Justice: A Modern Statemem of the Platonic

View." in Moral Education: Five Lectures, eds. N. F. Sizer and T. R. Sizer '

(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1970), p. 63.

“iCornel M. Hamm, "The.Content of Moral Education, or In Defense of the 'Bag
of Virtues'", School Revrew 85 (1977): 224 '
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Kohlbcrg is aware of the drfﬁculucs whrch arise in ‘the allcmpt 10 Jusufy stage six w1thoul
using stage six terms.** He thinks that he 1vonds the problem by showing thc Lonnccuon
between stage six and "moral-philosophrc criteria.”

assumptions of our psychologrcal thcory are naturally alhed to thc

formalistic tradition in ethics for Kant and Rawls. Thi: iuomorphism

of psychological and normative theory generates the cinit that a

.psychologically more advanced stage of moral developmun 1s more
-morally’ adequate by moral- phrlosophrc criteria.! '

The moral- phrlosophic criteria to whrch Kohlberg ref ers are, however open to debatc Itis
part of the purpose of thrs work to show lhat this formalist tradition is an insufficient account
) of morahty '

| - By clarmmg that moralny is reduced to moral reasons and that one has reached the
highest. stage Qf mora-lrty when one.understands these reasons, Kohlberg ignores any reference |
to an individual's charzicter,, desires, or emotions. He reject‘s benevolence es part of morélity
becanse benevolence does novt resolve problernsfih which interests conf lict.* He f ailsto
.recognize, as Icshall argu’e m C‘ha"pter 'Three, thar siruatrons with eonf lict are nol the only :
" situations which are morally signifi 1cam Rather than ignore benevolence because it is
moperatlve in srtuauons with conf llct ‘one must,-recogmze those srtuatrons wrthout conflict in
whrch benevolence is morally relevant Kohlberg fails to do Lhrs because he strpulares that -
morahty is restricted to-conf lrct resoiunon ) "Most social srtuatrons are not moral ‘because
there is no conf lict between the role takmg expectatlons of one person and another."* 1 shall

-argue that, although Justlce 18 apphcable to suuatrons with conf‘hcl svmpathy for Qthers is as

much a component of juS[ICC as it is of benevolence I also show that justice accounts for

some of the moral situations with whr_ch we are faced. v

- *“*Lawrence Koh berg, "The Claims 10 Moral Adequac» of the Hrghest Stage of

' Moral Judgement," Journal of Philosophv: 633.

4K ohlberg, p. 636. o

- $Lawrence \&oi{lberg "From Is to Oughr in Cognitive Development and

. Epistemology, ed.’ Theodote Mrschel (New York: Academre Press 1971) p. 220.
“Kohlberg p.. 192 i '




‘In opposition to Kohlberg, Carol Gilligan argues in In a Different Voice*? that
‘caring', with its cmphasis on al"fection. affiliation, context and rclation is also a way to deal
with moral conflicts. Gilliéan's cmpirical work shows that females tend to deal with moral
problems by referring to 'caring’ rather than by referrinig to justice. In an attcmpt o account
for this drffcrent experience of morallty Gilligan retains Kohlberg's stage theory and the view
of morality as conflict resolution,

i What is valuable about Grlllgan is that shc has 1dentlf ied an attityde or approach to
morality which emphasizes connection with others; a "vision that everyone will bc responded to
and included, that no onc will be left alone or hurt."*? While Gilligan clarms that this moraltty .
of 'care’ contrasts with Kohlberg's morality of justice, l‘argue t%at the just person is also a
caring person and that, if we are to have a more .complete _underStanding of morality’. it will
only partially consist in the inclusion ol‘. what‘Gilllgan calls -‘caring' attitudes in- conflict .
situatiens. A more complete understandmg of moraltty must also account for those situations

A

in which others welfare is affected and there 1S no conflrct As 1 show these situations, as

’
-

well as situations invelving conflict, can be approached with.'care’, although my explication of -

‘care’ is-different from Gilligan's.‘ In Chapter Four I examine Gilligan's cla-im more

thoroughly with respect to the dif f erences she .indicates in'f emales’ and males' moral responses '
* Curiously, Kohlberg has added a seventh stage to hlS hlerarchy Thrs seventh stage, he

clarms accounts for the foundatton of morallty itself. Stage six principles are more llkely to
)

V‘_motrvate if one sees that they reveal the very str-ucture(of the umverse % The questron "Why
be moral?" asks whether there is support in naturc for acting accordmg to umversal moral
principles and, says Kohlberg it is properlv understood, not as a moral question but as a
relrgrous questron AL stage 7 . individuals construct a natural theology that is based on

reason. Although ratronally derived, one 's metaphysical system at stage '/‘ is also supported by

. *¥Carol Gilligan, In a thferent Voice (Cambrrdge Harvard Unrversrty Press, 1987)
»Gilligan, In a Different Voice, p. 63.

- *Robert E. Carter Dimensions - of Moral Educatron (Toronto University of Toronto'
Press, 1984), p. 99.

sLawrence, Kohlberg, Essays on Moral Development Vol. 1 of The Phrlosoph of
Moral Development (San Fransisco: Harper and Row, 1981), p. 368
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m);stical expericnces. of union with Lhclwrmle of reality."** The attention that Kohlberg
abruptly gives to feelings and motivation is, however, "more artificial tha‘n nccc;;sarjz e
‘sincc so few rcach the higher stages. a methodology which explains tbc importance of the
integration of the capécitics of the whole person only later may be much too late for most of us
to ever appreciate or cncloumc;."-”. . -

. Accordin'g to Kohlberg, stage seven incl’qdes supererogatory actions. He thinks that
these acts of agape, és he calls them, are distinct from acts of justice. 1n Chapter Three I show

| that acts of this kind are concep?ually linked (o both justice and benevolence..

v

Reflecting, Clarif ying

Clive Beck's Reflective Ultimare Life Goals Approach to Values Education and
programs in Values Cl_arificétion do not emphasize the formal features of morality. Each,
however, emphasizes some kind of cognitive process which is thought to be central to moral

education.

Clive Beck

ke . Beck's emphasis is on personal .ref,ectionl about ultimétc life goals. According to Beck,
. ° \3

_morality is a means to achieve one's life goals but is never a goal itself.

‘There are many';afeas of value apart from the moral, and all areas of
value are equally subordinate to the ullimate life goals that lie beyond °
~ them. Morality, like other types of value, isa means toward -
- "ultimate" ends; and moral principles . . . are intermediate principles,
serving these ultimate ends.** | f : -

There will be situations, says Beck, in which our nonmoral values may not reach a "happy

compromise” with our moral values and we will then act in a less moral manner.*’ <\

s¢Kohlberg, p.‘,369: - o

s'Carjer, Dimensions of Moral Education, p. 101. '

siClive Beck, Ethics: An Introduction (Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson ‘Lid., 1972),
“p. 4L ‘ : ' ' : ‘
$9Beck, p. 109.
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. . . the sole purpose of morality is to serve fundamgntal life goals
such as frecdom, love, happiness, survival, self -respect, and so on.
{The reflecting personj recognizes the impostance of rules, processes,
contracts, and principles, but treats them only as means 10
maximization of ultimate goals for himself and others.*’

Reflection is the process of dclemiining the "soundness” of one's life go,als.' The
reflective process consists of considering whether one's values are based on correct information;
considering if one's values arc compatible with other values one has; making comphliblc one's
means-values with one's end-value; and arriving at a set of fundamental life goals for which ,
one can determine specific and intermediate values.®' Anything, then, is allowed as an ultimate
life goal particularly since Beck claims that reflection is a‘ppropriatc only with respect to means
and not to ends.*? This, however, is contradictory to Beck'’s other claim: that morality is only a
means Lo an ultimate lifc goal and is not an ultimate life goal itsell. One must wonder about
the individual, who upon reflection, decides that morality is his or her ultimate life goal.
Moreover, since reflection doeg not apply to means, one's ultimate life goal can as easily be
"sel;"-aggrandizement, mastery over others, and a sadistic impulse to destroy."*’ o

The substantial difference between the reﬂec_tion promoted by Beck and the rationality
promoted by Peters and Wilson is that the latter contend that rationality commits one to
morality. Beck's approach shows that rationality applies to self -ix}terest as well as to .
morality.® It is possible for someone to be rational and egotistical ;SM as rational and

moral.

°Clive Beck, Moral Education and the Schools (Toronto: O. I. S. E., 1971), p.
12.

*IClive Beck, "A Philosophical View of Values and Value Education,” in Values and
Moral Dcvelopment, ed. T. C. Hennessy (Toronto: Paulist Press, 1976), pp. 14-15
#2Clive Beck, Educational Philosophy and Theory (Boston: Little, Brown and Co.,
1974), p. 24. ,

*lvan DeFaveri, "Moral Education: "The Risk of - Oversimplification,” Alberta
Journal of Education Research 25 (1979): 303. < -

*See, for example, the debate between Helen Freceman and Harvey Siegel in
Educational Philosophy and Theory, Vois. 9, 10, 11, and 12, 1977-1980. t
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- Values Clarif ication
| Values Clarifi 1cat30n was de51gned to assist students to clarify their own values in
dtscussmn with. other students and teachers and, in doing so, to behave in ways that are less
’ a‘ﬁathetrc and conformmg and in ways that are more posrtrve purposeful and°enthusrastrc 85

The emphasrs in Values Clant}lcatron is on the "process of valuing" rather than on value tjn
9

fact, there is no attempt to drstmgmsh between what one does value and what is valuable.
V\alues Clanflcauon isa subJectlvrst program with respect to value, althouigh, curiously, not

with respect to the "process of valuing". Lt ’

Because lif’s is dif fcrent through time and space we cannot be certain

what experiences any one person will have. We therefore cannot be

certain what valli%s what style of life, would be nost suttable for any

person. We-do, however, have some ideas about what processes mtght
be most effective for obtammg values.®®

Somethmg can be clarified as a value if it is chosen f’ reely f rom alternatives, if the i
‘individual is happy with'the choice, and if the choice is publicly affirmed and repeatedly acted

upon. It is clear that almost any content can meet these criteria. Values Clarif ication can
. /

clarify and endorse drug dealing and prosrututlon as values for example.: If an mdrvrdual does
clarify erther of these as’a personal value and is asked "what is valuable about that?", | the
| _ answer ls, according to Values Clarif ica_uon. "1t is valuable because I value it".

The.ultimate goal of Values Clarif jcation is self -awareness and autonomy--it isthe
process of clarifying, not content which is 1mportant Nevertheless if an mchvrdual "chooses
4 value that is unacceptable to the maJorlty . we must deny him the right to carry the value

to action.”*" In fact, it 1s»suggested that, "a smgle vote with no oné talkmg but the teacher

- . Q

can lead to a lot of clarifying thinking. "¢* There is no attempt to distinguish moral from -

.v»

non- moral values. Consequently questions about 1§ing, stealmg, kindness, and falrness are

treated as if- they are of the same type as questions about music, recreatron or the food one

'“Lours Raths, M. Harmin and S. Simon, Values and Teachmg (Columbus Charles
E. Merrill Books, Inc., 1966), p. 12.

s6Rath et al?, p. 28. :

¢Rath et al., Values and Teachmg p. 227.

“*Rath et al., p. 153 . .

S
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"venjoys.’-

. Although 'the emphasis in Vaiues Clarification is on a thinking process, the process of
valuing "constitute{s} a betrayal of reason and a retreat to irrationélism. How elso can one
characierize the unconditional acceptance of the child as the ultimate source of appeal for what

. is true, right{or Ju%t?led'"’ |

AR

e

Summary » _—
I T 55

As divergent as W'ils,on«’is from Beck and Hare is from Values Clarification, all

approaches emphasize the importance of cognition to moral education. The cognitive process

B

may be as rigid as Peters' transcendental argumem for presupposed prmcxples or as. uncritical
» as Values Clarification. All reduce moral education to the acquisition.of gkllls f or some kind of
deliberativo PIocess. |

Each of these approaches to moral education has a difficulty with motivation. Beck
and Valnes Clari_f ication handle the pfo_blem by mnking values motivational by defihition.
Kohlberg, too, stipulates that the stage six indirvidual necessarily acts-on stage six reasoning.’
Wilson and Hare argue that understanding moral concept\s; moral language and procedurnl
principles are suff icient for moral rnot;vation and Peters claimgthat understanding of rn'or'al '

‘Teasons is one's motivation to act.

Alternatives in Moral Education
None of the writers to whom I wxll make reference in thls section have wntten nearly as

prohfxcally about moral education as those I have just examined. Neverthless Mary Warnock,

a

Anthony O'Hear, Nel Nodding, and Peter McPhail are representative of an alternative
emphasis in moral education which has a parallel emphasis in moral philosophy and moral

psychology. 1 w111 examine the moral phllosophy of Rodger Beehler and Lawrence Blum and

.

make reference to Wllham Frankena and Iris Murdoch I will also critique the moral

YA, C. Kaupedes, "Thé Logic of Values Clarification,” The Journal of Educational
Thought 11 (1977): .104.
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psychology of Carol Gilligan.
In this section I examine the philosophers of moral education, Warnock, O'Hear,
Nodding, and McPhail, and indicate the inf fuence Beehler and Blum have had on this study. 1

examine each of these writers with respect to the thesis I will develop.

Peter McPhail o _ , )

The subject matter of Peter McPhail's Lif eline and Startline” orograms of moral

education is based on what children say is good or bad. From these findings, McPhail has '

P

. concluded that "morality is‘basically about respecting and carhrg for all things."” His moral

education program is directed at enhancing students' concern for others.

Our aim is not to, develop a theory of moral behavior, nor to increase

children's capacm 1o argue morally, nor to improve their ability to

say 'good things'. It is the practise of doing good things, of actually

taking another's needs, feelings and interests into consideration as well
* as one's own, which concerns us first and foremost.”

According to McPhail, 'caring' behavior is learned in a social eﬁi'ironrnent in whieh the

individual is the object of caring' behavior. McPharl claims that the rnosr important

motivation for bemg considerate to otherzs is that it is rewardmg to the person who'is

considerate. I will argue, on the other hand, that ‘care’ is the motrvatron to affect the

well -being of others. ’Caring' is not moral caring if motivation is only self -interested.
McPharl 1s crmcal of those who are concerned only with "verbal forms and the analysrs

of proposmons in moral education.””? However he says that when a "response 1s

emotronal . and does not involve making a decision, it is strictly not moral"™ which implies

'

a curious alliance with someone hke Wilson.

..................

"Gee. Peter McPhail, J. R. Ungoed-Thomas and Hilary Chapman, Moral Education
in the Secondary School (London: Longman, 1972) and Peter-"McPhail,- Dawid
Middleton, David “Ingram, .Startline Moral Education in the Middle Years (London
Longman Group Ltd., 1978).

"McPhail et Startlme p. 6.

" PMcPhail et al _ Startline, p. 5.

McPahil et al., Moral Education in the Secondarv 'School, p. 4l.

= “McPhail et al., p. 64.
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"According to McPhail, hi‘s programs are an "investigation of ways in which 'ought -
comes from is';'75 because they have been developed from the opinions of children. This clgim
betrays McPhail's lack of philosophical sophistication about a codtrovers,ial philosophic
problcrrT-Ene can only speculate whether he would have f odnd these children's opinions
acce;;table if the opinions had been soﬁething wﬁich was "mucd less obviouély moral".”

McPhail's work is‘impqrtant insofar as his emphasis on 'care’ counteracts Kohlberg's
emphasis on justice. i—lowever, just as it is a major omission for Kohlberg to;‘ig:‘nore affective i

dimensions of morality, it iS a major omission of McPhail's work to ignore justice. Moreover,
Just A

by rejecting analysis as part of moral education, McPhail also rejects analysis as a means to be

more clear about the dimensions of 'care'. The association of 'care' with desires, attitudes and

[y

emotions does not preclude ‘care’ from being analyzed.

Mary Warnock - - K

Mary Warﬁ@ck rejects the views of R. M. Hare, Jdhn Wilson, and R. S. Peters who,
she thmks have reduced morality to dec1snon ~-making.” Morahty does not consist only of
decision - makmg says Warnock, for "even a good decision needs . . . in Aristotle's words, to

arise out of a 'steady and unalterable state of character'.'ﬁ'k78 In fact, suggests Warnock,

. decisions may be less necessary, the more fixed and steady one's disposition is.” In Chapters.
‘ . .

Three and Four I arg‘ue:thi's point by showing that those responding directly from the character -
g» ‘I
traits of benevolence and justice do not need to pause to justify the morality of-their responses

to themselves.

; ,
Teaching a methodology, says Warnock, does not also teach someone to want others'

interests to be looked af ter. The notién of ‘doi}ig' morality as described by Wilson

A. V. E. R.and to som gﬁtem by Beck and Values Clarlfncauon trwlahzes morahty What

McPhail et al., p. 49. _ )
*Marion Smith, "Kohiberg and McPhail - A Comparison,” Journal of Moral

Education 3 (1973): 354.

"Mary Warnock, Schools of Thought p. 130.
"Warnock, p. 132. _ ‘
"Warnock, p. 132. o )




" #4QO'Hear, p. 120. . - L b
© $50'Hear, p. 127. o S A /-
’ %Q'Hear, PP 127- 128 ’ oo
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is 1mportant is that students expenence someone, the teacher, who plamly s‘h'ow{s that he

cares about such virtues as honesty and sympathy . who whole heartedly def end{s} what he

believes to be right."*"

Anthony O'Hear ‘ K \
Accordmg to Anthony O'Hear, moral educatron begms W1th one 's upbrmgmg in which -

one comes to recognize oneself and others as centers of f eelmg and conscrOusness ¥ Moral

education in the schools is also 1mportant because, says o) Hear it is 1ntrmsrc both to the

conduct of teachers and teachmg, and. in-various ways, to. the content of the various sub]ects

being taught."*? Like Warnock O'Hear thmks that moral education 1s not the sort of enterprrse

which can be presented durmg classroorn sessmns a few periods a week. Moraehty is not over

and above other activities but "arlses from the very nct of teachmg a3 Therc are moral

qualrtres implicit in the teachlng of all subJects- -1mpart1ahty, objectivxty the wrllmgn_ess tol

listen to others and to submit o evidence and reason # There are also opportunmes f or S

teachers to explore the ethlcal 1mphcat10ns of advances in scrence and techA logy and the f acts .
of history.

Accordmg to O'Hear, moral education 1s the process bv which somgohie comes to adopt-

a set of. prmcrples whrch reflect a regard f or. the rights and f eelmgs of’ others s Understanding

that others have clalms on me is to understand the s tuatron from the other S pomt of vxew
rather than to understand the srtuatron as an opportumty 10 apply a prmcrple The basrs of .
moral educauon ‘then is a sensmvrt) to one s own humanity bemg shared wrth that of others

and a correspondmg svmpathy with them "6 Accordmg to ) Hear moral education must focus

.on the natural sense we have to svmpathrze with others. Wrthout sympathy he says one's

8*Warnock, pp. 140-141.
siAnthony O'Hear, Educdtion Society and Human Nature An Introductron to the
Philosophy of Education (London Routledge a_nd Kegan Paul, 1981), p. 119

. **O'Hear, p. 119.

$0'Hear, p. 121.



* moral principles would not be rationallv appealing. :

Rather than find it troublesome that children must gnter the:moral life by acquiring
moral habits, O'Hear contends that seeing the moral life ‘i@hi‘s way a110ws a view of morality
in which 'virtue' isﬂhabitual and ongoing. O'Hear vacknowledges a debt to I‘ris Murdoch who

.'wlrit;es that the 'moral life "‘éoes on continually, {and is} not.. sw:'itchedj off 'in between the
“occurrence of éxplicit moral choices.”*” What is 1mportant 'to the moral life, says O'Hear and .
.-Murdoch 1s whﬁt one: attends to between moral choices: Both O'Hear and Murdoch argue that

art and particularly. llterature are 1mportant to moral educatlon as a means to attend to those

thmgs of value and ‘to* take one's attentlon away f rom oneself

" Nel Noddmg

~In Carmg A Femmme Approach Lo Ethrcs and Moral Educatlon“ Nel Noddmg

‘.

'argues that an ethlc of care' is central to moral educauon To care for another, accordmg to

Noddmg, is to be engrossed in the oﬂter to recelve the other’ 'S concerns and to drsplace one's.
mot1vat10na1 energy toward the other. lee Murdoch and 0) Hear Noddmg writes of the

1mportance of dlrectmg attent1on away f rom oneself and toward the other B
Carlng;» involves stepping out of one's own personal frame of reference -
- into the other's. When we care, we consider the other’s point of view,
his objective needs, and what he éxpects of us. Our atténtion, our
--mental engrossment is on the cared-f oI, not on ourselves S

Noddmg ref ers to the" one- carmg and the cared for and she clarms that carmg does
" . not take place unless the "cared-for' acknowledges the attltude of carmg on the part of the

‘ Aone-.carmg .

X does not l"eel that 1 care. Therefore, sadly, I must admit that, while *
I feel that 1 care, X does not perceive that I care, and, hence, the

“'“lns Murdoch The Soverelgngy of Good (London Routledge and Kegan Paul,’
1970), p. 37.

*Nel Nodding, Ciring A Feminine Approach 1o Ethics and Moral Educatlon
. (Berkeley : Umversxty of Calrforma Press, 1984) ’

**Nodding, p 24. :
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relationship cannot be characterized as one of caring 90

* r

Thts is clearly a sttpulatton by Noddmg, since semeonc can care about‘ another even if thc other

\

h
does not respond to the care Noddmg does acknowledge this pomt in her statcment that,

ethrc of caring locates morahtv prtmartly in the pre act conscrousness of the one-caring."”! She
.'also devotes an entire chapter of her book to "Carmg for Ammals Plants Thmgs and ldeas
of whtch only ammals have the possrbrlrty of respondmg in the way Noddtng suggests |
Moreover Noddrng claims that the answer to the question why should | behave morally” is
'because 1 am or want to be a moral person' 91 whrch contrary to her claims, does not put the
emphasis on the "cared-f or" in the " carmg relatronshrp.
: Noddtng contends that there is a basrc relatedness between people whrch has rts ortgms
" in the mother/chtld relatronshrp but she says an ethtc of cartng as a feminine ethic. does-not

'1mply or clarm to speak for all ‘women nor to exclude men "9 "Nodding dtstmgutshes between K

' " the natural caring of mother/chtld relattonshtps dnd what she calls ethrcal caring'. Natural

N cartng comes tO us naturally and requrres no "ethtcal eff ort whereas ethtcal caring' does

re_quire an effort.and comes to one-as an obltgatron. The basis of this obligation is the desrre to.

7

be a moral person. - L : R
I-care about rnyself as one-caring and although 1 do not care \}
naturally fef the person who has asked something of-me - at least‘not,

at the moment 1 feel the genuirie moral sentiment, the "I ought , that |
sensrbthty)unch I have commttted myself b4 )

ere McPharl Nodding. thrnks that care 1s motrvated by a self - centered desrre I wrll argue that

care is Other centered and that care is the motrvatron for a moral response ne

Noddmg is. correct 10 drf ferentiate srtuatrons 1n which_one drrectly desrres the
well bemg ol another from situations in.which one does not have a drrect desrre f or the[other S

well berng Howevcr tt is arbttrary f or her to call onlv one of these ethical. ln Chapter Three

9°Nocldrng p. 68.
9INodding, p. 28.
. "Nodding, p. 50.
3Nodding, p. 97.

p. 82..

*4Nodding,

[4
L]



I. show how a direct 'desire for another's well-bein'g differs from the desire to do:a duty to
af fect the other s well -being. In domg s0, I,argue that both are part of. morallty The basrs of
: both is the general desire for others well bemg and not some pcrsonal ideal.

We naturally care' about close relattons and. ethncally care' ‘about those in more

\

formal relations, says Noddmg We are connected to those whom we do not know by "chams

~of carmg "2 Nodding clarms that We are unwrllmg to extend our care to those we do not know

.Indeed, the caring person . . . dreads: the proximate stranger for she
) cannot easlly reject the clarm he has on her. She wquld prefer that the

stray cat not appear at the back door - or the stray teenager at the,

front. But if either presents himself, he must be received not by

f ormula but as individual.’®

When 1 deal with extraordmary moral response in Chapter Three, 1 show that an’

extraordinary, moral response is performed by an mdmdual ‘whose moral care extends beyond
proxrmate others Contrary to Noddmg the 1nd1v1dual who performs an extraordmary moral
response, does not hope that others who are remote or that proxrmate strangers wrll not enter
- one's life because of the oghgatron one will then have to' care tor them. -
Accordmg to Noddrng thmkmgrs a necessary "ad Junct" to moral educatron She
'reJects the teachrng of. procedural prrncrples because she says by teachrng only procedural
" prrncrples we share only the ]ustrf‘rcatron of our acts and not what monvates and touches '
1s."9? "The prrmary aim of every educattonal mstrtutron and every educatronal ef fort says
‘'Nodding, "must be the maintenance and enhancement of carrng o Moral educatron must
mclude practrse m caring: because caring. 1ncludes skrlls Addltronally Noddmg recommends
' closer contact between teachers and students smaller classes longer periods of time spent with

a smgle teacher, openmg the currrculum 1o controversral issues, and €o- operatrve learnrng

; groups in whrch chrldren learn from each other. -

9*Nodding, p. 47.

*Nodding, p. 47. .

-’Nodding, p. 8. .
Nodding, p. 172.
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Noddmg S book is 1mportant because it isthe f irst systemauc attempt in the moral

~ education literature 10 tdentlf y what 'care’ 1s Others, have stressed the necessxty of changmg
‘ the emphasrs in moral educatton-fa:om proccdural prmcrples to ‘care’ but they havc not _
~attempted to explrcate care’. Mv account of care wrll differ constdcrably f rom, Noddmg S
a‘ccoum. I deal with care asa motivational concept and. I show that moral care mcludes both
the motivation ‘fo‘r b_erievolence and the motivation for justice. Nodding, on the ather hand,
states that "caring' reduces the necessity for justice."’”vl will' argue that it is incorrect to think
that moral s1tuattons are llmtted only to those for which benevolence is apprOprtate If, as

. o

"argue care mcludes both benevolence and Justrce Noddmg is correct to claim that moral
education is educatton m caring. However if care is s the same as benevolence, a moral

.

education program based on this w1ll be deficient.”
- Rooger Beehler'

: Rodger Beehler S book Moral Life is also about ' care although Beehler does not make
‘an attempt, as Noddmg does, to analyze the concept The book rather "seek{s} to establish that
'_ if human beings did not care about éne another there could not be what we speak of -as
_rnorality, for the reason that morality isa manif estation of .that caring.;"°° Since 1 .make .
ref erence to-Beehlerthroughout thls' work; 1 only rnal(_e some introductory comments about hirn
', ..here.- | — |

It is not clear from Beehler s work whether he mtends care to be 1dentlcal with
morallty or whether care is a necessary condttton for moraltty o MV own posmon is that
moral care is the _mottva_tmg reason fora moral respOnse “T will argue however that moral
character traits, which are a&so part of motrvattng reasons, are also part of the moral response

'Consequentlv care is 10-be consrdered as both the, motrvatton to be moral and the substance of
’ moralu\ I avoid the charge of vacuttw levelled at those who are mterested only in formal

?Nel Noddrng, "Caring", Jou_rnal., of Curriculum Theorizi_ng (1981): 147.

199Rodger Beehler, Moral. Life (Oxford: Basil “Blackwell, 1978), p. L
1Richard Norman, "Crmcal Notice Rodger Beehler Moral Life", Canadian Journal
of Phtlosoph 11 (1981): 159 o _ oyl o

<3



‘f catures of morality by arguing that morali'ty is substamiall'y.} the benevoient and just desires *vo,f :
" human bcmgs which are manifested in moral response Morality is not the formal dcscription’
of benevolence and Jusuce morality is pe_lgg benevolem and ]ust |
Bechler clalms that a moral ought is only meamngful to those who do already care.
Consequemly he says that it is superf, Juous,to speak of obhgatnon 10 those who already do
' care Moral Teasons are not necessary for the person who does care and they cannot sa,ys
Beehler be gwen to the person who does not already care. *The 1mp11cat10n of thlS 1s that one is,
either ermrely 1n51de the moral hfe or entxrely oumde of it. The alternatwe 1 will suggest is
that everyone is likely af f ected by the well bemg of at Jeast some other sentient beings and,
because of this, moral education has some bas1s from whxch to begm
Like Noddmg, Beehler wrxtes about carmg as if itis synonymous with oen'evoleoce »
_although his account also seems to subsume justxce Beehler descnbes the response of the
friend of someone who has def r’auded some elderly people.
‘Because the frlend cares for N, is he suppposed to be unable to
appreciate that what N has done it is wrong to do? 1 do not see why
this should be'so. -The friend loves and cares about N, Butl am

supposing that he also cares about what has been done (o these people.
He cares that they have been wronged and will suffer.’?

-,

If care is like benevolence, it cannot accommodate justice but if, as I argue, moral care

-

includes both benevolence and justice, then‘to desire that these people be treated fairly is also

to care about them ‘
Beehler's chapter on moral education and moral understandmg provides some dire’ction, '
but not detail about the ways in whxch moral education mlght proceed He wrxtes for example,
5.
that to teach a Chlld to cafe is "to strive to present to the child the world in such a way as to
-awaken .. .love."® What striving' con51sts of is not made clear. Beehler re]ects moral

‘education as instructiob since the effect of Ihe reasons provided in instruction is dependent on

".whether one already cares. Moral education, then,- 'must take the form of being turned toward

1Bechler, The Moral Life, p. 200.
13Reehler, p. 171. '
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certain possibilities, and appealed to 1o rccognize certain diff erences and 10 place certain values
on, things. "' Although Beehler does not explicitly use Murdoch's reference Lo_attcmion. he
daes think lhal what one attcnds to is essential 10 Lhc moral education process. In ans'wcr to

hls own quesuon "how is 1[ possible for a Chl]d to be brought by somevne clse 1o care about

'

others, "'** Beehler emphasizcs "lovmg thc chxld fll'Sl . love is only first called forth by

love." 1% Since one must wam to care for others, what is important is to assist the child in

"understand{ing} better what one wants:"!°” It is obvious then ‘th\at Beehler neither restricts -,

moral education to classroom sessions nor to the school.

o _ , J,;'\

Any person contributes to the moral awakening of the child who does Coy
all he can to create a loving human environment for the child, and to-
call the child ‘out of himself' to become involved with and to hold
precious persons, feelings; ways of living, achievements, relationships, -

. natural phenomena s0 as in time to treate claim$ upon the child

* which spring from the child's caring about these persons, creatures,
states of life, and natural obJects 1ot ,
g

Lawrence Blum

’ ' - In Friendship, Altruxsm and Morality,*® Lawrence Blum argues for the moral

sngmf:cance of frlendshxp and for whaL he calls the altruistic emotions. In domg so, he
¥y o
.indicates that ratlonallty chmce ‘obligation, con51stency 1mpersonahty and umversahzablhty

have limited applicability in morality.
Blum rejects what he calls "the schema of motive and act""1° Wthh attaches moral
'51gmf icance only to one's act. Accordmg to thns schema beneficent acts may be performed

. ftom self - mterested motlves Blum claims, however, that "essential to bemg the act of ) Oy
104Bechler, p. 167.

1*Beehler, p. 168.

"¢Bechler, p. 171. - _

"Beehler, p. 173 quoted by Bcehler from Rush. Rhees, Without Answers (London:

- Routledge and chanz Paul, 1969) . 156, : :
. '“Beehler, p. 174.

19 awrence Blum, Frnendshlpl Altrmsm and Morality (London Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1980). : . _ i
1oBlum, . p. 141. s o , ' ~ @




\ " | 29

beneficence which it is--is that it is motivated by an altruistic gmotion."!*! Moral significance is
, -

better assessed, says Blum, by /taking ir}‘to account the total résponsc which includes both one's
molive and dne's\act. | ﬁ"his ‘point is of considerable importance to m;r own account as [ attempt
to show that moral character traits are Lo be consiacred béth as moral motivation and as moraly
response.

Blum's purpose is to examine the significance of f 'ricndship and the altruisic emotions
to morality without redu;ing morality to friendship and morality. Blum acknowledges that his
work does not include other aspects of morality which have moral significance. Itisa.
shortcoming of his work, however, that he does not deal with justicef or,v as 1 show,

f riéndships do not preclude conflicts. If conflicts in f riendships are to be resolved, justice is
essential. | ‘

Blum nﬁékes littlev differentiation among benevolence, sympathy, concern, care, a:;i
altruistic emotions and, when discussing moral motivation, he does not attempt to distinguish
between or show the ;elétioriship bérvw;ecn d'ésire and emotion. I agree w‘ith Blum that moral
emotions are motivating but 1 do this by indicating the cénceptual 1§nk, for exainple‘ between
benevolence as a desire and an ensﬁing emotion. |

Although Bluin does not specifically refer to moral education, he devotes the last few -
sections of flis book to moral change. Blum has aféo been inf lﬁenced by Iris Murdoch's
emphasis on ‘attention. He sejects choice as being crucial to morality. 1t is impossible, says
Blum, to affect ‘moral change by choosiﬁgL Moral Jemotions are not summonable by the wiil,

g I%rqviding opporturiités tb ‘attend ' is not ;1 matter of ""placi'ng ourselves in certain circﬁmstances
which cause us to have . . . feelings” of compassidn or .sympzithy“"2 Attempting to‘inf‘lﬁcnce

mbral change by coming into coniact with Qt"he‘rs' suffering could as well produceA "feelings of -
disgust, revulsion, or even contempt rather than syni’pathy.("‘” If these_kindbf situations are to

have an effect, they "cannot do so in abstraction from other elements of the person's moral

"Blum, p. 142. , .
2Blum, p. 196. o o ¢
'“Blum, p. 196. ‘
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A

‘orientation."!* If, as Blum says, an individual's "being-toward -others™ is not devclopcd,'

neit, Q{;ﬂcqming into contact with circumstances in which others suff er"rtor practising beneficent
a‘ctiun‘s ‘will result in the cultivation of the agent's affections. 'Cha\néc is not possible by
selecting proper objects for our cmotjons either. Not only is this a limit_efl understanding of
- how emotions aure acquired, says Blum, it allows 'us only "tc?rid eurse]ves of inappropriate
emotions, but not to acquire appropriate or desirable ones.”!'* One can acknowledge that
something is an appropriate object of a moral emotion but one's general "being -
-toward-others ":vprovides the necessary context for the'emotion‘to be feit. Blum srtoWs that -
~circumstance. practise, summonablity, and assessment of the object of one's emotion can have
“an effect on the acquisition of moral emotion and thus can tell us "something of the ways that
" we are capabable of moral change . . . what all Tail to bring aboutis-that our |
being-toward-others is fundamental to mora] change.” Since Blum's work is primarily
concerned with moral emotions he does not explain what this "being-toward-other" entails nor.
does he examine its relationship to the moral emotions. | 'attempt to'show tfris link by

. N (\]
reference to character traits. . \

Summary

The alternative view ot’ moral education regarde moral education as a process which
occurs throughout one'e life. Except for McPhail, those I have exa.mined as representative of
this alternative view advise against separale classroom sessions for moral education. Nodding,
.Blum‘, Becehler and Warnock all emphasize the importance of shifting attention away from
oneself and toward others as part of the moral education process. For the most part, these
wrrters address the neglect of 'care’ by the orthodox posmon by takmg account of emottons
desires, tiispositions, or attitudes. However, the alternative view,equat‘es care’, prtmartly, with

.

benevolence and neglects justice.

14Blum, p. 197. Q
15Blum, p. 202.



Summary and Organization of the Remainder of the Study

1 have summarized the predominant approaches 1o moral education, most of which
have cmphasized the importange of rationality through clarification, reflection, or the
understanding of moral reasons and language. 1 have also cxamined an alternative contribution
to the literature which atiempts to account for 'care’ in moral education. This study is an
attempt to address the shortcomings of the othodox view of moral education while also taking
into account, expanding, and in some instances taking exception to the alternative view of
moral education. Before returning in Chapter Six to explore how moral education might
account for ‘care’, in Chapters Two to Five | ana'lyze 'moral care'.

I analyze ‘moral care' by looking closcly at ordinary language and by mz;king extensive
use of paradigm examples from expericnce. An exclusive appeal to ordinary language,
however, is not sufficient since care, concern, sympathy, empathy, and bencvolence are often
used vaguely and intérchangeably, Part of my purpose is to suggest ways in which these
concepts might be better understood. What is important for the analysis of 'care’ is whether 1
am able to make the case that there are these distinct concepts, particularly thh respect to
establishing that care applies to situations with conflict (situations of justice) as well as
situations \ivithout conflict (situations of benevolence). Unfortunately, it often happens that
when a distinction is noted a dichotomy is claimed. ?,Bviora] philoso;hy and moral education
both are replete with these dichotomies. For example, morality has been thought to be either
benevoleﬁce or justice, either care or duty, either subjective or objective, either motivation or
response, either emotipnél or rational, and even either female or male. Both traditional moral
education and alternative approacﬁes to moral education contain dichotomies and consecfuently

in many cases, they are inadequate. My work is an attempt to show how they are inagdequate

.

and how thev might be remedied.
In Chapter Two I argue that to care that something is the case is 10 have a motivating
reason to act to affect its occurrence. Motivating reasons, as contrasted with justifying reasons

which provide the context within‘which actions make sense, consist of the individu' desires
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and relevant beliefs. I goon to show that the desire portion of a- motrvatmg reason “if intrinsic
and a fairly permanent feature of an indjvidual, is a character trait Moral character trajts, as
' conpasted with i;gmoral or nonmoral character traits, arg,those which have as t?sgr objects the
well-being of others. Chapter Two is concluded wrth the: mtroductron of the notion of
empathetic"dist_ress from which the rnoral character traits of' benevalence and justice may be
.acquired.‘ |
/ t
" In Chapter Three I show that benevolence and justice are the character trait
components of ‘moral care and distinguish ber'tev'olence as moral care from justice as moral
care. I indicate the difference between bene\tolence and justice as .ch'aracter traits and
ben'evolence and justice as p_rinciples and defend a postion which contends that principles_
augment character tratts - . |
Irr Cha-pter Four I argue for differences in the types of moral response based on the
object of the moral agent's desire. 1 show that these differences are affected byﬁt,he‘ type of
.situation in \uliich one finds oneself and one's ability toappraise the situation as one affecting
the lives of sentient beings. In doing this, I differentiate gour, kinds of moral response: the“ >
benevolent respornse, the beneficent response, the direct just response, and the dutiful just
response. The benevolent and benef’ icent responses occur in situatjons in which there is no
conflict and another ] welfare is ‘af fected Both types of just Tefponses occur m srtuations in
whrch there i is a conflict and others fair treatment is at stake he beneficent 1esponse and the
- dutiful 'Just_ Tesponse entail justifying to oneself the approprrat ess of the response because B
one does not have a direct desire f or another's well-being. Both just responses include the
- provision on adjudicating reasons for t‘reat.ing» others fairly in the pa'rticular situation. I ‘\"\\
| conclude this chapter hy making some comrnents on perceived sex/éender differences in moral
respgrise'. : | |
’, In @hapter F.iv’e I sa)l s_omet’hing more about desire, belief, and appraisal with respect
- to how each might affect the moral response. 1 lool< at *factorswhich affect desire, belief and

. appraisal and consequently the moral response. I exantine the relative importance of reasoning
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skills to the moral response and I describe practical and social skills which have an effect on the

. cogpletion of a moral response. Firially I say something about the effect of circumstance on

the moral response. S S N

Just as understanding reasons or procedures does not make one‘ﬁlorallyy educated, the

" understanding gained by analyzing 'care " does not make us 'caring'.’ In Chapter Six, I must

then turn from analyzing 'care’ to exploring how 'care' can be acquired.

N i
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Chapter 11
CARE AS A MOT_IV‘ATING REASQN -

Generally, to-say that one cares that something is the case is to say that it matters or
makes a-difference.to the mdmdual that it is the case; the mdlvrdual is motivated to affect its
occurrence if p%rble [ am concerned w1th what it means to say that a human agent cares
that X is the case when care. that X is the ase is linked in some way with the occurrence of X
and this can be descnbed as the agent s ackn 1 examtne whether the nature of this linkage is
causal or logrcal and I offer an explanatton which refers to each. I argue that f undamentally

‘ caring 'that' somethirig is the case 1s to have'a mottvatmg reason to act in order to af fect tts
occurrence. 1 show that a mottvatmg reason consists of the individual's, desues and relevant
behef s and that the desrre portton of. a mottvatmg Teason is a character tra&t if it is mtrmsxc and

'

a f a1r1y permanént feature of the md1v1dua1 The chapter is concluded wrth an aceount of

K

empathettc distress from Wthh 1 w111 show the moral character traits of benevolence and

’ juStice may be acquired.

Justtft'rngoand Motivating Reasons
o ) ,’ 1 want to reject the notror‘rl that reasons are a sufficient motrvatron ‘for actton if these
reasons do not mglude a desire of the agent Thomas Nagel S argument in The ossrbxhty of
. Alsdism is 1llustrattve of the position that, if the truth of an ethrcal ciarm is recogmzed the
‘individual must accept the correspondmg mottvatton I Reasons-are reasons according to Nagel,
by virtue of structural aspects of practtcal reasoning which depend on one 's understandmg of
oneself as temporally extended and as one person among others, all of whom are equally real.

To f arl to be motrvated to act by reasons based on this understandmg, shows that one does not,

in fact, have this understandmg Accordtng to Nagel, reasons motivate action because people
Cog ’

Naln prmc&s whrch then govern their condu’Et A consrderatron operates as a
| p . | P

1Thomas Nagel, The Possibility of Altrursm (Oxford Clarendon Press, 1970) p.~ 8.
Nagel has reassessed this position in his n his article, "Subjective and Objective,” in
Mortal Questions (Cambrtdge Cambrrdge Umversrty Press, 1979), pp. 196-213.

. 3 -
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m\otivating reason only if it has, or is thought to have, .the status of a raason in the system of
normative princjples by which individuals”goverrr'their conduct. Such nofmaiive principles,

' ‘theref ore, specify significant features; of the motivational structure.? Nagel's claim is that
reasons moiivaté action because people commit themselves 10 a structure. The reasons are

fundamental; neither these reasons nor motivation for action can be explained by desire. Nagel

agrees that desires are present in any intentional pursuit ‘of a goal but he thinks that desires are

a logical consequence of-a reason motivating.’ Desires, he argues, are something one necessarily

experiences when one acts as a result of being motivated by reasons. Consequently, desires are

)

often mogvatcd exactly as the action is -- by reason.*

\

According to Nagel, the individual must subsume oneself in the structure. “To subsume

oneself in the structure, however, is to desire that the strutture govern behavior. Although one
. o ¢
must. understand the nature of the structure within which one attempts to act, one must also

have a desire if the particular structure is to, in fact, structure one's actions. Elizabeth

Anscombe puts the point this way.

. whatever is described in the proposition that'is the starting-point
of the drgument must be wanted in order for the reasoning to lead to
any action . . . . 'Dry food' .. . 'suits anyone etc., so | 11 have some
of this'is a plece of reasoning Wthh will go on only in someone who
wants to eat suitable food.*

To indicate that desite motivates n is not to.make the claim, as Nagel seems to
g ) " .

think, that desires moti‘v&{e‘«hreasons‘. Thesc reasons explain the structure within which
partlcular desires- mlghl arise. Nor do desires logxcally follow from these reasons. Hbi;/e;)er'
when a desire does occur, it derives its meaning from these reasons. For example 4 player can
understand that a game is constltuted by its rules and that the rules prov1de the context within
which it is possible to play the game without being motivated to play the game by its rules. An

understanding of the reasons for playing a game by its rules does not motivate the player-unless
*Nagel, p. 15 = -
’Nagel, p. 30. ‘ '
‘Nagel, -p. 30.

SElizabeth Anscombe Intention (Ithaca New York: Comell Umvemty Press,
reprinted 1966), p. 66. .



he or she desires that tﬁese ]ustif ymg reasons should govern behavior

- -

“Theré is a ‘diTference between havmg a reason and acknow}edgmg that one has a reason
A consrderatron C . can 'give on‘e a reason to do X qurte mdependently of .my des_rres S
respectmg X. However, whether or not wrll eknowledg that C gives me a reason for domg
X is not mdependent of my desrres "¢ Having a reason for wantmg to 'do X whrch operates asa
.motrve for the individual doing'X is dif ferent from a reason in avor “of domg X ! "There is no '
contradiction in saying that what gave one every ground -and.was known to dp S0, f ailed to .
motrvate one in any way " These justifying reasons are necessary in order f or the actron to be
meaningful but Justrf vmg reasons are not suf f icient to motrvate an mdrvrdual to act. For . :
example if Dr. Alexander submits her grades o the registrar's offi rce this action is to be
understood within the context of a unrversrty and in relation to the enterprrse of evaluation.
The reasons which. Justtf y submitting grades ata unrversrty gtve meamng or context to Dr.
Alexander's actions. This meaning is absent"if she :t’tﬂppts to submtt.grades during a walk inv
the park, for example. The provision ”of ' reasdn‘slwhich justifyan action in relation to the'
purpose of a university and the enterprise of evaluation do not, however, also motivate the
“action. If Dr. Alexan-der does not desire to submit her grades, justifying r_easons are not
sufficient,to motivate her 10 act. Consequently, it is necessary to distinguish betwe‘en Teasons

i

which justify and reasons which motivate. Justifying reasons aré necessary but not sufficient

[}

for an action; they describe the context within which the action takes place. Motivating T€asons
consist of the rndrvrdual s beliefs ab&ut the justif ying Teasons-as well as other relevant behef s
and the individual's desire Wlth respect to these beliefs. Notwrthstandmg countervarhng desrres

and akrasia, motivating reasons are sufficient to motivate. actron Dr. Alexander submits her

marks because she has beliefs about recording student evaluations at a umversrty and because -
she desires that the evaluation of her students be recorded This desrre togcther with her . -

beliefs about‘ recording evaluations at a university, constitute her motrvatmg reason for action.
‘James Montmarquet, "Nagel on Motivation,"  Australian Journal of Philosdphl 60
(1982): 26. o ’ . : o
"W. D. Falk, "Action-Guiding Reasons," Journal of Philosophy 60 (1963):

*Falk, p. 709. ' ' © :
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" Moreover, if she desires to submit her marks based on certain beliefs, she can be described as -

caring that her marks are submitted.

Desire and Belief

a

A mo&mmg reason for a response consists of both one's desire and one's relevant
belief s. If 1 belreve that puttrng my bank card in the bank machme wrll allow a. transaction

then I have a reason for putti‘ng the bank card in the machine but only if 1 also want to do a:

-, transaction. The belief that puttrng the card in the machme will allow a transaction is mert

wrthout the desire to do the transactron Conversely, if I do not have a belref that puttmg the
3

-

- card in the machine wrll allow ﬁhe transaétion -the desire to do the transactron 1s-'also inert

\__ Desire alone does not motivate action Even a basic desrre such -as the desrre f or water requires

3

.-Q>

belief s about how the desire. might be satisf ied by a partrcular action

’

L Don Locke argues that if an individual believes that a belief provrdes a reason for
,i\ .

action, then the 1nd1vrdual can be sard to act for that reason.’ Locke claims that 1f some beliei's

do not motivate, it is not because the mdrvrdual is wrthout a relevant desrre lt 1s because these

belief s are not accompanied by other beliefs that, given the first belrefs ‘the' action is the

‘ rational thing to do. 1o Locke agrees that belieVmg f or example that roses are red and that

.
,

sugar is sweet" 1s not sufficient to motivate one to do anythmg 11t is necessarry he says to
have a second belief that the first belief makes action appropriate Because we.do many things

outof habrt or, f rom custom Locke drsmrsses desire as berng essential f or action srnce he says o

a

there is 1o particular desire involved.'? It is-not evident, however, that this is correct. If 1

" habitually pick up.my mail each day after work, I do so with the belief that the letter carrier

_*Don Locke, "Beliefs, Desrres and Reasons for Actron - American Phil'osophical
Quarterly 19 -(1982): 241- 249. - v
"Locke, p. 247. There is: am important truth in what’ Locke savs here; it is not
adequate to merely- have a beliel but one must also acknowledge or spell out to
oneself: the, srgnrfrcance of the -belief 1o ‘one's. actions.. To. do- otherwise, as Herbert
- Fingarette suggests in Self- Deceptro (London Routledge and’ Kegan Paul, 1969) is’
to risk self -deception.

Ulocke, p. 242. T

127 ocke, p. 243. o L
' 5 )‘ ."._ .. .' . . ‘ ! "
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- puts my matl in the ma{l box and with the desire to have my matl Netther one's desrre nor
_.one s behef need be present bef ore the mmd in order for an actton to take piace Indeed il
».they dld then Locke s beliefs about behefs could not explam habitual action.
' Locke's,claim with respe'ct to thc bank card example would bc:
1. 1 believe that by putting my bank‘ card in the machine 1 will r‘eceive money.

2. I believe that given'my .beh'e'f ‘about rny bank card 1and,the machine, it is ‘appropriate
. to put my bank card in, the machme |
-Two behef statements of this kind, however are not sufficient for action. 1 may have both

beliefs but still not be mottvated to act because I have, at [hlS moment, a wallet full of money

- and do not desrre any more. Itis only if the second belief is, in f act a desire that action can be

mottvated This is not 10 say that desxre and behef necessrtate actton it is clear that people do
“have certain behef S and relevant desrres but do not act because of countervalhng beliefs or
ibecause of akrasia."’ |

Locke does m f act account f or 'wanting' but he does so by making a behef into a
want. He says, "It isn't that you need a want 10 turn‘a behef mto a reason; rather a belief's

' 'berng a reason is precrsely what a want s, " Wlth that sttpulatlon he is able to assert that "all

. Weneed ... explam people s actton are thelr behef s: people act as they do because they.

beheve what they do."!? Locke S the51s that action is motlvated by having a belief that the first
behef makes an actlon approprlate can, gtven the reductron of wants to beliefs, be restated as

mdrcatrng that someone beheves that an action is' approprtate if one believes that the action w1ll

3The difference between mottvatmg reason and mtentlon can be made clear\ with
respect to countervailing desires and- akrasia._ Intentron can be understood as the
descnptlon of one's action Tepresented by the agent to himsell or herself. Intentions
descrlbe desires: and beliefs ‘of the agent;-if I say that I intend to 'open the door,
_.my inténtion-describes what 1 desire to do as well as my  beliefs about the

" ‘appropriateness of . the circumstances for my desires. The description of one's
intention will include a description of one's desires arid relevant beliefs but having
desires and beliefs does: not 1mp]y that one has an intention. 1 may desire to help
someone whom " 1‘believe to require help but have no intention to help her because
I desire my own welfare more which 1 believe will be diminished if 1 help.

“Don Locke, "Reasons, Wants and Causes " Amerrcan Phrlosphtcal Quarter]y 11
(1974): 173. ) L
- 3Locke, p.'173.




m some Way achieve what one vvar'rts. 7

Although not suffi 1c1ent to motlvate a- response Locke s belref S about bellef S are a
necessary part of motrvatron Behef s about behef s are apprarsals To a;)orarse is to 'see’ one 's
beliefs according to a- partrcular descrlptron. In order to put my bank cardlm t}ze machlne,
* must appraise this«as a situation in which it is appropriate to put my banlt card in the bank’ '
machine. As indicated, these appraisals or beliefs about beliefs are not suf f il:ient\f or actidn,
One must also desire to do the action. . . |

It is not always necessary to mention both flesire and belief when explainlng someoné'_s
action. It is only necessary'lf the lis‘tener"‘is not clear how either the belief or desire.alone
explain the action. Sometimes the'ex‘planatiOn of my action will not refer to either my desire or -
my beliefl but can be inferred from the reason I glve If 1 am asked why I am runmng the tap
water and I give as my reason- - "to wash the ‘dishes" - -the listener can reconstruct that L. desrre
to wash the dishes_ and that 1 believe t‘-hat running the tap water'will contribute‘to that-a'ction'.
o -~ Reasons’ ‘which Justrf ya structure or a practise are insufficient for action, although,
’thev are necessary if an actron is to have a context Motrvatmg reasons, understood as the
_combination of desrres and relevant beliefs (which include appralsals and, beliefs about
Jjustifying reasons‘) are both nece,ss'ary and suf ficient for action, in the absence of
countervailing motlvations or akrasia: If, based on relévant belief 's,-one has a desire.to o
respond, the-individual cares that he or she responds; | |

A motrvatmg reason is nerther necessary nor suf fi 1c1ent to explam all bodrly movements
‘ however Both actions and bodily movements can be explamed by mechamcal and phySrologlcal
deSCI'lptIOI'lS. : Motrvatmg reasons apply only»to actions. Being an agent is to have at least some
"of one"s bodily movementslcapable of explanation by motiva’tingreasons. | . B Q

.

Loglcal Causal Distinction

N [

To care that X is the case 1s to be motrvated to af fect the occurrence of X. I have

“indicated that 'care’ is th‘e motrvatmg Teasen f or action and that a-motivating reason consists of

S



both desire and belief. The connection between desires/belie’f ] and action is Lhouéht to be .

loglcal by some and causal by others I argue that a 10g1ca1 connection need not preclude
causality. In doing so 1 opt for what has becn callcd an esscnual cxplanatlon of-action.

The debate rcgardmg the relation of mouvaung rcasons (0 action focuscs prnmarlly on

\

- the following issue: if there is a logical.relation between motive and action can there also be a

~ causal relation? It is generally thought that if two events ate Telated as cause and ef fect this

relationship can be determined through empiri‘qal 'r.xlqeasurf‘:s and~not by a priori demonstration.
Action, however, seems to;satisf y both logical and causal requirements, thercby falsifying this
thesis For example, »‘vheﬁ ore raises one's arrﬁ b'ecause one is motivatea to raise one's arm,
the cause (the motwatxon) seéms Lo be derlved a priori.f r0m the outcome. However there also
seem.to be two dlsunct events, w1th the outcome of raising one's arm having been caused by
orie's motivation to raise o\né's arm,

A. 1. Melden is representative of the position that reasons are not causes of actions.
Melden claims that, since a gauée must be "logically distinct f rdrﬁ the alleged effect, "¢ and,
since a,reaison is not logically; distin'(:t from action, reasons are not, then, causes of action. A
reason, he says, merelv redescribes an action, thereby-' making it‘imélligible. Because a reason
and an actionl are one event. with different descriptions, there is no causal relationship. Causal

A .
relationships require two events.

~

Since a motive, in explaining, an action, makes it clear what the action
in question is, any description or account of the motive must of
necessity involve a reference to ar action being performed, and
specifically to the kind of action that is thereby specified by the
explanauon given.!’

Similiarly Melden asserts that there can be no causal relationship between desire and action.

As Humean cause or internal impression. it must be discernible

without reference 1o anything els¢ - object desired, the action of

getting or the action of trying to get the thing desired: but as desire

-this is impossible. Any description of the desire involves a logically .

necessary cormectlon with the thmg des1red No xmernal 1mpressmn
wAL .. Melden Free AcllOn (London Routlege ”and Kegan Paul 1961) p. 52..
”Melden p. 90 . : . : !

ks



could possibly have this Jogical impression. Henée. a desire cannot
possibly be an internal impression.'*

According to Melden, we only make reference to'r\easons and desires to more fully
c ) : . .

understand actioris. Melden is. correct insofar s a point of describing motivation is jto more
fully understand action but this need not be the point of these descriptions.}: Often we ask,for

. : ' . ’ .
a description of reasons and desires not because we are unclear about the action but because we

are unclear why the action occurred asit did.

For example, suppose Mary sees John cellide with someone else. She
asks, "Why did John do that?" And the reply is, "he intended to
knock the man out of the way of a flower pot that has just fallen
from the sill above." This reply seems to identify the action as one
which is caused in one way, and not, for example, in some other--it
was not due o some reflex .. .?°

A logical link between motivation and action does not preclude a causal link. Cltis for
example, a conceptual, and not merely contingent, fact that taking poison leads, other things

equal, to sickness and even death, or that scars are the result of wounds but this does not

’

conflict with. the obvious fact that poisons cause sickness or that séars are caused by
wounds."? It-is a misﬁnderstanding of Hume's notion of causal relationship to vcontcnd that he
_ thought there to be ﬁo causal link between A‘ev.ents if there is a logical link. ". .. {H}is whole.
point is that logical or conceptual links hold only between ideas, not betweeﬁ existences or
occurrences,"?? |

It is feared that if céusality is part 'of the understanding of action,‘action is reduced t6
tﬁose explanatidns used by the natﬁral sciences. Thus Richard Taylor adviées thaf “the word
"cause’ iﬁ such contéxis has noi the Qrdinary meaning of a certain relationship between wants,

" but has rather the older meaning of the eff icacy or power of an agent to produce certain

results."?® All causes do not function as causes in natural science, however,

BMelden, p. 114, .

*Arnold S. Kaufman, "Practical Decision,” Mind 75 (1966): 40.

YKaufman, p. 40.

L ocke, "Reasons, Wants, and Causes," p. 175.

Locke, p. 175. N :
DRichard Taylor, Action and Purpose (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1966), pp.
109-12. - ’ - . 0 .

. {R}easons do
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differ from other causes, like physical forces or the fear of death which causes a man to
'lrcmfnle but these other causes also differ considcrably‘ aniong thcmsclvrcAs."“

Includmg causality in the undcrstandmg of agency does not deny human frecdom
Monvatmg reasons as causes do not {uncuon the same as thosc causes which necessitate. 1f
someone is hit by an avalanche, the individual will necessarily be swept along with it. An
agent's mouvatmg reason, however, 15 not enough to ensure’ that an outcome will occur.
Countervailing factors can imervenc. This is not to say, however, that motivating reasons
cannot be causes just as it is net the case that we refrain from aftribu'ting causality to nqtural
events because there are times wheﬁ some other condition hao intervened 'io countervail the
anticipated outcome. |

Because it is possible to provide a cause for an action does not mean that there is a
completé causal é)gplanation for an action. -"We can say that what a person wants and what a
person believes are among the determining factors of those movements we call actions, "** but
we cannot, at least at this point, give a complete causal explanation which comain;s law-like
generalizations of _Howfmotivating reasons produce action. Just how motiv{itinghreasons move

‘people to action is no more a philosophical question than tho question of ’how flames ignite
gases OT whx apples fall down rather than ﬁp.“ We rhay.not have a complete cau'sgl explanation
‘of how motivating reasons produce acitiion bot this does not allow‘ us to make the further claim
‘that we cannot identify an}éc@tlent conditions which are the cause of a particular action.

Although we can refer to causes to explain human action, there are other forms of
explanation. Irving Thalberg"indicates that, whereas a oausal explanation redescribes an
occurrence as having resulied from certain antecedent happenings, an 'essential explanation” of
an occurrence redescribes it in terms of properties tha; make it a certain, kindl o;ﬁévem.”
Although both causal and essential oxplanations ére explanations of the same occurrence, each

7

] ocke, "Reasons, Wants, and Causes, " p. 169. O
BsKurt Bajer, "Action and Agent," The Monist 49 (1965): . *f‘
%Don Locke, "Reasons, Wants, and Causes," p. 176. et

[rving Thalberg,  Enigmas of Agency (London George Allen and Unwin, Ltd
1972), pp. 75-76.

.



accounts for different features and in a different way. Essential explanation takes account of |
causes but it is not a causal explanation because of the absence of law-like gencfalizgtions with
respect to thb connection between motivating reasons and action.  Thalberg gives the example’
of a lifeguard saving a drowning person and indicates that an essential explanation of the action
would include such things as what it is 10 be a-lifeguard, what it is fo be drowning, and What_it
is about the action which makes it an instance of rescuing.?* This. is consistent with what I have
said about justifying reagans providing the coﬁtext from which desires can be understood. If

someone's actions are to be fully explained, an account must be given of both the context and

{
f

causes (justifying reasons and motivating'rea\sons). This account is-an e;senti'al explanation.

What must be conceded ~Vto Melden and other entailment theorists is that action, unlike
mere bodily movement, entails reference to the individual's desires and beliefs. Furthermore,

" as I will discuss more f ully later, desires are logically linked to objects. " "1t i§ no more possible
for a person to bé angry about nothing fhan for a person to have a desire that is not a desire
for sorhething."”’ The entailment theorists are also correct to indicate that non-causal forms of
explanation are important fﬂor the ﬁnderstanding' of action. What is not conceded is that a
description of a motivating reason is just the description of an action, since examples show that
individuals do have motivating reasons and do nbt act. This dngnstrates that they are not,
then, the same event. Moreover, the fact that action entajls desires and b;eliefs does not
'preclﬁde these desires and beliefs from being causes of action. ‘ )

In summary, then, contrary to Meiden, one can attribute tauses to actions despite there
being a logical connection between agency and action and motivating reasons and their objects.
Motivating reasons are causes of action&without also being complete causal explanations. As
causes they do not necessitate action pecause there is the possibility of countervailing reasons-
and of akrasia. This is to say that, whereas desire and belief are necessary conditions of a
motivating réasoh and as such motivate action, motivating reasorvls\are not suff ici‘em' for action
if there are other factors which inhibit the individual from acting.

“#Thalberg, pp. 78-79.
»Melden, Free Action, p..205.



Character Traits
In this section | show that some dcsires.'nameiy charactcr traits, are intrinsic and fairly
permanent and that these desires, when accompanied by relevant belief, are motivating reasons
for certain kinds of actions. 1 differcntiate moral and non-moral character traits and 1
differcmiate moral from n'onjmom care. An initial attempt is made to establish that the
«character traits of benevqléncc and justice are developed from a feeling of empathetic distress.
Human.beings vhave certain instinctual desires, the most obvious 6f which are hunger,
thirst, and sexqal desire. Individuals niziy ilave conditioned desires such as those which result
‘from addictions of various kinds or f rom environmental conditioners, Desires can be
contrasted to states, impulses, and compulsions each of which may affect whgt one desires and
‘what one believes. ’ T_her.e can be impulsive or compulsive desires as well as desires whlich occur
as a regult of particular emotional states.

@

Having a desire does not entail that it is present at all times.

One may say, "Of course I want success, but not now; now | want to
go to sleep.” the last I am desirous; 1 am dwelling on the end as a
possible achievéynent, and in dwelling on it I am under its spell. Of
the first, the wakted success, I am not desirous here and now; that all
the same I desire'it is to say that 1 am disposed to be desirous of it,
will desire it when I dwell on it, and, perhaps, not infrequently, dwell
on it desirously.’°
» :

To say that someone desifes someihing is to say that, given the appropriate conditions, the
individual would be disappoimezi if he or she didn't obtain what was desired; the individual
‘would feel joy if he or she did obtain what was des‘iréd; or that the individual would actin a
- way which was believed to bring about what he or she desired.*!

Certain desires are intrinsic- -the explanation of the desire is not derived from some
other wam."2 Djsires of ﬁhis kind are character traits if ‘they are also 'f airly permanent features
of the individual.>* Having an intrinsic desire is not to have the desire for the sake of h‘a.ving the

“Falk, "Action Guiding Reasons,” p. 716. o

S1Richard Brandt, "Traits of Character: A Conceptual Analysis,” American
Philosophical Quarterly 7 (1970): 29. ' ‘ ’
#Brandt, p. 30. X

3Brandt, p. 35. +
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desire, An intrinsic desire to be generous, for cxumplcﬁs not the desire to be generous for the
sake of being geﬁcrous. The desire is intrinsic because the individual has a desire to give
without an accompanying desire to be well-liked. -

Not all ascriptions of intrinsic desires attribute character traits to people. Desires
which are differentiated by a "satiation phenomenom"”** are not charactér traits‘f Desire for
water, {'or example, is satiated after consuming a certain amount of water but a desire that
others not suff er' is not satiated after coming to the aid of a few suffering people. Character
traits are not satiable, whereas an intrinsic desire for chocolate cake, for exarhplc, is.

We often describe people without attributing desires to them. When we indicqtc that
someone is cheerful or excitable, forexample, we‘areﬁ not saying that the individual has a desire.

These "stylistic traits"** merely affirm that a corresponding form of behavior has occurred
.- relatively frequently in the past. A conceited person, for example, is someone who
overemphasizes his or her owp_abilinies. Conceit is not a desirg, although one does say that
Jones actéd out of conceit or as a result of conceit.** What ié apphrcnt about these examples is

ch és being cheerful, excitable, and concei

that trai

I have argued that character traits are intrinsic, fairly permanent features of an *

individual which are directed at some end. This position needs to be defended against the vi*
that character traits are not, in fact, a particular kind of desire. William Alstoni;7 chaims, for
example, that character traits are distinct from desires because characler‘ traits are manif esfed in
behavior in some f requency and desires are not. According to Alston, to ascribe a character

trait to someone is to indicate that the individual is disposed to behave in a way correlated to

3Brandt, p. 29.

*Brandt, p. 27.

%N. S. Sutherland, "Motives as Explanations,” Mind 68 (1959): 150.

William Alston, "Toward a Logical Geography of Personality Traits and Deeper
Lying Personality Characteristics,” Mind, Science and History, eds. H. E. Keifer and
M. K. Munitz (Albany: State University of New York Press,- 1970), pp. 59-92.
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the trait and that one behaves in this way relafively freduently. _ ' <

"
L}

. unless P has obeyed some orders, it cannot be correct to call him
_ obedrent unless P has actually shown appreciation, he could not be
“ . termed appreciative, unless he has conformed to social conventrons he
is not conventional.’ :

Desxres onﬂthenother hand says Alston are not always manif ested in behavror One can desnre
to be hked for example “but never do anythmg to get the other to like you. 1t 1s however ﬁ)‘
because character tratts are desires that they do in fact have the features Alston ascribes to
desnres As desires, they may not always be manif ested in behavror We do not refrain from
callmg an mdrvrdual courageous who is faced with only one opportumty to save others nor do

we necessarily thhhold a3crib1ng the character trait after only one instance of

courageousness 40 Furthermore as T discuss more f ully in Chapter Four studvmg someone's
behavror is not adequate for the assessment of that md‘vxdual s moral response. For example,

if an mdrvrdual is unable to asstst someone ina burmng building, this does not necessarily
indicate that the person is not compassronate.

Alston must explain why traits are manifested as they are. He attemps {0 do this hy
indicating'that the manif estation of behavior to which a character trait is ascribed is explained,
by a number of dif’ ferent motrves A given trait is not thought to be identified w1th any
particular desire; one may manrfest a gtven trart accordrng to Alston, for very dif ferent
lmotrves He contends that “although we may indicate that certain actions of an individual are

- polite actions, and therefore that the mdmdual isa polite person "we are inclined to say th'a;t
the fact that he-is a pohte person doesn tr ial_lz explam why he acts pohtely in a particul#t
case." The 1nd1v1dual could want to 1ngrat1ate hlmself for example. But, we do not.say that

- someone is kmd 1f we know that the pers\on s frequent actions of assxstance and words of
assurance are done in order to 1mprove the status or well- bemg %1” that individual. The actions
alone do not establish kmdness. One must act without a self -mterested motive. The actions

..................

#Alston, p. 62.

¥Alston, p. 62. ;

" #0Brandt, "Traits of Character: A Conceptual Ar@l-ysis," p. 26.
“1Alston, "Toward a Logical Geography Wers’on‘ality Traits", p. 87.
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must' be done from an intrinsic desxre to assist. Polite behavior Lcannot be explained by a

‘number of motives. However, 1f the 1nd1v1dua1 is polrte pohte beha\;lor can be mamfested ina.
>

myriad of ways. -, |

Character traits apply to persons. As a fairly permanent featnrg of a person, a
character trait is what the person is. Someone cannot decide 'to have a character trait. As
Beehler says, "if you den't have regard for, say, honesty now, how are you to decide to have
one? My trouble is not: I cannot see what sort of thing would be a reasen f o1 decrdmg My
trouble is: is thls the sort of thing you can dec1de" "42 Character, like the moral hfe "goes on
contmually and is not "switched off " between ' expltcn moral choices."** One can, of course,
1y to become benevolent and just between moral chorces and this can be of assistance at the

«

"moment of chorce ‘but deciding to be benevolent and just is impossible.

Moral and Non-Moral Care -

I"have argned that a motivating reason for action consists of desire‘and. rele\{ant belief
and | have indicated that to have a mot’ivating ‘reason that something is the case is to 'car‘e that"
| this somethmg is the case. I have sard that a character trait, as an mtrmsrc fairly permanent
desire, in conJunctron with relevant beliefs, comprise the moral motivating reason for action. f:gl
Thxs in turn, is to say that moral character traits and- relevant beliefs compnse moral care
Non-moral care, on the’other hand, consists either of non;moral character traits together with
relevant beliefs or it consists of other ki}nds. of non-lntrinsic desires together with relevant
beliefs. o . |
S'ince" 'care’ is any motivating r.easonfqr \ac‘tic')n, it ls evident that not onlyvare-there
various desire; and relevant’beliefs which comprise care, there are many varigd objects of ‘¢are
: as,well. These objects are logically tied to particular desires. It is not possible, for example, to
be kind to a utensil. Altheugh not .ev'erything‘_can be arl object of moral care, objects of moral
care can be objects of non-mortal care if the desire the individual ha's is not an intrinsic desire

.................. 9

*’Rodger Beehler, "Reasons for Being Moral,” Analysis 33 (1972) 16

“Murdoch, The Sovereignty of Good p. 37.
T - , ’
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or, if the satisfactron of the intrinsic desrre does not take into account the well;being of

sentient beings' One might, for exarnple have the desire to look after one's aging parent

because of the possxblhty of bcmg named in a will or one might have for example, the

non -moral character trait of curiosity Wthh when acted upon interferes wrth others' prnvacy
'Car?f\lxlness or. ca&lessness are stylistic traits whnch ref er to the degree of

mvol'vemem the mdlvndual has in a situation. It is unlikely that the individual who cares that

somethmg is the case would be careless in attemptmg to affect ns occurrence Someone is more

hkely to be careful if there is a strong desrre that somethmg occurs; sdmeone is more hkely to

be careless if there is a weak desire that somethmg oceurs.

‘ I am interested in those situations in whrch someone eares 'that’' something is the case.
Connected 1o carmg that are the notions of caring . about and caring 'for'. Carlng 'for’ is a-
task orlemed concept which descrlbes what mlghr be mvolyed in tending f or someone Of
somethmg else, whereas caring 'about’ 1s acknowledgemg or paying attention to somethmg
There is no logical connection between carmg abo_ut and caring’ ‘f or' since one can gare for
(tend to‘) something (or someone) and not care;‘;aﬂbout':i_r and one can care 'about' something
(or sorneone_) and not care 'for’ (tend to) it. If .one carels‘ 'rhat' another's welfare is enhanced./
for example, then one.cares 'about’ the other. .If one cares 'ahout'-another, one is likely

-

motivated to enhance the other's welfare, although not necessarily. Caring 'thaf " another's

. welfare is enhanced, for example, may or may not result in caring 'for’ the other. -

va
Empathetic Distress o _ ‘ i . o

,'f’;;‘ Empathy is described in the psychologica] literature as the involuntary experiencing of
another S emotlona] state.** Empathetlc drstress 1s displayed by very young chlldren who
become dlstressed at the mrsfortunes of pthers. Hoffman suggests that empathetic dlSU‘ESS is .
basxg to what he cadls altrulstrc motivation (whal I refer to in the next chapter as benevolent

LY . .
“Martin Hoffman, "Empathy, Role- Takmg Guilt, and Development of Altruistic

Motives,* in Moral Development and Behavior, ed. Thomas Lickman (New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1976), p. 126.
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and just motivation) "because its occurence shews that we may involuntarily and' forcefully -
experience others' emotional states rather than only the emotional states pertinent‘:md
appropriate to our own situati‘on --that. .. distr_essv will often be contingent not on ouf owrl, d
but on somedneyelse's pairlf ul experience. m4s
In the next chapter I give a general account of t‘he, link between empathétic distress and
| sympathy and the link between sympaithy and the character traits of benevolence and justice.
The connection of empathy and sympathy to benevolence is more apparent than the connection
~ of thése to justice. I *\vill_ argue, however, that benevolence and justice presuppose empathy
and sympathy. Consequently, justice is not "prior. to and independerlt of the goodness of a

S ? Voo
Persag “‘MMd justice is "bound up with the goodness of a person."*? Or, as I will argue,

. jusflc,, xo§bd .evolence Tefer to a person's character.
Young children display‘ emp”athetlc distress but this is not the reason why empathy >

- . K
should be developed. It is evident that young children also show aggressive behavior toward

others but it does not follow that aggression towards others should be developed Despite the - .'
behavnors children’ do display, it must still be determmed which behavmrs are more appropnate
to dxsplay The development of empathy unlike the’ development %gres’hon, is connected to
morality. If someone asks, "Why should \I. be moral?" the answer-is, "In order to 'minimi.‘ze
suffering and to enhance welf are and fair treatment." - If someone asks, "'Why should I want
that?", there is no f urther answer which can be gdven. St‘ephen’ Toulmin calls a question of thls
kind a "limiting question” becapse, as he says, "I could only reply by asking;a!@t\return,. 'what
better kinds of reason could you want?'"4* If someone.asks this second que'stiorr, the person is
asking for a reason why he or she should be motivated by this jostify‘ing reason. If. these
reasons do’no‘t already eount with an individual, the prOVision of justifying reaso:ns‘i_s unlikely '

“Hoffman, p. 132. _ ' . :
“Stuart Hampshire, "What is the Just Society?,” New York Review of Books 18
(1972): 39, quoted in Andrea Teuber, "Simone Weil: Equality as Compa351 }1
Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 43 (1982) 223.

“Hampshire in Teuber, p. 223.

“Stephen Toulmin, An Examination of the Place of Reason . in EtthS (Cambndge
At the Umvers1ty Press 1964), p. 224, - 0

Lo

e

Vo



Q@

- well-being of sentient beings until the request for reasons is lrmrtmg

'.that sympathy is a moral sense whrch bofh percerves what 1s morally correct and determmes i

50

to convmce the person to be moral. Thrs is not to make the f urther clarm that morahty 1s

valuable because it is desrred One's motrvatmg reason does not conf er valué.upon mbralrty. .

¢«

"~ one accounts f or the value of moraltty by provrdmg lustrf ying, reasons which refer to the

)

N

-Before proceedmg in the next chapter wrth an account of the character trarts qf |

benevolence and Justlce I want to reJect the notron that empathy is,. m any way ‘a moral

[y

sense- -a perceptual faculty whrch is suf ficient f or moral Judgment The experrence of drstress

C.at another ] mrsf ortune is not also an abrlrty to apprehend o1 to Judge -David Hume argued

«
’

moral action. Adam Smrth although denymg a moral sense, thought that the presence of

,sympathv is conr@ted with approval and the absence of sympathy is connected with

: drsapproval Sympathy to Smrth mcludes 1magmmg oneself in the Gther's srtuatron and
»

-havmg the emotronal expenence the other has, although it is. not clear whether Smrth mtended

' sympathy to’ mvolve 1magm1ng what one would feel hke if one were in the other S srtuatron o1 .

»

'whether he mtended it to involve rmagmmg oneself as the other person + Sympathy rs separate.;

“fromn the abrlrty to aprehend that others suffer or rmagrne ‘others' feehngs when they suf f er

1

An abrht\a to apprehend others predrcaments is essentral 10 the occurrence of a moral responseg
\

- but apprehensron of a predrcament does not presume sensrtrvrty to the predrcament Similarly,

‘ although the desrre to respond to a“&r%her entarls that ‘one must be able to 1magme ‘the other

and in turn, contrrbutes to the development of the rmagrnau&i of others predlcaments 1o

’ rmagme someone's predrcament does not entatl that one also empathrzes wrth the other The
' development of emgathy mto the character trart of ]ustrce may motrvate one to make. moral

e Judgments but rt is not the abrlrty o do so Contrary to Smrth who thought there to be a

necessary connection between bemg sympathetrc with someone (understood as imagining what

£Y

-t would be like to be in the other S srtuatron) and approval empathy as a srmple response to

others does not imply the notron of approbatron at all. 1 may, for example be empathetrc )
“Philip- Mercer, Syrnpathy _ng Ethics (Oxford At the Clarendon Press 972) p-
36.
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with someone and be Tepulsed by the person's conduct. ‘.

A

o

i

© Summary
| I ha\;e atfemiated to e's}gblisﬁ the f.o}}o‘/ing; .

1. .To care ;hai sometﬁing is the -c_as.éj is to havea m'otijv.atin'g reason to act in order io a_ffed its
occurrence. : | - |

" 2. The n;otivating reason éonéfsts of thé individual's desire and releﬂlant'belief' S ;nd is diétipct
f;ofn a justifying reason w;_hich prbvides an é’xplanﬁtion of the context or s_truéture within whicfh

" the action has meaning.

f
'

3. The desire portion of a‘_mot'ivé.ting‘ Teason, if intrihsic; and fairly permanent, isa character
trait. If the obj'e‘cté of t}rlle:éharqciér trait 1s the wel]',-‘b'eihg of othé‘rs.,' it i's'a moral character
£rait.. | | o |

: 4 Th&e‘basis of the mioral character trait of benevolen;é a‘nq" jus;iée is ._to be found in
empathetic distress;. - | | o |

- In the chapter which f ollows I turn my attention to the features of benevolence and justic‘é. ‘



‘Chapter III
BENFVOLENCE AND JUSTICE AS MORAL CARE -

I this chapter 1 argue that benevolence and justice are the character trait components

of moral care. | show that rf an 1nd1v1dual has the characler trait of benevolence he or she 1s ‘

benevolent and, if an mdrvrdual has the character tra)rt of Jusuce he or she is just.
Benevolence and justice, as character traits, are what the individual is. Rodger Beehler writes
about "approaching life and persons honestly; justly, f orérvrngly and SO On, where those
thmgs matter to you where in a sense, these thmgs are what you arel " but Beehler calls all
these approaches care. I have also argued that these approaches are care msof ar as it matters
or makes a difference that somethmg is the case. This in nself is not very helpf ul. Nor is it
" helpf ul to claim. that benevolence and ]usttce ‘have much in common because they are both
developed: from empathy "A caring’ whrch embodres a concern %r ]ustlce may 1ndeed grow
on the'soil of direct interpersonal sympathies but it is still a new growth "My purpose in thrs
'chapter is to drstrngursh benevolence as moral ca'f rom justice as&noral care.

Beehler also wrltes about justice- as if it is a prmcrple (’vlf J acts as jusiice requrres
this will .be an acting from concern f or these people . . ."?) Although Beehler does not make the
distinction between justice as a trait- and justice as a prmcrple e)tplicit there is an important
.distinction between the two. There is also an 1mportant drstmctron between benevolence as a

tratt and benevolence as a prmcrple I wrll show that'the morahty of prmcrples and the

oralrty of character traits are complementary aspects of the same moralrty

Benevolence and Justice as Character Traits
. Behevolence and justice-are developed f rom empathetic distress.and sympathy, as I will
. show. They nonethf&ss are drstmgurshed from each other as character traits by the object of

desire specific to vz .. Benevolence is a fairly permanent desrre to enhance and/or ‘not

iBeehler, "Reason: v Being Moral, p. 16. : '
‘Norman, "Critica® ~utice of Rodger, Beehler: Moral Life," p. 172.
‘Beehler, Moral L: . 201. . ' .
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. d1mmgh others welf are. (From this pomt on, for the sake of brevrty l refer to benevolence

.as the desrre for others welfare.) Justice is a f arrly permancnt desrre that others are treated

f arrly The mdrvrdual who is benevolent has a general desrre for the welf are of others and, at

" least in some partrcular srtuatrons desrres another s welf are. The just mdrvrdual has a general '

A' desrre that others are treated fairly and at least in some partrcular srtuatrons desrres that

another is treated f arrly.

-

For some character traits, such as courage, there may be only a few opportumtres for
.

.someone to actually drsplay the character trart It would be unusual, however if someone had

honly a f ew opportumtres to drsplay benevolence or Jusorce in behavior. Most people live i in

some kind of social envrronment in which there are’ many occasrons to respond benevolently or
justly. One can,.of ‘course, live in a monastery or on'an estate and, by doing so, remove the
opportunity for benevolence and justice as wéll as the opportunity to be morally compromised.

It is unlikely, hotveve{}'that the sequestered. individual can develop benevolent and just -

character traits. The individual on the estate may frequently respond benevolently toward his -

children but be indif f erent to the suff ering of those outside his extravagant existence. This . -

* . exemplifies the inappropriateness of ascrrbmg character traits merely on- the basis of the
0

Q t
number of responses.” =~

In Chapter One | rntroduced the notron of empathetrc drstress as an af fective response
to othef‘s «Emprrrcal work has shown that babres are capable of empathetrc drstress long bef ote

l’,’

the development of a sepse of erther the self or the other * Only af ter the child has developed

~ the understanding of self and others can what the child f eels be transformed from drstress wrth .

y

, the other to distress for the other. Distress for the other is sympathy. Although I cannot

pursue these here, it is evident that there are many cognitive and affective différences in the
continuum from empathetic distress to empath_y and from empathy to sympathv. One of . the

most i'mportant differences between the feeling which is.experienced th empathy and the feeling 3

!
'

which is experienced in sympathy is that empathetic feeling is a reaction to others and

!"‘Hoffman, "Empathy, Role-Taking, Guilt, and Development of Altruistic Motives,"

p. 131.

az *
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sympatheuc f eelmg is the resuit of a desire. Empathetxc feeling is a sensation wlnle
"sympatheuc feeling is an emotion. Svmpathetlc cmouon as'a feeling for another, is

_ conceptually linked to the desire that others not feel the way they do or, dependmg on the

" situation, that they continue to feel the way they do. To l" eel empathy, then, is to lne aware of
~how another feels and to f ecl the same sort of f eellng. To feel sympathy is to be. aware of how
another feels and to-have ,itmatte\r that the other feels this way.’ In Chaf)ter.Four I will
substantiate the claim thzlt emotion is conceptu_ally linked to a desire of a particular“kind. N

b The object of both empathetic distress and sympathetic distress is a sentient being--a °

‘being who has feelings and who can be harmed and, therefore, helped.- It is not logically

poss‘ible to feel with or to feel for something which does not have feelings.

' ¢
3

Sympat\hy is presupposed by benevolence and justice. The ln_dividual who is g‘enerally‘
. benvolent and just (has the character traits of benevo_lence and -justice) i‘s also generally

N svmpathetxc Unless one desires that others not f eel ay they do (or contmue tof eel as theyido) ,
one w1ll not have an instrinsic desne f or their welf are and fair treatment. On the basis of the

; 'sympathetic desire, one feels for another and, as a result of the sy_tnpathetlc desire andl’

) emotion, the benevolent and just nerson desires to respond' to affect the other's situation;
Sympathy is as important a precondition for j.ustiCe as it is for benevolen‘ce.. Vl/ithout feeling
for the other, a desue to treat others fairly could be a desxre that all groups, f or example

receive fair dxstnbutlon of torture, Feelmg for others restrlcts morally fair treatment to those
. situations in which the well -being of sentient belngs is aff ect_ed. .

Benevolent and. just desires are directed at sentient beings. l3ecause they ate intrinsic 1
desires, the benevolent 1nd1v1dual de51res anothers welfare w1thout accompanymg desnes that o
_ he or she may personally gain as a result of the 1mproved welf are of the other Slmlllarlv the
© just mdmdual desires that others are treated fairly, not becatxse thxs falr treatment may bc of
personal benefit, but for the sake of the scntient bemg(s) mvolved.

..................

.5James Gribble and Graham: Ollver "Empathy and Education,” Studies in Philosophy
and Education 3 (1973): 12. '
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The bénévolem desire and the jlilst desire may be fairly permanent features of the
individual's personality and because of this thére isa consisteriéy about the way benevolent and‘
' just persons reéct to situations when sentient beings are affected in certain ways. This is an
important point, sincc_ consistency is often thought to be char'a'cteristic of universal principles
and -not characteristic of desire, A benevolent of just person is consistently moved by certain
sorlts of _cohsideraitions. This is not to Say, howevef, that the @ndividual acts from universal
principles. 1 develop this point in the next chapter.

Although the recipient of benevolent and just desires is, in both instances, a sentient
being, what is desirt;d for the sentient being is different in each éaée. ;The benevolent desire is
directed at the welfare of others while the just desirp is directed at fair treatment of othefs. It
is pqssible thét fair treatment of others may result in enhancement of welf are' but just desire i.s |

" not the desire for this. In some ‘instancesv the d'csiré f or fair treatment may result .in diminished
 ' welfare for one or more ‘parties. "An action may be . . . just but not more benef icerit in its

effect'than would have been any other action possible in the circumstances."® This is not to éay

that pne does not care in this case. The-just persbn experiences a sympathetic feeling for those

g

he or she desires to treat f airly even though in some instahces fair treatment may mean
decfgaéed welf ére for some .' :

A benevolent desire 'is directed at another's welfare in those situations in which there is
h<l> conflict. .A just ‘desire is di'rected at o‘tbers i'nb situations in which there isa confli;t between
sentient beings or between sentient beings and a standard of some kind. Justice which is
dele;minec} by reference to conflicts betweén sentient beings has been called comparative justice
and justice wr_lich is determined indépendently of -others has been called noncorﬁparative
justice.” Nongoippar;xtive justice does, however, involve a comparison- -the comparison is with
a standard of some kind. Non-comparative justice includes, for example, the desiré that' an

" _innecent person not be f ound guilty-or that a meritorious person not be disparaged.y Both

Fem = ae - e e e e et

°G. J. Warnock, The Object of  Morality (London: Methuen and Co., Ltd. 1971),
p.- 83. ° ' ' ‘ :

" Joel Feinberg, Rights, Justice and- the Bounds of Liberty: Essays in Social
Philosophy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980), p. 266. '
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comparative and noncomparative justice involve conflict. In comparative justice the conflict is
between or among sentient beings. In noncomparative jus'ticc the conflict is between what an
individual receives or how the individual is assessed and what is his or her due.

The just person, who’ has.conflicting b.ccholent desires for two or more others, desires
that there be fair treatment for each. Helén, for example, is present when two people are
injured in an accident. Only one can be assisted at a time. Helen feels sympathy for both and
because she is just, she desires that both are treated fairly. Her decision tc; help one before .the
other is based on the fact that one is more injured and nbt, for example, that oné isof a
pérticular race or religion. Conflicts of this type"can be complicat'ed particularly if one of the
injuries is to a frier§l or family member * or if the injured other is an animal. * I say something
more about these complex situations late; but what is important, here, is that regardiess of
what considerations one takes into account when deciding between friends axld'strangers or
humans and animals, the desire that they are treated fairly is the des’ire to Q;e due re*rd to the
o

interests of all in the conflict. v
. [ 4

Generally, benevolent desire is for others' welfare in those situations in which there is

Iy - )
no conflict between sentient beings or no conflict between a sentient being and some standard.
v : *»

.The benevolent 'persoh desires that others are not injured, starved, homeless, distraughl, lost,
- confused, f riendless, ignorant, conf ined, or tormented and, if they'are, that their sifuation is
ameliorated. In certain situations, ihe desire for the welfare olf others is also the desire that
others flourish. Although one may héave a general benevolent desire that all othe;s not suffer
and that they all 'f lourish, the f’éatures' of a'partiéular situation may be such that it is only
appropnate to desire one or the olher For example, if someone is preparing for Law School

entrance exams, one desxres that she do well or f lOUIlSh whereas if she has a terminal illness,

ogxe desires that she not suffer.

types of confhcts
'See Mary Midgley, Animals and Why They Matter (New York: Pengum Books,
1983), pp. 98-111.
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Benevolence is manifested differently in diff crent situations. If Lynn has a desire to
share her possessions in order to enhance the welfaie of another, she is benevolent, but, more
specifically, 'she,js eharitable. Similarl@f Rbn desires 1o listen to another's problems in order
to assist him, he is benevotent, but, more specifically, he is kind. Benevolencc,‘ then, is
distinguished with respect to the ways in which the b’eneficiary needs benefiting.

There are situations in which the desire to enhance another's welfare unfairly affects
the welf are of another. In these situations, 1[ is approprlate to desire that otl‘!rs are treated
fairly. If Jane is to settle a dispute between two people, one of whom is a friend, she may
desire to enhance the welfare of her friend. If this desire preﬁ,@minates over the desire for fair
treatment and Jane takes her friend's position despite the evidence, the benevolent desire is
inappropriate for this situation.

Although it is inappropriate to have a benevolent desire predominate in a situation in
which there is conflict, it is nonsensical to have a just desire in a situation for which a
benevolent desire is apprepria{te. It is extraneous to have a just desire in situations in which
there are no conflicts either between sentient beings or between a semier;t being and some

standard. - , . ’

I have argued that to be benevoi  «nd just is to care that the circumstances of others

are affected in certain ways specific to each circumstance. Benevol aist desires are

directed toward other sentient beings. One can care without the otherE&!’gaQware of the

benevolent or just desires and w1thout the other recnprocatmg the care, I may care that your

welfare is affected and that you aTe treated fairly thhout you also- carmg that my welf are is
affected and that I am treated‘ f airly. This differs from the account of care given by Nel
Nodding. Nodding contends that theee is no care if the "cared-for" .does not r’eciprocat_ethe
care. She bases this Inotio.n of Teciprocity on'an interpretation of Maﬂrtin Buber's | - Thou
relationship --a relationship v;‘h.ich is possi‘bie ohly if beth'participete or share. | "One should”
not try io dilute the meaning of relation; Irelation is eeci;;?ocity'."‘° Buber'claims that reciproeity ‘

..................

1'Martin Buber, 1 and Thou, trans. Walter Kaufmann (New York: Charles Scribner's
Sons, 1970), p. 58.° o : ' o
R ) o ‘ v . | .
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takes place 'between' two individuals. When two people relate to cach other, says Buber, therc
is an essential remainder which is common to them which is the sphere of the between.!' An
1-Thou relationsihip is more than a reciprocal desire for each other's welfare and fair
treatment. According to Buber, by participating in an 1-Thou relation, one becomes a person.
("The saying of Thou by the I stands in the origin of all human begoming.") The notion of
.care as motivation which 1 have described is much less complex than the communion which
A} , ‘ .
takes place in Buber's 1-Thou realtion. I“ﬁ:’»f hou relations require reciprocity whereas care does

not. However, it seems that a reciprocal desire for the other's welfare and fair treatmentisa ~ —~

necef@ary condition for an I-Thou relation to occur.

#

N

The Desire to Tfeat Others Fairly
-

Someone who desires to treat others fairly must be impartial. One's own preferences
éﬁd attachments must be distinct from the desire to treat others fairly both in one's
institutional roles and in any inf ormal role one has as an arbitrator in disagreements. One can,
however, be’ impartial while experiencing sympathy for those in a conflict. Syrppathy is a

partiality toward another as someone who can be harmed and helped. It is not a partiality with

s

respect to the individual's personal features.” A just individual is someone who is partial to

someone as a sentient being but impartial with respect to such things as hair colour, sense of

humour, or country of origin. . i

5-‘\«“

‘Lhe confﬁc{tgg)r in elauo to a‘sxandard

no one receives more consxderauon Lha’n anothex -Tﬂose m Lhc_

§~l . - 1}“ Y LR . ,' 5 (S A . S . ] q

UMaurice S. Friedman, Martin Bbe
Torchbooks, 1960), p. 85. . : ; L
’Blum, Friendship, Aluruism and ¥ @ral‘ity p;;.-, 24. P

“The Llfe of Dlalogu (New York: Harper

i ‘ » Y . L N
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The achievement of fair treatment is more con,}plcx when conflicts occur between
specics, especially between humans and animals or, for example, between mammals and insects.
It is reasonable o work out our decisions in these kind of conflicts based on the supposition
that suffering and enjoyment cc)xpan‘d as ncrvous systems grow progressively more complex. '
The appropriateness of desiring justice for animalsat all is at issuc when the social contract is

]
consjdered to be the paradigm for justice. Hobbes thought, for example, that "the definition

of INJUSTICE is no other than the pot performance of covenant™.!* John Rawls writes that
the limits of a theory of justice are that "no account can be given of right conduct in regard to
animals and the rest of naturé."’ Because it is thought that animals do not reason and because
animals cannot talk, they are unable to enter into a social contract. Therefore, it is thought
that justice does not extend to them. Fair treatment, however, is not restricted to mutual
contract. As Jeremy Bentham wrote:
. a full grown horse or dog is beyond comparison a more rational,

as well as a more conversable animal, than an infant of a day or week,

or even of a month, old. But suppose they were otherwise, what

wauld it avail? the question is not, Can they reason? nor, Can they

talk?, but Can they suffer?!¢
There are, of course, opportunities for justice to be done to animals by those f ulfilling

contracgual social roles. The forest ranger, for example, desires the fair treatment of animals

under his or her purview despite the fact that animals do not enter into a co

this.
g g ?
T6 be ix;::ﬁartial is to give others equal consideration with respect to their interests.
T
1 - ) N
Frankena, for example, thinks that justice is best understood as treating others equally.’” As it

o ,
stands this is not very helpful since it does not specify what is relevant to treating others

“Midgley, Animals and Why They Matter, p. 90.

“Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed. John Plameratz (Glasgow: Collins/Fontana, 1974),
p. 156. S

“John Rawls A Theory of ' Justice (Cambride: The Belknap Press of Harvard
University, 1971) p. S12.

s Jeremy Bentham, An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation,

intro. Laurence J. Lafleur (New York: “Hafner Pubhshmg Co., 1948) p. 3lin.
"William Frankena, Ethics, 2d. ed. (Englewood €liffs: Inc., 1973), p. 50. 9




v
.

/-

equally. What is relevant, argues Frankena is not whéther we should-treat others 1n

proportron to-merit, or ability, or need or ef fort . .as faras ]ustlc is concerned what is

N

relevant depends on whether treating others in proportlon to merit, ability, needs or ef fort

o

"helps or hmders them equally in-the achlevement of the best lives they are capable of ."*

AN

If helping them in proportxon to their needs is’ necessary f or making an
equal contribution to the goodness of their lives, then and only then is
it unjust to do otherwise. If asking of them in proportron to their
abjlities is necessary for keeping their chance of a good life equal, then
and only then is it unjust to do otherwrse 19 S

In a\conflict between non- human sentrent bemgs and human sentlent bemgs for example,
tment would entail that both are assisted with respect to the type of life appropnate

. !

to each. As Midgley asserts "Overlookmg somebody s race is entrrely sensible. Overlookmg
thetr specres is a supercilious 1nsult It 1s no prrvrhege but a misfortune, for a- gorilla or a
chrmpanzee to be removed rom its forest and its relatives and brought up alone among humans

to be given what those humans regard as an educanon

' Other Condltlons of Benevolent and Just Desires

We do ascrrbe the character trait of benevolence to md1v1duals who do not specrf 1cally
desue the welfare of ’every sentient being and we do ascrlbe the character trait of ]ustlce to ‘
1ndtv1duals who do not specif 1ca11y desrre ‘that each senttent bemg is treated f alrly This is’
essentrally a practical realization that it is 1mpossrb1e for humah\bemgs to be able to respond
specif 1ca11y to all suffering because it is not possrble to be aware of it all. 1t does not f ollow
from thxs however; that. benevolent and ]ust desrres are poss1b1e only toward those with whom

one has personal relationships.

“Frankena, p. -l
Frankena, p. Sl

29Midgley, - Animals and Why - They Matter, p. 9.
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The Effect of Proximity

If by "I love everyone" I mean that I would not without just cause

harm anyone, that is acceptable. It is not trivial, for there are those

who would harm others for their own worldly gain. But it is wildly *
ambiguous. If that isall I mean when I say that I love my child, or

my husband, or my sudent then each of these has, | Vnk been

cheated u } ‘.«“ B

This practical recogmtlon of NI tthe cannot do everythmé has been acknowledged

by others as well. Hume, f or example wrote that, "We consxder the tendency of any passion

A}
to the advantage or harm of those,‘ who have any immediate connexion of intercourse with the

person possess'd-of it"*? andJ . S Mill wrote that "the great majority'o’f good actions‘are
intended not for the benefit of the world:, but for that of individuals, of which the good of the
world is‘made up; and the\thoughts of the most.virtuous man need not on these occasions travel
beyond the particular person concerned."?’ -

Proximity to another is an important factor if one is specif ically to desire either the
other's welfare or fair treatment Itis 1mpossxble to have a desxre for someone of Whom one is
unaware. Proximity is a relative concept Someone may specxfically desire the welfare of

-

another who is remote, while someone else may need to be in very clpse contact with others in

order- to even be aware of them. 'Beiné close to another sentient being allows a greatei
~ opportunity to be aware of the other and, as a 'resnlt, one i/s/mor'e likely to have benevolent and
just desires for those who are proximate. But proximity does not guarantee that such desi_ies
_will be preseht.} .Moreover, benevolence anci ju_‘stice do not occur only in proximate cases. | v .
B Consequently, any attemp_t to circumscribe moralit;r within proiimate encounters is arbitrary.

If proximity is to have an effect on one's henevolent an(i just desires, it must be
possible to have a better understanciing of ‘ another by virtue of on’e's-proximate position to the
othei. This nndérstanding invol'ves more than being aware of certain information about the
individual. . |

“Nodding, Can ng: A Femmme Approach to Ethics and Moral Educanon, p 112,
2Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, Book III, pp. . 652- 653.

3] S, Mill, Utilitarianism |, ed _ Oskar Piest (New York: ‘\i'he Bobbs- Merrill Co.,
Inc., 1957)() p. 25. 1 LR
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| 1magme ‘what it is like for an

To care for another person, I must be able to understand him and his
orld as if 1 were inside.it. I must be able to see, as it were, with his,
/w es what his world is like to him and how he sees himself. Instead of
merely loo?w at him in a detached way from outside, as if he were a
) specrmen, _must be able to be with him in his world, "going" into his.
world jn order to sense from msrde" what life is like for htm ‘what he
is striving to be,mnd what he requxres to grow.*

.

If Mayeroff s accobmt is not to be merely metaphorical, what it means to 1dent1fy with

" someone else in the way, Mayeroff has described must be made more clear ~yldentifying with

another 50 that one fs "inside" the other's world requires the ability to 1magme what the other ]
world is like. There are some problems with imagining another in the way descrrbed by &
Mayeroff . If 1 attempt to imagine what it would be like for you to be you then it is not

possrble for me to know how I would f md the experrence if 1 were you 2 Futhermore itis o

practically impossible for me to “sense from 'inside' what life is 1_1ke" for another because "one

remams 1ntractably oneself " wrth one's own perspective. However, it is not necessary 10 alfer

one's: ontologrcal perspectrve or 1dent1f y with each characteristic of the other in order to :
identify with one whose welfare is af’ fected or one who has been treated unfairly. By bemg
aware of ‘oneself as a sentient bemg (one who can be harmed and helped), it is possible to

1magme other sentient bemgs being harmed and helped. I do not need to 1magme what it is like

i

for a member of another species to be what it is’’ nor do I need to imagine what it would be
“like for me to be a member of another species to be able to identify with the suff ering of an

individual from another species. It is not necessary to imagine what it is like-for the starving

EthroplanTo be the starving Ethropran It is enought. that I, as as sentient bemg, am gble to

her sentrent bemg to starve.
We can subjectively and obJectwely 1magme anothei‘ senttent being. Subjective

imagination involves 1magmmg the types of erBerrences the other has. Ome can, for example,

2‘Mtlton ‘Mayveroff, On Caring (New York: Perennial lerary, 1971) pp. 41-42.
Mary - Bitner Wiseman, "Empathetrc Identification, " American Phrlosophy Quarterlv

15 (1978): 107.

%Wiseman, p. 111. . : ' A >

See Thomas Nagel,"What is it hke to be a bat?", in Mortal Questions, pp.
165-180 for a discussion. of the ontological 1mposs1b111ty of knowmg what it is like
for the bat to be the bat. : )




subjecfively imagine seeing with one's eyes or one can objectively imegine seeing on\&s eyes.
One can subjegﬁvely ifnagine anything wpich can have experience; (“v"'b'eing a king, a begg%r.r;a
cripple, a child‘. or a cat ... . What is impossible is to imagine being a thing with no §
experience; a stone or a coffee-pot."? Objective imagination is restricted to the rep‘resent";‘ltior-l
of objects which can be sensed. I can subjeetively imaginev what it is like for those starving in
Ethiopia despite not having lived in hunger and I can objectively imagine }what it would be like.
;6 seeand hear thoee starving in Ethiopia. It is essential tov hev'e'the ability to Aimaginﬁe the
kings of predicaments and eccompiishments othere may lexperienee but objective imagination is’
not sufficient if iden;ificaitionwith another is to oceur. Identif; icatioh thh another requires
subj ective imagination. | | |
Benev_olen_ée is both the desire that others not suff er and that tﬁey flourish. 'Whether. -
one desires that eﬁother x}ot suffer or whether one[desires that anothe‘rl fiouriéh is depenéleni on
the particular circﬁmstances of a situation. Since, as sentient beings, we are able te identify
, with t‘ife suffering of other $entient beings“ not as mueh information is required in order to
identify thh ‘another who suf fers as 1s requxred to identify with what might count as an
instance mf flc?urlshmg for someone who does not suffer. Itis less dxf fi 1cu1t to identify with
L
someone who suffers than it is to identify with sonieone whose circumstances are unlike one's
own and whqse interests and needs are not c}ear.

-

If I am to desire another's welfare or fair treatment, I must identify with the other.

»

And, in order to identify with the other, the other must be seen as a concrete particular rather
thari generally as a member of humanity, persons, ot sentient be?n’"gs. In ofder 0 see someone

as an individual rather than as a member of some gfoup,'aone muét be aware of the other's

A

exlstence Identification is easier in families bécause chers are prox1mate and they can be

readlly partxculanzed Prox1m1ty to another in a-fdmily allows one to. be more aware of the

e

- individual's problents as well as what counts as f 1our1shmg for the individual. ThlS is why it is
A _.) ) ¥

2‘Zeno Veng} :”,- *Speakmg of Imagination," in Language, Mind, and Brain, ed.
Thomas Wi 'Simén and Robert J. Scholes "(Hillside, N. J. : Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, P’ubhshers 1982) p. 36. ‘ :

>
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> . far more likely that b;nevolent desires directed at family members wili include the desire that
the family member flourish as well as the desire that he or she not suffer. Ong does not know,
- howeyer, what a stranger "siri_ves to be or what he requires to'_ grow". It is not possible, then,
fo specifically desire ihat the stranger f léurisheé.

There is a barrier which separates us Tom Strangers. Often strangeré are seen as
objec;s among o&her objects. If someone approaches a sepient being as an object,‘there can be
no relation 'between' them because, as Buber says, there-can be no relation 'betweep' an object
and a subject.?” "Stepping into the between" is to meet the other., In Buber's lan‘éuage,'it is to
re\late to the other as a Thou instead of an It. Breakiﬁg down the barriers between oneself and";';
a strénger is more easily done if we are in a state of .what Marcel calls disponibilité- -a state of
availability or receptivenéss. If T am not availablé to the stranger, there will not be an
opportunity for an ope_ning to appear in the barrier which sépafétes us.

.itisonly f or the momenf that this opening is affected tha£ we can become ILQ_&_ for each
other, even in a still limited way.®¢ This is not t¢say that one must seek out each ‘;ndividual in
order to particularize and identify with him or her. Being available meané that acts of
communion are possible with strangers even if , to use Buber's example, they are as f leeti‘ng as
" the glance between two people in the air raid shelter or in/the concert hall,

identification with another's life is hot merely the recognition of the other's life.. The
‘sadxst recogmzes another s life and harms the other. The caring person recogmzes another's
predlcament identifies thh the other as it is 1magmed that the‘(?tiler experiences the
predlcament; feels for the other (.ha>s sympathy for the other); and, depending on the si%l'ation,
desire; the other's welfare or fair treatrhem. |

- If identifiéatic;h is not merely the recognition of another's life, there rﬁust first be a

desire to identify with another. If there is a desire to identif y with another, it is because one

“Martin ‘Buber, Between Man and Man, trans. Ronald Gregor Smith (Lond®n:

. Kegan Paul, 1947), pp. 202-205. s

* *Gabriel Marcel, "I and Thou," in The Philosophy of Martin Buber, edlf;P‘éul
Schlipp and Maurice Friedman (LaSalle, Iltinois: Open Court Publishing Co., 1967),

p- 46. . 3 N '
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generally desires others' welfare or fair treatment. When one does identify with another, one is

F'

then in a position to specifically desire the other's welfare. ldentification is an ability the
benevolent or just person has by virtue of being benevolent or just. Much the same point can

Y

be made about identifying with another as Tris Murdoch thakes about 'choosing' moral action.

<

As Murdoch says, the periods between action are of more importance to the 'choice’ of ,
, ‘ el wo T

virtuous action ‘than the 'moment of éhoice' immediately prior to action. One who is e o =

‘ U
befevolent does not choose at the moment to be benevolent. Nor does one who is benevole:@i;: T
choose to identify with someone in order to desire the other's welfare. Because one is ﬂ. ’

}
benevolent, one identifies with others. One does not identify in order to be benevolent. )
Murdoch writes that the. predominam objects of attention betweenv actions are what affect wfxqt
A

. one is and the type of choices one»will make. The person who cares, attends to%and identifies

with others so that in a particular moment he or'she desires the other's weélfare or fair

treatment.

Scope and Strength of Benevolent and Just Desires

Although proximity makes it easier, it is obvious that one does not only parficularize
and identify with ﬁmily and friends. Indeed, there are people who are able to particularize and
identify with-individuals about w&om only their sentience is known. Any being who can feel
and suffer is .an object of benevolent and just desire. The propens'ity to suffer is not .réstricted
to family and friends any more than it is restricted to humaﬁ beings. We can and do desire the
welfare and fair treatment of babies, mental deficients, énd animals. The inability of babies, -
, hentél deficients and animals.to reason énd enter into spcial contract does not preclude them
from being objects of our specific benevolent and just desires. As Mafy Midgley indicétes, "it
is not obvious why the absence of close kinship, acquaintance or the adrniration which is due to
human rgupnality should emirely‘ cancei the claim."?! Sentient beings can suffer aqd, therefore,

they are potential objects of benevolent and just desires. Whether th‘éy become 6bjects of

o

. e
“Mary Midgley, Animals and Why They Mattar, p. 31.

- mm.g



P g » 66

benevolent and just elesifes is dependent upon whether the individual parlicnlarizes them and
identifies with them. Although she acknowledges the importance of proxjmity in this process,
Midgley argues against understanding the scope of morality as a series ef concentric circles with
oneself at the middle and working out to family, pFrslbnal friends, age-group, colleagues, race,
social class, natien, species, and the biosphere.’? Those at the beginning of the list have the “
advantage of proximity but proximity is not, as bglready noted, sufficient for a benevolem‘or
just desire to occur. Something which suffers in the biosphere, if known, is a possible recipient
of benevolent or just desire. As.Midgley correctly asserts, "the Samaritan is not ;a man breught
up to be above such notions as‘ neighbourhood, nor one who thinks that everybody is always his
neighbour. He is one who has understood this idea so fully that he knows how, on occasion, to
extend it." ** In other words, the Samaritan is one who recognizes that a particular other
suffers, identifies with the other's suffering, and desires the other's welfare or fair treatment.
¥ Not only are benevolent and just desires to be understood wiih respect to their
extension; they are to be nnderstood with respect te their intensity. Benevolent and just desires
can be strong or weak. I am not able to suggest what the threshold is for each butfit is clear |
tnat if either desire is weakef than»e countervailing desire, the other deéire \Kill necessarily take
precedence. I may, for exarnple. desire to assist someone who is Jost but if this desire is weaker
than my desire to beat }he rush hour traffic, 1 Will not respond. ..If one's benevolent and just

desires are always weaker than one's other desires and .one never acts on one's benevolent and

+-just desires, we would infer that this person is not benevolent and just.

» 3 N Q

Benevolence and Justice as Principlés

An individual who has a general desire for others' welfare or a general desire that
4 ) . ’

" others are treated fairly may, in specific situations, have no fafticular desire to enhance the
welfare of those in that situation. The other individual may be remote or there may be

something particularly abhorrent about him or her (ehild molester) which makes it difficult to

. “Midgley, p. 29. - -
SMidg#, p. 23. :
'#,ﬁ~A L T R » ‘ | ;
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id‘entify with him or her. I propose that, in these particular situations, the benevolent
+individual replaces a particular desire to enhance the o‘gher's welfare with a particular desire to
| apply the princip]e of beneficience and that the just individual replaces a particular desire that
others are trgd fairly with a particular desire to apply the principle of justice. In other
words, the benevolent individual, who has a general desire for others' welfare, will, in

situations for which benevolence is appropriate, utilize a principle or duty to affect others'

N

ey .
welfare and the just individual, who has a general desire that others are treated fairly, will, in

situations for which justice is appropriate, utilize a principle or duty to treat others f airly. The
actions performed in both instances may be identical but in one instance the desire is directed at

the«ofhe;, while in the other instance the desire is directed at a recognized duty.

P

. . . the conscientious man will do exactly the same thing a-man

with . . . virtue 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 or honest or kindly
thing. But he will do what the brave, and kindly man does. ** -

-

s °

Traditionally a contrast has been made in moral philosophy between ethics as character and
ethics as dutiful application of principles. I argue that the morality of duty and principles and
the morality of character are complementary aépects of the same morality ** but I also want to

show that the morality of duty and principles complete the morality of character.

fone} could. . . insist that our only obligation in life is indeed, to make
ourselves - honest, grateful, trustworthy, kind, etc. - and that we are,
without any sense of obligation, to do what we please. For then we
will please to speak truth, return benefits, pay debts, keep promises,
and not harm one another and what more could be desired from a
moral point of view.*¢ )

*Frankena, Ethics, p. 65. _
3sWilliam Frankena, "Prichard and the .Ethics of Virtue: Notes on a Footnote," The
~ Monist 54 (15970): 17. ' .
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Ditty of Beneficence ¢
| . If one is benevolent and, in a specific situation, has a desire for another's welfare, it is
superfluous to indicate that one M to desire the welfare of another. If someone has the'
character trait of benevolence, and in a particular situation. is able to particularize and identify
with another, the desire to enhance the other's welf are together with relevant belief is the”

>

motivation for action. (It is not superfluous for the benevolent person to say that he or she
ought to desire the welfare of another when reflecting about a response. The recognition ;f an
obligation is not necessary, however, at the time of the response.) If in a specific situation an
individuai, who._ is generally behevolent, does not havea specific desire for another's welfare, it
is appropriate to recognize a duty to enhance the welfare of the other. Although onecanbe (,,;’
obligated to do certain actior‘ls, one cannot be obligated to have a desire. Conéequemly, one
may have a duty of beneficence but not a duty of benevolence. One -cannot be obligated 1o
have a desire because one does not acquire desires by recognizing an obligation. Dasif,gs are
largely a f unction of our habitual objects of attention. An individual may recognize an
obligation to direct his or her attention to certain objects and in this way acquire benevolent
and just desires. But this obligation will only be récognized by the individual if hé or she
already has somé; specific benevolent or just desires. s :

Mary Midgigy*’ claims that kindness done f rpm’ dvuty is still kindhess. My contention is
that the action may be the same but a distinction can be made between an action which is done
for the sake of the individual involved and an action which is done in order to comply with an
acknowledg_ed duty. It is interesting to note tha't in the quOtatiOn aboVe, Nowell-Smith does

_ not make the distinction in this way. He writes about doing.the action for the sake of virtue.
W 3
If the action is done strictly for the sake of duty or for the sake offvirtue wighout even a

general desire for others' welfare, importance might be attached merely "to doing what it is

’Mary Midgley,"The Objection to Systematic Humbug," Philosophy 53 (1978): 169.
Kant, on the other hind, claimed that only kindness done from duty is Kindness.
Since ‘the Kantian person has no speé@iac benevolent desire for another's welfare, he
or she is-not benevolent and, since % icence is meaningful only with respect to
the generally benevolent person (one#wh6 at least- in some. situations desires
another's welfare), he of she is bégeficent only in an extended sense.

i
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right to do . . . {while being] indifferent to human suffering or ixappiness and sb indifferent to
whal‘i_g dpne."" Although the action of ’someone whoacts out of a duty of beneficence has
more moral worth than the action of someone who has neither a general nor a specific
benevolent desire, the beneficent action is less worthy if it was possible to perform é benevolent
action.

It is not possible to have a{ specific desire to enhance the welfare of others in all
situations because it is not possible to be aware of all others in order to particularize and
identify with them. In these cases, it is appropriate to recognize a duty of beneficence. I have
suggested that {he benevolent pefson, who has a general desire for the welfare of others but, in
a particular situation is unable particularize and identify with some, utilizes the duty of
bcnef icence. There is only an indirect desire for others' welfare wheri one desires to do a duty

. -

of beneficence.

Duty of Justice
Just as one .cannot-have a specific benevdlént desire for all sentient beings, it is not
pbssible to have a specific desire th‘alt all dthers are always treated fairly- -one is not in a '
position to be aware“(Yf;éll who are treated u.nf airly. In some si;uatiohs it may be particularly
dif ficult.' even when one is aware of the other, to specifically desire the other's fair treatment.
-« One may, for.example, not specifically desire that the moral}y rebulsiye person be treated
fairly. In these instances, if the individual is just, he or she recognizes a duty to treat othefs
fairly. As with the.duty of beneficence, the focus of one's desire shifts from the individual(s)

concerned to the dgty itself. There is, then, an indirect desire for others' fair treatment.

“Beehler, The Moral Life, p. 30.
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Conscientiousness ;

The desire to do one's duty is the moral character trait qf conscientiousnoss.
Consci}emiousnes's has both moral and non-moral uses. For example, we refer to conscientious
studem.s“or conscientious workers. In these cases conscientiousness as a desir; is directed at
non-moral objects. Conscientiousness as a moral character trait is directed at duty. Since
conscientiousness is understood in relation to duty and there is no duty to desire to enhance
another's welfare or to treat others fairly, conscientiousness is not associal‘l with specifit
benevolent and just desires. However, when the generally benevolent or just person does not
have a specific desire toward a particular other, there is a desire to do one's benevolent or just:
duty. This desire is conscientiousness. i

Conscientiousness augments benevolent or just desire. This claim is contrary to Kant
who thought that conscientious behavior is the onlyil behavioug which is morally praiseworthy.
It is also contrary to W.. D. .Ross*® who wrote that conscientiousness, or as he called it, the
sense of ‘duty, .is morally superior.

Suppose that some one is drawn towards doing action A by a sense of
duty and towards doing another, incompatable, act B by love for a
particular person. Ex hypothesi , he thinks he will not be doing his

duty in doing B. Can we possibly say that he will be acting better if he
« does what he thinks is not his duty than if he does what he thinks is

his duty? . . . what is properly meant by the sense of duty'is the .
thought that one ought to act in a certain way . . . . And it seems clear

that when a genuine sense of duty is in conflict with any other motive
we must Tecognize its precedence. If you seriously think that you
ought to do A, you are bound to think you will be acting morally
worse in doing anything else instead.*’

But, as Nowell-Smith states, if we think of conscientiousness as acting from a sense of duty
without also thinking of it as a term of praise, it makes sense to ;sk why the conscientious
person should be praised.*! Since >my claim is that a duty only augments benevolent or just
“desire in those situations in which the individual has ﬁo specific desire, acting conscientiously

when one can act from a benevolent or just des)re is to act "morally worse".

W, D. Ross, The Right and the Good (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1930).
4Ross, p. 164. ; ‘
“'Nowell-Smith, Ethics, p. 256.
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To see . . . conscientiousness as a substitute for . . . virtue brings out

two important things. First, it indicates the absurdity of denying the

value of that for which conscientiousness is a substitute . . . .

Secondly, it shows that it is'in its capacity to motivate a man to

perform the same actions that a man with . . . {virtue} would be

moved to do that the unique, though not supreme, value of
_conscientiousness lies. **
While acknowledging Mercer's point, it is worth looking at the type of situation suggested by
Ross in which a conflict occurs between a benevolent or just desire and a desire to do one's
duty., On Ross's thinking, the deéWo one's duty always takes precedence. If a duty takes

&
precedence over a particular desire toward another, it does not take precedence merely because
it is a duty. If it does take precedence it is because the features of the particular situation are
such that it is better for the sentient beings »{'t}o will be affected that one desires to do one's
duty. Conversely, if acting according to a benevolent or just desire rather than duty is better
for the well-being of the sentient beings in that situation, acting conscientiously would be
inappropriate. An example of this is when the desire to treat others fairly conflicts with a duty
of beneficence. Since the duty of beneficence is appropriate only in situations without conflict,
it would be inappropriate to act on the desire to do one's duty if by doing so others are treated
unfairly. . <
Conscientiousness includes desires to do duties which one is disinclined to do.” For -

example, if Tom does not have a benevolent desire toward someone in an accident and also does
not have a beneficent desire, he may overcome the temptation to walk away by desiring to
overcome his temptation. The desire to overcome the temptation to walk away is not the same

as desiring to do one's duty when one recognizes that one has not a benevolent desire for the

other. Although we may call this conscientious behavior, conscientiousness need not involve

1 4
L

s kind of struggle.
Lawrence Blum thinks that Nowell-Smith is incorrect in his claim that the conscientious

person does exactly the same thing as person who is kind because Blum thinks that

conscientiousness and kindness "work in different areas of our lives. s Blum seems to make

“’Mercer, Sympathy and Ethics, p. 116.
“Blum, Friendship, Altruism and Morality, p. 167.
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Extraordinary, Moral Action o 5, Coh

o @ -
I want to say something about those moral actions which involve great risk or sacrifice

to the agent. Deontic thinkers have referred to these actions as supererogatory- -actions which

2

one does beyond one's religious or moral duty and in which one incurs a substantial risk or

sacrifice.

. supererogation is primarily attributed to acts or or actions.rather
than to persons, traits of character, motives, intentions, or emotions.
Secondly, these acts are optional or non-obligatory , that is
distinguished from those acts which fall under the heading of duty.
Thirdly, they are beyond duty, fulfil more than is required, over and
gbove what the agent is supposed or expected to do. This means that
although they are distinguished from obligatory acts, they are not just
a different moral category but stand in specific relationship . . . to
obligatory action. Finally; this relationship implies that
supererogatory acts have a special value; they are morally ggg_ and
praiseworthy .**

Supererogatory action, according to this, then, includes acts of beneficence, volunteering and

«.

E}sk-taking. Because of the conceptual.connection to duty, etﬁical systems which do not
account for duty do not allow for the coneept of supererogation. I have accounted for the duty
of beneficence and the duty of justice insofar as they augment specific benevolent or just
desires. Itis fmportant to consider whether supererogation has any basis in my account.
David Heyd argues that the following identif v a Supererogatory act: |
1) It is neither obligatory nor forbidden.

2)Its omission is not wrong, and does not deserve sancnon or

crmc1sm - -either formal or informal.
“David Heyd, Supererogatiorf: Its Status in Ethical Theorv (Carfxbr‘idge: Cambridge
University Press, 1982), p. 1.
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3)It is morally good, both by virtue of its (intended) consequence and g\
by virtue of its intrinsic valuc (being beyond duty). ,

41t is done voluntarily for the sake of someone clse's good, and is*

thus meritorious. **

Heyd claims that it is possible tha%c motive of -a supererogatory act be self -regarding while

” . the intention is other-regarding.** If, by definition, supererogation refers only to acts and not

e

LW . .
{o"persons, this is not disputable. On this account, a benevolent person, for cxample, could

perform a supererogatory action, if when going beyond duty, the individual was motivated by

self -interest. -1t is clearly inconsistent with the position I have argued, however, to suggest that

a moral action has no connection to the desire for another's welfare either directlythrough
. N s '
benevolent desire or indirectly through a duty of beneficence. If supcreré'gation only concerns
- Y

the performance of certain actions without a concomitant desire for the welfare of apothér,
supererogation makes no sense in relation to whal,I have argued.
The same point can be made with respect to justice. If supererogation has no

relationship to desire, then there is no notion of supererogation in relation to the desire to treat

’
.

others fairly which may be augmented by the'desire to do one's duty of ju§tice. Justice is

y
difficult to account for in any understanding of supererogation. The difficuity is that .
supererogatory actions are thought to be those actions Wfrhich bring more beneficence ar'\d’ not
more justice. Consequently, if justice is interpreted as "a total comprehensive, all :ambracing
notion . . . thefe is no room left for supererogation.”*” If justice is limited only to actions
gove;ned b;‘*institutions, there is room for supererogatory aétion which is beneficent but not

for supererogatory action which is just. Because I have argued that benevoldhce and justice are

distinguished by the type of situation for which each is appropriate, s&’qerogatory action with
. PR A
LY [

., Tespect to justice is a just act and not a benevolent act.

Even if there is an accounting for desire in the concept of superetogation,

>

supererogation can have no basis in my thesis. In order to explain this I call these actions

extraordinary, moral actions instead of supererogatory actions, I have argued that the duty of

*Heyd, p. 115. “
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: benefrcence augments the. general desire’ f or others welfare in those srtuatrons in whrch one :
lacks a Spﬂmf ic desrre fora partrcular other's welfare and the duty of Justtce augmertts the |
4gentera1 desrre’that others are treated fairly in those situations i in which one lacks a specrfrc
desrre to treat another f arl'ly If thrs s0, the conceptual connéction of extraordmary moral
actrons is to character and not to duty. If extraordmary, moral actions are the result of a
. partrcular desrre (together W1th relevant belief’ s') to enhance the welf are.of another or treat

A,
' another Tfairly in difficult cases it does not make sense to speak of these extraordmar)’ actions

as going beyond dnty. The sequence instead is: . o
' pfrticular'desire for : particular desire ’ - duty ofmbeneficence
\ | thoserin proximate _ \ for those in srtuatrons in duty of justice
\ .'situa;tion's B . | whrch partrculahzatrc;'n and |
| 'w_ho_can be particularized. 1dentrfrcatron is drffrcult :
and . B s -
'rdentrfred w1th - ‘extraordinary’, moral action )

One cannot go beyorrd duty if one has not already accepted a duty. The mdrvrdual who

performs extraord\nary tnoral actions has the ability to partrcularrze and 1dentrf y Wlth Othe'rs in
Ca wrder range Of pOSSIbllltres and does not need to augment his or her behavror with a duty- of
. 3 »

' benefrcence ora dutY Of ] lfstrce Extraordrnary r‘noral actrons cannat occur beyond duty

becanse in order to accoun@ for the erttraordrnary actron as moral reference must be made ro E

2
o

ar desrre and belief s of the agent If one has a partrcular ({esrre in extraordrnary

_cxr mstances h¢ OT she ls able to partrcularrze and rdentt‘fy wrth %tfhers in srtua%iw rch ate.

not proxrmate when fi eaturesxrf the other are abhorrent and so on.

» N ,b w o~

It does not)nake sense that someone would have the mtrmsre‘ desrre to enhance

' e

an'other s welf are for example ina proxr e case: and an. mtrmsrc desrre to enhance another s

welfare in a remOte CaSC but would requrre a uty of benefrcrcence to enhance another s welfare
> Y

the enhancement of another S welf are ina

Cin mstanees in between If .one does not



particular situa'tion' and refers to the duty of beneficence to augment one's general benevolent
desire, one is not likely to have a particular intrinsic‘ desire to enhance 'andther's welfare in
situations in which duty does not extend. ‘o

+ . The same point can '-be made with‘respect to justice, although it 1s more difficult: The

& L " .“r' : . . ’ s . 3

Just person is one who has a general desire that others gre treated fairly. I have argued that it

© s not possrble to specif’ 1callly desrre that all others are treated farrly because one is not aware of

el

|
all others An extraordmary Just action would be one in which the mdrvrdual seeks out

. srtuatrons in which one's desrre'f or fair treatment is not part of one's mstrtutronal 191,9 or one's
‘usual informal role as -arbitrator of disputes. ‘between friends and acquaintanceS' itis ratheran *
“ AR

action in which one comes into contact wrth i

’ viduals ?on?gne does not ordmarrly conf Tont
and seeks Justrce for those lI’lleldualS : Howw quf'or ex‘g; 1e "@, whr&e mrddle class male |

v r‘performs an extraordmary just action wh&n he places hrmself ina posrtron in whrch he not .
only works for the fair treatment of Blacks v?()men or the under prrvrleged but he renounces

his own privilege . - '

-

» The rndrvrdual ‘who does extraordmary moral actions, then is one who has
extraordmary abthttes to parttcularrze and rdentrf y with others. In reference to Heyd's four

crrterra it is correct to 1nd1cate that we do not have a duty to do these extraordrnary, moral

A

e "actrons butftl'nsudoes fot; then make these actions. s“ﬁpererogatory Jhe individual, who, for
r?ﬁfn i Y "L oy ) a .

. exampl sa sﬁecrf ic desrre to he% others in extraordrnary Srtuatrons does not perform the
. k)

-

action out of 'duty; the individualﬂ-perf orms.the action out of a specrf ic desiré to help,the}tther.

If the individual h'as no specific desire to help. someone who, for example; is drowning, he or
. L . e ' 1

- she may augment this lack of desire by a desjre to do.what he or she thinks is one's duty, or the
- :
‘mdrvrdual may not recogmze any relatlon to the other at all We would not ordmarrly say that

the 1ndrvrdua1 has a duty to help the other if he or she has no desrre to hekp the other inan

-

extraordmary srtuatron We would not then, say, however thaty if the mdrvrdual does have a

.- e

d/esrre 1o help, the other the desrre is to go beyond duty Sulce t;here is-no duty rnéolved iditially,

there is no duty to go beyond and, hence, there is no’ supererogé{tory a_ctron.t PR -
e T D T g e T
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Heyd's f ourth criterion does apply to extraordmary benevolem acuon since the action
v e
is done for the other and because one desrres the other's welfare. The criterion applies to
extraordinary, just action if it is agreed that treatmg others fairly is for the good of all involved

in the parocular conflict. With respect to criterion three, tthtraordmary action is morally

' good because one's intention is directed at another and because the individual desires the

other's welfare or fair treatment - -not because it is an extension of duty. Heyd's second

E o
criteri’og implies-that we do not disapprove of individuals who do not undertake extraordinaty,
moral actions. This may be 50 in cases such as throwing oneself* on a hand grenade to save '
one's comrades, but“if , as Heyd suggests, acts of beneficence are also extraordinary, moral

(supererogatory) acticgns, it is not clear that the omission of these types of actions does not

morally reflect on the individual. According to this postion there are only certain kinds of

“

‘ responses which are our duty and benefi 1ccnt responses are not inctuded in these As J S.

Mill wrote, "No one has a moral right to our generos1ty or benefi 1cence because we are not
morally bound to pr_actise those virtues toward any given individual." ** Peter Smger.sugS?Sts,

however, that it is an aﬁjficial'line which is drawn between what a person ought to do &nd what

”

(fher people ought to blame the individual for not doing.*

The fact that a person is physically near to us, so that we have

personal contact with him, may make it mort likely that we shall assist
.him, but this does not show, that we ought to help him rather than
another who happens {o be further away .

23

Since the duty of beneficence and the duty of justice only augmem benevolem desire, T suggest

’ . »

that it is an artifical line which we draw’ between wdisapproving of an individual for not desiring

the welfare or fair treatment of some and not disapproving when an individdal does not desire
the welfare or fair treatment of others. Disapproval seems to be in order for individuals who

are ina posmon to partrcularrze and identify with others but who nevertheless do not desire

their welf are or fair Lreatment. We dlsapprove of the parent, for example who only f eels a

...................

“Mrll Utlhtanamsm p. 62. - ' —
*Pefgr Singer, "Famine, Affluence and Morality," Philosoghy and Public
(1972): 235-236. ' : "
s9Singer, p. 232.

W+




~ duty to care for his or her children tand' does not desire their welfare.

: : ‘ ey,
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.
. let us conmde.r: the case of a man who finds himself unable to

en JOY himself spontaneously with his child; though he goes out of his

way to entertain the child out of his duty as a father. May he-not

quite well regard his relftivé lack of sympathy . . . as a moral failing? v

Can he not, without confusion, regard himself as a worse :

man',..? %

Heyd indicates that acts of beneficence are instances of extraordinary, moral actions

[

(supererogatory vactions) and hence do not deserve sanction if not performed. We do think,
however,\that, if an individual does not desire’ someone'e welfare when he or she is in a position
to particularize and ident'rf y with this other, this morally reflects on the individual. I have
argued that character isnot something one chooses but is something one is by virtue of regular
attentron away from oneself and toward moral situations. It is mappropmate the‘? to praise
or. blame someone f or having or not having a character tralt prarse and blame in this context

N

1mphes that onq has chosen one's intrinsic desrres It is r\mre approprlate to approve or
. o ¥4
pprove the presence or absence of a character trait. e
N \ ‘

1 ’
It is still bad for the racist man to hate black persons, to discriminate
againgt them, to treat ther badly; to regard them as moral inferiors.
These are morally bad actions, responses, ways of regarding person.
A person is thought ill of for having them . . . a person cannot use the
fact of his racist upbringing to excuse hrmself from moral criticism f or
iscriminating against blacks, responding to them in contemptuous
ways, etc. If these reactions are trily part of his actual attitudes and
ules regardmg blacks, then he canrfot absolve himself from moral
Lo assessment . , . *2 S iy

Contrary to Heyd who thinks a benef’ icent action is an extraordinary, moral act‘ion, a
beneficent actron is not an instance of an extraordmary, moral actlon if the individual is in |
close proxrmrty with another and particularization and 1dent1f1catron 1s ot drff 1cult What |
makes an action an -e'xtraor‘dinary, moral actign is the abrlity of;an indi dual 10 partrculanze
and‘identify ‘with others in circumstan.ces in which lack of proxi'mity and other factors— ~
(abhoﬂ‘ence of the deeds of the other; personal risk) make 1t difficult to partrcularlze and

s1iPeter Winch, "Moral Integnty," Ethlcs and Actions (London Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1972), p. &

52Blum, Eﬁendsm Altrmsm ,and it , P 1{189. = : S 3@5
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identif y 1If the individual does not desire the welf are or fair treatment of another in these
satuattons, we do not think that he or she is morally deficient unless the-lack of ability to

~ particularize and icléntif y is the result of laziness. Disapproval is only legitlmatelv withheld if
the circumstances of the extraordinary situation make it very difficult to particularize and
1dent1fy with the other. This lme cannot be drawn as exactly as those writing about
supererogatron suggest The c1rcumstances of each situation need to be known in order to
det_ermm‘z if the mdrvrdual yrs able to desrre the other's welf are. |

. . . ]

Summary t } @

The follo\lvrng has been argued in thrs chapter '
1. Benevolence and justtceﬁ moral character trart ascriptions. As general ascriptions, they

i
indieate that the individual has specific intrinsic desires 10 respond at least-in some specific

. ‘ RN 4
k srtuatrons ’ ¢
v?“ E]are empathy, " sympathy, and benevolence are not synonymous concepts. . »
~(a) ;ﬂ@athetrc distress is an af fectrve response tb the m'%or&unes of others whlch with the
divelopmgtt of cogmtlve abglty becomes empathv or ftglmg with an another. B '
( b) Sympathy, is moregevelomd .than empaﬁt‘lly and is, a feehng for others ¥ : ; .

4w

(c) Benevolence presuppose sympathy but is *annectedwlth actlon'as nelther sy%y nor
' empathy are. Benevolence is the intrinsic desire that another's welfare is af f ected.
(d) To care is to have 1t matter that somethmg is the case- -the mchvxduak,rs motrvated to af f ect

' ssrble Care is composed ofa desrre and relevant bellef' S ww entall the

perhaps ¢ when 1 say to you that 1 care, I am not restricted to saying that it matters to ’

s

me that your welfare f lourlshes or, at least, does not diminish. 1 also indicate that it matters to
me that you are treated f arrly Whether this moral care is mantl ested as a benevolent or a Just

»

des1re is dependent on the f eatures of the srtuatron in Wthh the otlber s we&l bemg is at stake:

.
a
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3. Benevolence and justice are distinguished from each other by thﬁy_pe of situation for which

each desire is appropriate. Benevolence is the- desire to enhance and/or not diminish others'

" welfare i m those sxtuanons wnhout a conflict. Justlce is the desire to treat others f airly in

situations with conflict. Snuﬁv ions with conflict may occur between sentientbeings and

‘between sg:ntiém beings and a standard. A ' ?

4. If an individual is benevolent and just but does not have a particular benevolent or just

desire in a situation, he or she desires to fulfill a duty of beneficence or a duty of justice. This

] l
desm“!o do one's duty is conscxentmusness

5. The range of an mdlvndual s specific benevolent or Just desires is af fected by prox1m1ty to .

others It is not pracucally pos51ble tp spec1f jcally desire the welfare or fair treatment of each

als. If one is unaware of an individual, one _
o - o
. It is, however, possible to make oneself

extraordinaty, benevolent or just response.

I am now ina position to say more about the nature of benevolent and just responses.

aba¥



Cab T Chapter V- -

MORAL RESPONSE |

9

‘The benevolent and just person desires that the circumstances of sentient beings changef ‘

in ‘order that their welfare or fair treatment is aff ected. Thete is,ithen, a conceptual connection
between benevolent and just desires and the respon’se to change the circumstances of another.

- Benevolent and just desnres are part of the mot#¥ation for a response and part of the response

itself. Havmg either a benevolem or Just desire tOWaId angther is to morally Tt’—SPOﬂd to the »
other. In many cases, having Only the desrre to change anoiﬁ’er S crrcumstances wrthout ari

attempt 1o do somethmg about the circumstances erli be an insufficient response But in cases

¥ A
in which al? action is impossible, the desrre that another's crrcumstance &nge is mor_

signif’s icant and’is part of lhe response. For example if George visits Sam in: the hospual the ‘

R ~
00

- moral srgmf icance of George S visit is greates ‘if George visits because he desrres Sam s welf ar% s *

3

‘ , than it is if George vrsrts\enéer from duty or because he has desrgns on Sam's f ortune.
"'Slrmharly there is greate@nmoral significance 1f Joel des1res that Lynn be treated f arrly than
there is if ‘he merely desﬂes@hat he be ingratiated with her by ensuring that she receives fair |
~treatment. T he moral response cannot be understood merely as behavior'orv action. To

L :

properly assess the moral srgmf icance of a reiionse it is necessary to know under what

descnpuon the resﬁonse is bemg consldered orge helprhg Sam because he desrres to help

e

Sam is a different _descnpn’on Of the response than George helping Sam because it is in hlS

self -interest to help Sam. The a'ctionjand the motive for the action are both part of the

-

description of the response. I return to this gy < - ‘W ‘*‘m

My claim that a particular desire and, coﬂSequently a particular response is
approprlate fof certain situations is not to be confused wrth the "situation ethics” of the Values ¥
¥
- Clarifi 1cauon approach whrch 1 outlined in Chapter One. In the Values Clarifi rcauon ap

‘the acknowledgemem that situations are different from each other is to claim thxf:oms N

"rel‘ative,i personal, and situational"ﬁ2 Recogpizing that certain siuations differ according to

'Blum, Friendship, Altrursm and M’orahty 145 : A}‘*' L
2S Srmon and H. Klrschaenbaum Readmgs in Values Clarrﬁcauon (aneapohs
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salient features is not to further ¢laim that these featyregcan be inteTPTeleq o5 the individual
wishes. On the contrary, these featufes are concepy iy conpected 10 CCTtain desires and are
whét 'make\the benevoléﬂt or jus;t desige aPPTOpriale fof 1 particulaf situatio-n. Sinc: desires are
logically linked to Ob]ects it is not logncally POssibja for 3% mdwndual 10 degide that
benevolence is more appropnate than Jusllce as Ope ad J udicates, fof cxample between two

ﬁeople gettmg into graduate\g‘hool Tbe mdmdua] can., of course, be Mistaen about the

1‘-«‘ LY

situation. He or she cannot, hOWever' deC1de thal thef alf treatment Of Others is not at issue if

ch'lS type of confhct any more than he or she can decige 10 be kind t0 2 “tensll. There are n o

ﬁ‘mstand%s in which benevolence 15 mofe importany th an. j ustlce in SItuatlonS wnth conflict an d

there are no mstances m whxch Jusucc i more ’mpon n than °bene"°le“°e in sxtuatlons thhout

.co.nf lict." e

One cannot decide for oneself whether benevolsnce of justice 1S aDpropnate fora

particular Sl[uatlon but, on occamdﬂ one may have W0 choose betweeﬂ reSDondmg 10 a s1tuat10n

i

g
for which benevolenée is affppropuate and TeSpondm m% Sltuatl()l‘l “for Whmh Ju ¢ eé g~

e

appropnav’ In conf licts of thi§ kind the lndlvldual must conisider the “"dyS in wmch the ,

, semlent bemgs in each situation will be affected by the dcclmon to responq to one S‘luatxon

3

~ the UmVersny Press, 1973) p 179. -

\
rather than to the other. When efforts are dll‘ected 0 0 ne situation rather than thé Other, th,fs

~ does not mean that there is no respons¢ to the Other gtyation; "the IteM that was not acted -

upon may, for instance, persist as 1egret-" The ingjicy51 does pari2l¥ Tespond to the other .3
situation by virtue of the benevolent of just desirg direqed toward the _Other and the regret felt
, » | ‘
: . ) motio
for net &ging able 10 completely resp%ﬁ Both the gosie and the € n are"mg‘rally

significant. - /t‘ R

Sy There are situations in which features S“Ch» :grOXiIﬂity abhorrence of én0ther and

-

personal harm can affect desxres dlrected tOWard ahothe . Ln these cases, tpe consmemmus

desire to do one's duty of beneficence 1s the appmpnate de51re A bene"ﬁlent response diffefs

~

Y(cont’d) Winston Press, 1973) p. 1L ‘ o
‘Bernard Willliams, "Ethical Consistency,” i Prob
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from a beneficent response in three important ways. The first difference is that the desire .

-+

component of each is focussed on diff erent objects. The benevolent desire is directed at the
welfare of the other while the beneficent desire is directed at doing one's quty of beneficence
and, therefore, only indirectly at the other. Sccond, the benevolent response includes both a

2

feeling for others and a moral emotion of some kind. The beneficent response does not include

i

either feeling for others or a moral emotion. Third, the benevolent response is a direcl ‘

response and does not include the provision of reasons at the time of the responsw he

benef icent response does include the provision of justifying reasons for one 's response at the
N

time of the respons‘e.

The direct just response and th€ dutiful just response are both responses of the

* generally just person to situations in which sentient being*’onf lict with each other or wu,

(3
’ some standard. They differ in that the direct just desire is directed toward the mdmduals in

" the conf lict whlle the dutiful Just desire is directed at one 's duty and only mdxrectlyﬁ fthose in

2

the conflict. The direct just response includes feeling sympathy for others and a moral >

: . . ¢ . . . N L. . . I 1
emotion, while the dutiful just response includes the provision of reasons to ’lustxf y doing one’s
duty. In each case, the determination of what is fair.treatment is part of the just response.

This involves the provision of reasons why those'in the conflict are to be treated _in'a’e"’ertain. |

way. These adjudicating reasons‘ar‘e not the same as the justifying reasons the dutiful ~
- .

mdmdual provides for undertaking the moral Tesponse. Justif yifle Teasons are ;easbris which

. shoy why a certam response is a moral response. Adjudicating reasons are reasons Wthh

| specifically adjudicate why one mdmdual is treated the same or differently from another.

Before elaborating the role emotion and the different tvpes of reasons plsy in the benevolent,

beneficent, and just responses, 1 ‘must say somethmg more about emotlon and reason.
< ) : \

L *,

s

Emotion

T am concerned with émotions as occurrent temporary states rather than as

]

dispositions. Dispositional ,emotiong‘ar)e‘mofe like stylistic traits, The frightened individual has

L~ R . ° »~
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‘same changes as they occur IS the emotlon T

83

no desire to be fearful, for example, nor does he or she have a fearful desire for some end.
Having a dispositional benevolent emotion, for example, is the propensity to have benevolent .
emotions in certain‘eituations. ) G

In order to dctermine the relationship between desire and occurrent emotions and, more
specifically, the relationship between benevolent and just desires and errlotion, I address the
following major issues: the relationship of emotigns to f eelings and to behavior; the

relationship of emotions to desires, beliefs, an? pvalyapons and whether ernotrons can be

motives. In domg this, I argue that, when one\has a particular desrre an emouon is a feeling

one experiences if one believes that certain condi{ions ar¢ present and one evaluates these
beliefs in a certain way. Anger, for exaﬂ‘lple, is the feeling one experiences when one desires
not to be thwarted and one evaluates that one is being thwarted. Fear is the feeling one

experiences when one desires not to be harmed and evalugtes that éne is being threatened.

The Relationship of Emotion to Feelings and Behavior . ’

Wlthough one feels an occurrent emotion, emotion cannot be redubed to,the feeling
involved in physiological or mental changes. 1 reject, for example,,William_{.J Smes's view that,

"bodily changes follow directly the perception of the exciting fact, and U . our feeling of vthe

N "\({ o & B
There are a number of reasons both empirical and ¢onceptual, why emotions and,. :

feelings are not identical. ‘Experimental evidence shows that " "the same visceral changes occur

in very different emotionat states and in non-emotional states”.* Furthermore, it is possible to

drug induce feelings of anger or fear without the individual being angry or fearful. If emotions
. ,

were reducible to eeling states, it would not be possible to make the conceptual distinctions .

that we do make t?tween emorions which have very similar feelings. The ph?siological or

__________________ . t,’ T S N
‘*erham James, Prmcrples of Psychologz Vol. ' II (News York: Macmillag, 1§90),
pp. 449-50: J .

sMagda Arnold "Feelings and Emouons as Dynamic Factors in Personality

Integration," in The" Nature oT Emotion, ed Magda Arnold (New York: Perigum
Books, 1968), p. 46 .
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mental feelings associated‘with envy and jealousy, for example, do not differ much, il at all,
and consequently they are not what distinguish envy from jealousy. R. S. Peters has
suggested that emc_nion_ would not be so readily reduced to feeling if fear and anger which have.
"palpable signs of changes in the autonompic nervous system” had not typically been used as
paradigms of emotion.* gl,.hzit*"highly specific phy‘%ological changes, of the sort that often
occupy fear and anger, occupy remorse? "7

Although not éynony‘mous with emotion, feeling is part of what it means to have an
occurrent emotion. It is self -c‘omradié‘tory to say that I am anxiogs about Laura drivi»ng from
Vancouves but I don't feel anything about it or that I regret having treated her poorly but I 'm

‘not feeling anything. Pitcher gives an example, however, in which. he claims to show that

someone could have an occurrent emotion and have no charadristic feclings.

¥

If P comes upon Q‘just as Q is setting fire to P's house, and P rushes
® at him in blind fury, it seems singulatly inappropriate to insist that P
: " must be having certain sensations. In fact P, in such circumstances,
probably ‘experiences no sensations of any kind, and yet he is
undoubtedly extremely angry. '

It may be inappropriate to insist that P has certain sensations because it is superfluous to do
so. P may not be aware of his f¢ use his attention is directed at punishing Q. But, if

4

P does not eéﬁEriehce ah)"but of the ordinary feelings, P doesgqot experience an emeotion. Erol

(? @& N
Bedford? also argues that a person may have an emotion without also having a feeling.
- . BN L RN e T e e o

LT

For if we have good grounds for the assertion that a person is jealous,’
we do not withdraw this assertion-on learning that he does not‘éeel
jealous, although we may accept this as true. It is, after all, n®torious
that we can be mistaken about our own emotions, and that in this
matter a man is not the final court of appeal in his own case; those

- “who are jealougare often the last, instead of the first, to recognize
that they are.'®

‘

‘R. S. Peters, "Motivation, Emotion »and the Conceptual “Schemes of Common -

N \§erxse," in Psvchology and Ethical Development, p. 108. '
Peters, p. 108. .

~ 'G. Pitcher, "Emotion,” in Education and the Development of Reason, p. ﬁ)O/
$Erol Bedford, "Emotions," in The Philosophy of Mind, ed. V.C. Chappell

(Fnglewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1962). ;

‘*Bedford, pp. 112-113. ' '
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Bedford confuses occurrent emotions with dispositional emotion‘s. One may not be aware th&; o

L
U\ EEN ﬁ

L
he or she hias a dispositional emotion. But, if one is not aware of one's occurrent emotions it i8 %3
v
because one does not spell Out to oneselfl that one is expcriencing an emotion. This, however, is * >
not to make the further claim that one docs not expenence the cmotion.
The reduction of emotion (o certain types of behavror can also be dismissed on
expencntral and conceptual grounds. Emotions are not always expressed either facially or as
overt actions. This is not to say that behavror is not helpf ul in mterpretmg another's emotions.
"A fortiori we would not believe that someone has a certain emotrm he has often acted ina .
way that is rationally incompatible with that emotion. . . . we do look upon behavror as an
‘external’ or public indicator of 'inner' or private states' RS There-_rsmhbwever..no one set.
of behaviours or changes in facial expression which are indicative of a-particular€metion.
. while an angry man m y pound the table, slam the door or pick
- a f ight', he may not. He may stand stock-still, g0 red in the face,
tense, purse his lips, and then go out with studied calm. In short it is
an impossible programme to find a list of behavioral items, some or all
of which must be present if the behavior in question is to be dubbed
angry behavior, !?

Specifi¢ behavior is neither necessary nor sufficient as a criterion for an occurre,gt emotion.

Conceptual distinctions can be made between wonder and grief, neither of which have

. behavioral manif estatrons other than as Peters suggests, quiesence. Furthermore there'are

some situations in which an emotion is present and there is no action possrbleGA person may

- be afraid, for example, but be unable to Tun because there is nowhere to Tun.
- . :

The Relation of Emotion to Belie&, Evaluation and Desires

!

An emotion is a fecling one experiences when one has a particular desire, believes that

A

certain condrtrons are present and evaluates the behcf sina certarn way. These three conditions
‘must be satrsf 1ed if an emnotion i$ Lo eccur. Feehngs without these components aré not -

emotrons-~they are moods or sensatrons The mdrvrdual must desrre somethmg, f‘o‘ample I

Uwilliam Lyons Emotron (Cambrrdge

. JMLyons, p. 22.
|

¥ -
. N
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desire not to-be harmed. The individual must have certain bchcf s about the situation; I bchcvc
that there is a rattlesnake on the rock next to me. The mdlvuduai must cK'alualc this- dcscnpuon
in a certain way; 1 assess the presence of the ramcsnakc to be. Lhreatenmg When thcsc thrce ‘
condmons are present, ahc individual cxpencnccs an cmouon I feel fear Thcsc mndmons may |
also serve as parl of the causal explanation of my fear. A mother bcy her cubs, and I on a

narrow path meet the conceptual requirements of fear, if 1 desir Aot 10 be harmed"and

A ] .
evaluate the presence of the mother bear to be threatening. ‘ vcondltnons can alsgbe

& Ve .
e [N

the causes of my fear. e

There is a formal relationship which exists betwgen [ﬁéptual undérs’tanding of a
parucular emotion and its object. The ‘object’ of one’s pﬂhe‘m is somethmglwhxch is one's own,
as some sort of achievement ot advamage.” The{‘o/bject‘”mne s embarrassment is something
which is awkward or unpleasant. The 'objec‘t'\o‘\onc's féar is a something which is
threater{ipg. We may sometimes feel sad or ang;y wilﬁout knowing what we are sad or angry
about or we might be mistaken about the objects of these emotior?ﬁs does not mean, |
however, that there is no object of these emotions. \ | ’

Neither 3 formal r{or a particular object is sufficient to understand the concept of an
emotion. The indi;'idual must havé relevant beliefs about the object. In order for Jane to be
angry at Terry f or%pilling his supper on the rug, Jane must believe that there‘was sémething
spilled on the rug and she must believe tﬁét Tefry did it. If it was Cathy who spilled‘her supper
on the rug and n&t Terry, this does not mean that Jane does not experience anger even if it is
based on z; false belief . , .

. ¢ ; d

Relevant beliefs include appraisals. When an individual feels an emotion as a resuit of
an appraisal, the garticular appraisal is an evaluation. An'evaluati_von reflects an individual's

pre‘ferenoes dr attitudes.'* Ortega's descriptjon of four people by a dving man's bed is . ,

L eememeoeeneaay LY ‘
“Philippa Foot "Moral Beliefs,” in Virtues .and Vices and Other Essays in Moral =
Philosophy (Oxford Basil Blackwell, 1978), pp. 113-114.
“Francm\ Dunlop, "The Education of the Emotions,” Journal of the Philosophy of
: Edu ition 18 (1984): 250. ‘

'“N@e{bﬂmn’h Ethl§ p,n170 e
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illustrative of the way in which only some may cxpericnce an emotion in the same situation.'*
. . &
Present are the man's wife, his doctor, a seporter, and a painter- -there is a dil‘l'ercnl
"emotional distance between each person and the event they all witness. """ The painter

'app;aiscs;nh?situation as one¢ which has a certain combination of spatial and optical

co_mp%ncms. The reporter appiaises the situagion factually. The doctor appraises the situation
" > T .

professionally S8 nly the wife evaluates the situation as one in which someone who is dearly
. ' o

y
loved is about to dic. She z{pcrienccs‘:ihtense emotion.

Different evaluations of the same beliefs result in different emotions. The ‘object" of .

fear, for example, is something which is threatening but only if one apraises the situation as -
] o !

being threatening. I may belicve that there is a mother bear on the path but assess it as

agreeably dangerous and experience excitement rather than f{ear '* .

. . . emotions are not differentiated by means of the object or even the
subject's factual beliefs about the object but by‘means of the subject's
evaluative beliefs about the object . . . . FQr your emotion is, say, not .
one of embarrassment unless you evaluat view the situation as
awkward or unpleasant. 1f you were thick-skinned and did not mind
in the least meeting people whoxryou had rejected or failed in some
way, then you would not evaluate such meetings as awkward and
unpleasant, and so would not be embarrassed ¢n such situations.'®

1 believe that this is a bank machine and that by putting my bank card in the bank maéhine I
will receive money. If I evaluate the process to be demeaning, I eXperience resentment. On the
other hand, if 1 evaluate the process 1o be indicative of human progress, I experience pride. If
1 appraise the process as necessar)}‘ in order for me to buy gas for myl car, | experiehce no

‘ . oy
emotion. Emotions occur only under certain evgluative descriptions. One must 'see’ a

situation as fulfilling the conditions for which a particular emotion is appropriatg and one must

alse have a "personal preference” with respect to the evaluative desctiption.

- N8 SR |

I, I o r
“Jos¢ Ortega y Gasset, The Dehumanization of Art, Garden City, New York:
-Doubleday and Co., Anchor Books, 1956), P, 14, :

- Ortega, p. 14. ?
“Lyons, Emotion, p. 35. s | e
“*Lyons, Emotions, p. 50. . N . ﬁ ﬁ
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Because emotrons involve eValuatton of behefs emotions can be reasonable or

Nmreasonable If an mdrvrdual understands for example that a bug is harmless but the ~

mdrvrdual is still af rard of the bug this does not show that emotion is irrational. It shows

)

» 'instead that the person‘ experiences an rrratronal emotion®® One's emotion can be unreasonable
i ,1f it 1s based on an unfounded behef or a superstitious belief, if the object of the emotion is

unsurtable “or if the mtensrty of the emotron is* abnorrnal f or the srtuatron 2 If one's behef s are
AN ;
mapproprxate one may have unfounded or'superstltrous emotrons. If the evaluation of one's

‘\~

behef s is 1nappropnate, one has an 1rranona1 unsurtable or abnormal emotion. If one 's

emotwn is based on an unrea’sonable belief or an unreasonable evaluatron one expenences an

~ j—

unreasonable emotron; B o .

[' - o ' N

Two people can see a srtuatron as equally dangerous yet one may be af rard and the

other not Being afraid cannot consrst then only’in evaluatmg somethmg as dangerous even if

4

\ B
- there 1s no vanatron in the perceptual evaluanon 7 The dif ference between the two responses is

to be found 1n what each 1nd1\/1dual desrres .Two people who come acrqss a bear and her cubs

, on a narrow path and who both évaluate the situation as threaten.rng wdl have drf f erent-

‘ experrences of f ear if one, {or example, desrres to live and the other sees thrs as her opportunrty -

to commrt surcrde undetected If there is an emotron there mrht be a desrre

William Lyons has proposed a causal evaluatrve " theory of emotrons 1n whrch one

o
.

first /as beliefs upon which the individual makes his ,orfher evaluation. The ,evaluatr;on,«says,»y

Lyons, then causes the desire which leads to behavior.>

@

~ To take a simple case of fear, the-sight of a ferocious dog mrght cause
Fred to evaluate it as threateningly dangerous to him such thathe =~
wants to run-away and escape, and.so he takes to his heels 2 ‘

CItis correct to indicate that emotionmay create desrres to do certain thrngs but it is 1mportant

.................. . &

29Bernard Williams, "Morality and the Emotions," in - Problems of the Self, p 224

2Pjcher, "Emotion,” p. 373, . :

22erh'am Alston, "Emotion and Feeling," in The Encyclopedr' of- Phrlosophy Vol
ed. Paul Edwards (New York: Macmrllan Pubhshrng Co., Inc "and the Free

Press 1967), p. 485. . 1 , oo

“Lyons, Emotion, p. 57. = = - ' '

“Lyons, p. 57. o . , -

5
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‘ motivates Fred to runnway . S ' _ L

89’

to alsc§account for the desires that' someone has prror to th evaluatron Because Fred

evalu tes that the dog is threatenmg and he desires not to be hurt, he feels afraid. Behef S, |
|
|

evaluation of. ‘those belief S, the desrre not to be hurt, and the.resultant feeling of fear are~-what

. [
! : ¥

L If one has a partlcular desire and one's evaluation of one's belref S are of a certam type,

&

a correspondmg emotlon OCCurs, 1 desire not to, be harmed and 1 beheve that this is a dog with
very sharp teeth. If [ also evaluate this dog as’ threatenmg, I experience fear. Fear just is the ‘
desrre not to be harmed when evaluatmg sornethmg as threatening. This is not tq,say that’ all

combmatrons of desires. and appralsals have a correqundmg emotion. Not all apprarsals

describe a situation whrch is the obJect of an emotlon Not all desrres and appraisals have

correspondmg emotions but all emotlons entaul a correspondmg desire and evaluated beliefs.?’

.
-

\

’

Emotion as Motivation /
R. S. Peters has rargued fora c‘oneeptual distinction between emotion and- ‘motive,
although both,,/hé’fsays are the result of ‘appraising‘ or evaluating a situation.? Emotions and
motives are dlstmct he argues because mo:hves connect apprarsals with action while emotions
connect appraxsals wrth thmgs that come over us.?’ An emotlon and a motive may be the reﬁult )

~of the same apprarsal but because emotions are passive, says Peters, the only actions initiated -

by emouons are mvoluntary- -our knees knock we persprre we blush. Just because emotrons !

FARN

- are not chosen, this does not mean that they are merely reactions. As we have already seen, the

p

‘what it is to be an emotion. Some emotions do not 1ea_d 1o action but other emotions do

evaluative component of an emotion is not a reaction to an appraisal; the evaluation is part of

v

because of the nature of the desires to which they are connected.

\

----- R Rt ) o
25Th,e exception to this mrght be emotlons whrch are conditioned such that a person
responds with -an emotion on a certain cue but conditioned emotions are rot unlike

drug induced - emotions. ‘in whrch the person could for example,‘/feel angry but not

‘Be angry. /

/“’R S. Peters, "The Educauon of the Emotrons m sychology and Ethrcal

" Development, p. 178. _ L .
Peters, 178. o ‘ T ' 7
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Since the cor“n'bi'nation of desire and belief is the'motiVating reasori for a response and

certam cornbrnattons of desxre and evaluated beliefs entarl certam emotions, there are both

P emottonal and non- emotlonal motlves

°

For example, his killing the stranger who'entered his house at night .
was motivated by fearif, say, it was the case that he believed that the
. stranger was going. to attack him and that he was in danger of his hfe
. this belief so affected him that his physiotogy was stirred up and he
- was moved to rid himsel§of the danger by shooting the stranger. On
the other hand, his killing the stranger was the result of a pure
" non-emotional motive, if it was the case that he coolly decided that
strangers ought not to enter people's houses at night and needed to be
taught a lesson 1

3 S

Benevolent and Just Emotions

" T-have argued that emotions are feelings which are to be understood with reyspect toa

_particular desire and an evaluation of belief saboutia particular object or set of circumstances.

The syrnpathetlc desire that others not feel the way they do, combined with the evaluation that
someone is h&ving an agbnlzinﬁkpereience, f o’r_fexample,.ventails that I feel for this person.
The.syttnpathetic emotion experienced is affected by the circumstances in which the otherf is
af fected. One feels compassion, for example, if the other grieves; one vf eels commfseration if

the other is frustrated or disappointed. An evaluation of a certain kind must occur if one is to

s )

expenence sympathetlc emotron For example having a behef that someone is f requently
looklng at street s1gns 1s not enough to feel commiseration. One must desire that the other does
“not feel confused and one must also evaluate that the individual is lost. "Having the belief
- alone is compatible with indifference, malicious de.llght ... 0r intense intellectual

.interest . . ."%

The emotion experienced‘ asa result of a benevolent or just desire that another's

-t

c1rcumstance is changed depends on whether changes occur in the other’ s cﬁcumstances If one

2"Lyons, Emotion, p. 52. : ,
Lawrence Blum, "Compassion,” in Explaining Emotions, ed. Amelie Rorty.
(Berkeley University of California Press, 1980), p. 509. . )

Ed e




\de%es the welfare or f air treatment of another,rend the individual is thwarted, ong, feels anger;
‘if the other is in danger one f eels fear; if the other flourishes, one feels jdy’. One feels |

| remorse shame, regret or guxlt if one's benevolent or Just desires are not intense enough o -

" override countervarlmg desrres - One feels regret or sorrow if it is not possrble to act on one's
desires. For purposes of brevrty, I will refer tq the emotions which result from benevolent and

| just desrres a$ moral emotions, although Sympathetrc emotron is also a.moral emotron

“ - One of Kant's maJor obJectrons to recognizing any of the émotions as morally

- significant was that he thought emotions to be natural to some but not to others. Consequently
‘he thought that this would make ';the capacity for moral worth a species of natural advantage”
which would be "both’logically incompatible with the notion of the moral, and'also ln some
ultimate sense hrdeously unfair, " lt is the benevolent and’ Just person who expenences moral -
emotrons and as | have argued previously, the benevolent and just person is one who has fairly
permanent intrinsic desires for others welfare and f air treatment. Benevolent and just desires _

are af fected bv what one attends to in one's hfe between 'moral situations'. ‘Attention can be

‘ developed and, consequently, so can benevolent and Just desrres and moral emotions.

Reasons

J ustif ying Reasons

o

‘In Chapter Two I sard that Justtf ying reasons are those which provide the context or

the structure within which acuons have meanmg If justifying reasons are 10 be moral
justifying reasons rather than prudential or self -interested justifying reasons, they must make‘
. o
_reference to the well-being of sentient beings. It is contradictory to think that one can give a

moral reason to justify a self -interested Tesponse.

~Now lf ‘the man adOptS the moral point of view because it is in his
35ee, for example Amehe Rorty, "Agent Regret in Explaining Emotions, pp.
489-506; 1. Thalberg, "Remorse”, Mind 72 (1963): 545-555; Robert Rosthal, - "Moral
Weakness and Remorse,” Mind 76 (1967): -576-579; William Neblett, The Role of
Feeling in Morals (Washington, D. C. : University Press of America, Inc., 1981). ‘
AWilliams, "Moralrty and Emotions," p. 228.




view? 1f he hasn't, how is the fact in ‘question (that acting from the
moral point will be in his interest) to be a reason for himto *
adopt that point of view? If a man undertakes to do somethmg

interest to, }a: he not already adopted the self -interested point of

—-_.____.——.__.___.

secure what is in his interest. But to be cofcerned to do or secure
B what is in your self -interest is to be self -interested. How then are you
‘ to adopt EITHER the moral view OR the self - mterested vnew" You
are already self -interested*? :

“

Doing one's duty because it might bring a reward is not a moral Justlf ying redson. As Beehler

indicates, - only some kinds of reasons, only some kmds of consrderatlons -are moral o

reasons .. .. Of course, if one doesn't find thgse reasons compelling. well, one doesn't. But

that does not make the reasons one‘does find compellmg, moral reasons- -by def ault . . ."¥
» oyl

Moteover, as | have shown understandmg that certam ]ustif ying reasons are mora] reasons

does not compel someone to be motivated by them
! v _ N
In this section I argue that the benevolently dutiful or justly dutiful response includes a

process of .rerninding one’s_elf of the jusifying reasons for the appropriateness of doing one's
duty in a particular instan?e. T,hese justifying reasons provide the context within which one
may then desire to do‘one"s_ duty. Because the benevolent or just person has certain desires
dire‘cted at the other, this persondoes not nee‘d to remind himself or hersetf of justifying
reasons at the time of the benevolent or just response.. The henef icent response and the dutiful
ju;'[ response do Tequire the provision of justifying reasons at the time ))f the response hecause,
.although the in,dividual is generally henevolent or‘ just, he or she does not in the particular
instance have a specific desire for the other'sweifare or fair treatment. The benevolent and
PR : o
just individual, who does not have a' direct desire for the other, acknowledges the justif&ing
moral reasons for his or her behavior and then desires to act according to duty. ‘
. . M e |

A justifying reason is a judgment about the ways in which onel "s response' is consistent
with \‘vhat either a benevolent oI just person would"do in the situation. In other words, if one -
is to providg a justifying reason for helping someone in a partrcular situation, one must make a
judgment regardmg the approprlateness of the response.. If Maureen judges that, in this

..................

*’Beehler, Moral Life, p. 153.
**Beehler, Moral Life, p.- 60.
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situation, she ought to help another who suffers, this is the justifying reason for her response.

If Maureen is generally bene‘/glemf‘ she will then desire to do her duty of beneficence. This

o A

desire to do her duty together with relevant beliefs constitute Maureen's motivating reason for

. her response. |

' / Because one's’ just‘if ying reason consists of a judémem that one ought to do something,
justifying reasons are conside:xed to‘be reasons which alny benevolent or just.person would
,accep’t if he or she was in the ;same situation. They are not reasons that everybody would
accept, since I have argued that, i_f someone is not already benevolent or j’l\tst, these reasons will
not motivate that person. Whereas R. M. Hare utilizes universalizability, prescriptivity, and
overridingness as measures of whether an action is moral, universalizability is utilized’ by the

- benevolent or just person to justify that the respénse is one that somiy(who is benevolent of

K}

just would pérgf)rm. The major criticism of utflizing the principle of universalizability to
clarify morality is that, because the universalizabflity principle is a formal principle, it is
consistent wiih‘;any content. The principlg of universalizability utilized by ths benevolent or
just person, escapes this criticism because the benevolent and just response is what is \J
‘ ‘ ]
universalized. Universalizébility, used by the generally benevolent or just pérson, determines
that the' reasons for responding are consistent with the response of a benevolent or just person.
Because they are reasons which :ue consistent with the ways in which a bc;ixevolent or just
person would respond, the provisibn of justifving reasons, as part of the beneficent and dutiful
just response, is n(‘nr merely a moméntary justification.—Again referring to Itis Murdoch on this

_ point, théy are acknowledged as justifying reasons because of what the individual has attended

to prior to the provision of justifying reasons.

e

#

7
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Ad judicating Reasons

t A

The Just person provxdes reasons for his or her adjudxcatlon when working out a
conflict in a partxcular way. These are not justifying reasons for being just; they are
adjudncatmg reasons which specify how the mdnvnduals ina particular circumstance are to
“re“ceive fair treatment. The following example illustrates the three types of reasons I have

outlined. . | 0 ;

Karen ’h‘as been asked by two waiters at her restaurant to settle a dispute gb()ut the
distributiqn of tip money.. Karen is not fond of either waiter because she suspects thefn of

pilfering eutlery and her first .inclina_tion'is to settle the dispute by pulling straws, ‘But, beeause
she:is a éenerally just person, shé' acknowledges that she has a duty to be jliét in ims instance.
=The a.cknowledgemen‘t co’nsiste of providing justifying 'r}easons why a just person should act
| justly in this sxtuauon On the basis of these justif ylr?g reasons, Karen desires to do her duty to
treat the waners £ alrly Thxs desire together with relevam belxefs about the waiters' .
predicament is the motivating reason for Karen's response. After weighing the evidence from
each wait\erf Karen gives reasons about the way in which the pr'e‘dicziment fnay'be solved fairly,
.This adjudicétion process is essential to the just response 1f those in the conflct are to be.
treated fairly. The reasons Karen provides to settle the dispute are, as Av?ve.have seen, imp;rtial
"and relevant to the dispute, She does not decide in favour of one because of his nationality nor
because of any personal feclings she has. Using Frankena's contention that ’justice demgnds
that one "helps or hinders them equally in the achievefnem of the best lives they‘are capable

of " Karen takes into account such things as the original agreement about tips, or, if there

was no agreement, she considers how Such things as need, merit, ability, and/or effort affects

*

cach person with respect to the other.
Because one's ad judicating reasons are impartial wnh respect to the personal f eatures
of those in the conf hct the universalizability of ad)udlcatmg T€aSO0NS iS also 1mportant

However, beeause ro.f\the complexity of each conflict, universalizability may be very difficult. .

“Frankena, Ethics, p. 51.
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In order to accept the principle {of universalizability}, we should have
to establish that human predicaments exhibit sufficient sameness, and
this we cannot do without abstracting away from concrete situations
those qualities that seem to reveal the sameness. In doing this, we
of'ten lose the very qu’a'lities or factors that give rise to the moral
question in the situation.’* ‘

‘

In summary, all moral respbnscs include motivating réason,s. Moral responses
motivated by the desire to do one's duty. includeﬁstif ying reasons for the response. All just
responses, whether motivated from a direct desire for the others' fair treatment or by a desire

to do one's duty, include adjudicating reasons for the ways in which fair treatment can be

achieved.

Benevolent and Beneficent Responses

Benevolent Response

Throughout this work I have argued against understanding morality solely wit :

to action. i‘he moral response is not merely an action. Motivation must also be considered‘ ‘ig
the assessment of the'"respons.e. There are situations, for example, in which an action is |
impossiblc; but in which someone may still respond in a morally significant way. It does seem
“0dd to claim that benevolent and jpst desires are p;m of the moral respdnse and t'hat they are
also character trait ascriptioﬁs. If an individual has the character trait of -benevolence, for

4

example, then he or she is benevolent. To be benevolent one must, h'owever‘ at least in some

" particular situations, desire the welfare of others. It is this particular desire in a particular
situation which is part of the response to the other. Benevolent desire, then, is part of both the
response and the motivation for the response and: as such, it is morally significant. Lawrence
“Blum cites th‘e work of R. M. Titmus who corﬁpares the vqlumary donation Qf blood to the

'market’ system and concludes that voluntary donation is better because of the "intrinsic value

in the social sentiments, attitudes, and emotions .. ."*¢*

They are good in themselves, bevond the- gbod attached to them or

35Nodding,’ Caring: A Feminine Approach to Ethics and Moral Education, p. 85.
3Blum, Friendship,” Altruism, and Morality, p. 220n.
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derived from being productive of beneficent acts. It is good to us
merely that someone . . . cares about our weal and woe."’
An action is not necessary for a response to be morally sighif icant since benevolent
. desire is part of the benevolent response. Kant claimed, on the other hand, that, "If. . . there
is no way in which I can be of help to the sufferer and I can do nothing to alter his situation, 1
.might as well turn coldly away . . ."** The dying paticpt does, however, receive some good
knowing that I desire his welfare even though he realizes that I can do nothing. Benevolent
desire alone is morally significant and deserves approbation because the object of the desire is
the welfare of the other: ’
Since benévolcnt desire is part of the benevolent response and moral emotion is
conceptually connected to benevolent desire, moral emotion is also part of the understanding of
_ the benevolent response. The individual who has a benevolent desire feels for the other because .
sympathy is presupposed by benevolence. If there is an evaluation with respect to the changé
in the other's circumstance, the individual also experiences a moral emétion of some kind. This
emotion is a morally significant part of the benevolent response, The individual in the burhing
building who cannot be saved or the dying deer at the side of the road may be unaware of the
synipathetic and moral emotions experienced by those Who have ¢hcountered the misfortune.
Ne‘vertheles\s, there is moral significance to the response of the individual who desires that the
victim not suffer and who feels anguished by the victim.'s pain and feels regret that he or she
cannot help. The response of the individual who desires the welfare of the pergon in the fire is
not the same as the response of one who watches the fire indif ferently.‘ The f c;llowing example
of Blum's illustrates how a response is deficient if a benevolent emotion is absent.
Suppose I have a flat tire by the side of the highway, my iack is
broken, and there is no phone nearby. I am dependent on a passing
~car to stop. When, eventually, Manero stops to help me, I am greatly
relieved that my tire is changed so I can get on the road again, and I

value Manero's act of beneficence for this reason. But, in addition, 1
would naturally value Manero's act as expressive of the human

¥Blum, p. 221n.

*Immanuel Kant, Lectures on Ethxcs trand. by L Infiled (New York: Harper and
Row, 1963). -p. 200. :
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‘ sympathy and compassion it showed in Mancro's taking the trouble to
stop and help me. If I had reason to believe that the act was not
expressive of such sympathy and compassion - ¢.g., if Manero had a

%ind of business connected with his auto repair shop, in which he
carried tire-fixing equipment around with him and offered for a fee to
fix the tires of persons in my sort of situation - then I would regard,
and value, the act differently. Though it would still have the
substantial value to me of relieving my helpless situation and cnabling
me to drive my car . . . it would lack the element of human sympathy
or compassion. For Manero would be doing the act purely . . . asa
business proposition. The good to me of the two different acts would
differ.*

<Although Blum intends his example to refer 1(; emotions, it can be understood with respect 1o

both benevolent desire and the sympathetic cfnmion prc§upbOSed by benevolent desire. The aﬁ
|

in each instance is identical but the response is dif ferent. One response includes the desire for

the other's welfare and a sympathetic emotion while the other 'rcsponsc includes neither desire

‘nor ecmotion. If Manero's action is dgne out iof a business interest, it is not, in fact, a

beneficent act; it is, rather, a prudential or self -interested act. A beneficent act i$ a moral act

and one cannot do a moral act from self -interested desires.
\]

N .

In summary, I have argued that the benevolent response necessarily consists of a
feeling for others presupposed by a benevolent desire as well a corresponding moral emotion.
. v .
The response may include an action in those situations for which an action is possible. If

someone desires another's welfare and feels an emotion but does not act when an action is

possible, the response, while still benevolent, is, nevertheless, deficient.

*

Y : .
Benef ifept Response

4 In Chapter Three I argued that it is not practically possible for an individual, who is
generally benevolent, to specifically desire the welfare of all sentient beings in all situations. In
those situations in which one does not have a specific desire for another, the benevolent
individual will desire to do his or her duty of beneficence. This desire to do one's duty, I have
said, is conscientiousness. The beneficent response has quite diffcrem 'componems from the
compohems which comprise the benevolent response and, hence, it has different moral

¥Blum, p. 144.
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significance. Beneficence is only indirectly concerned with the other's welfare. There is no
sympathetic fecling for the other since sympathy is presupposed by benevolent or just desire.**
Because there is no benevolént desire there is also no moral emotion.

In silua‘lions in which the gencrally benevolent person docs pot have a benevolent desire
for another, h®or she acknowledges a duty of beneficence. The acknowledgement of a duty
involves providing justifying rcasons for onc's response at the time of ihc response. For
cxample, Wendy is climbing the stairs of the Physics bujlding just as Hank. one flight above
her drops the fifteen file folders he had been carrying down the stairs. Wendy is in a hurry to
deliver her guest lecture on levers so she fails to notice Mank 's despair. She does notice,

however, Hank's papers on the stairs. Wendy has no direct desire to assist Hank and .

consequently she does not expcrﬁbience a synﬁthetié emotion for him. She is, however, a
generally benevolent person and she appraises the sitifalion as one in which someone rcquires
help. She acknowledges a duty to help Hank and desires to do this duty.*! In order to
acknowledge a duty to help, Wend,y’;‘écognizcs that there are reasons why ahyone is obligated to
help who encounters a situation in which someone has dropped papers dgwn,the stairs. Wendy

appraises that there is someone in trouble (although she does not see Hank as an‘individual in
trouble). She acknowledges that in this type of situation anyone ought to help. This is her

;‘
justifying reason for helping. This justifying reason is part of her beneficent response.

I have argued that the desire and emotion which are directed.at the welfare of another
N ’ .

is morally significant.- It ig morally significant because of the good portrayed to the other or, if”

“itisn't perceived by the other, because of the contribution to "the growing good of the

“In the previous chapter 1 described conscientiousness as the desire to do one's
duty either with or without a struggle. In the latter case, one may have a 'feeling’
which is the experienc® of struggling with countervailing desires or, in the former
case, it may be as Kant described, an experience of reverence for the moral law.
"What 1 recognize immediately as a law for me, I recognize with reverence, which
means merely consciousness of the subordination of my will to a law without the
mediation of my senses.” Immanuel Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysics of
Morals, trans, H. J. Paton (London: Hutcheson, 1962), p. 69.

“"Wendy may not do her acknowledged duty if her desite. to get to her class
overwhelms her desire to do her duty.



world."* This good is absent in the beneficent response because one responds directly to duty
and only indirectly for the other. The process of providing justifying reasons for one's
response at the time of thg response detracts from the Ilﬁorality of the response in many
instances. The response.is necessarily delayed because or‘ the-time required for the provision of

justifying reasons. -

The conscientious attitude is one which involves the thought of good

or of pleasure for someone ¢lse, but it is a more reflective attitude

than that in which we aim directly at the production of some good or

some pleasure for another, since in it the mere thought of some

pamticular good, or of a particular pleasure for another does not

immediately incite us to action, but we stop to think whether in all the

circumstances the bringing of that good or pleasure is what is really

incumbent on us.*’ :

. ) A . k
For example, Judy sees an eiderly man trip and fall in front of her; she desires his welfare,
feels a sympathetic emotion for him, and attempts to help. Contrast Judy's response to Kate's
responsc. Kate sees the elderly man fall and pauses to consider whether the reasons she might
have for acting are universalizable to everyone. If Kate determines that her reasons are
universalizable and she acts on this, her dack of spontaneity to the man's predicament allows a
longer time for him to suffer. Moreover, her pause to reflect indicates that she is not so much
concerned with the welfare of the man as she is with doing the right thing. This is not to say
1

that Judy may not deliberate about the best way to help the man but she does not deliberate

about whether she ought to help him.

-

v

I am not suggesting that there is no moral significance in the process of justification

but the significance arises in thos? situations in which a direct benevolen‘t desire is not possible

or is difficult. The generally benevolent individual cannot respond with a benevolent dpsiie in '
all situations. In those situations iﬁ which it is possible to respond benevolently and the
individual only recognizes a duty to be beneficent, the response is morally deficient. The

def iciéncy of this type of response is most evident in perfunctory réplies to asorheone's

“Ross, The Right and the Good. p. 163.
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discomfort or injury: for example, the individual, s;/ho. when shown a scraped knee, replies
with cffort, "Oh, isn't that unfortunate”™. There is likely no moral significance to this type of
dutiful response. 1t might be better understaod as an indifferent response. A dutiful response
is morally Supcrio;r to the indifferent response or even 1o the response oft non-indifference
recommended by G; J. Wam?ck.“ There is no desireof any kind directed at another in the *
indifferent response Qut non-indifference is consistent with a desire to harm the other.

The fact tha[ a direct bencvolent response is morally signif icant demonstrates that one
d,ocs not need to reflect on the morality of onc's response in order to lcad a moral life. As lris
Murdoch says;" "an uncxamined life can be virtuous . . . it must be possible 10 do justice to . . .

the virtuous peasant.” **

Just Responses

Direct Just Response

The direct just response is similar to the benevolent response in that they both
presuppose a sympathetic emotion. As I have argued earlier, the just person can, without
contradiction, both feel for another and treat the indiw)idual impartially. The claim that this is
not possible is reflected by Naomi Scheman who writes that what we need from the people who

adjudicate conflicts

»

... Is attentive listening (asking the right questions, taking the
answers'seriously), careful consideration of possible causes of
/ tion . .. Wedon't expeﬂ them to have any particular feeling for us
w. . . If their thoughts and emotions are elsewhere, if they don't even
like us especially well, if they forget about us as soon as their work is
done--fine. *¢

One <an, of course, respond only because one feels badly for someone but that is not to
respond justly. On the other hand, if one only responds impartially without also feeling for the

other, the response is deficient. It is not betfer if the adjudicator does not feel for us. It is

**Warnock, The Object of Morality, p. 167.

“*Murdoch, The Sovereignty of Good, pp. 1-2.

%Naomi Scheman, "On Sympathy,” The Monist 62 (1979): 322.
7
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morally significant if the adjudicator feels for us while retaining the impartiality necessary to
provrde adJudrcatmg reasons e ,

.
Feelmg for others mvolved ina conf lrct is morally srgmfrcant to the just response but 1t
‘ 1s irrelevant to what counts as an adjudicating reason. In other’words, if Bill desires that .foe
.and Fred are treated f airfy in a dispute which he is to settle, feeling f or Joe and’)Fr\ed is not .
televant to the reasons Bill rn‘ust .provide to adjudicate the dis'ptxte although it" is relevant to the .
" moral Tesponse. If Bill desires to be just jo Joe and Fred, he may have to decide in f avour of
one, despite feeling’ for both of them. Bill may have a direct Just desrre for Joe but not f or
’Fred Because he is generally just, the ad Judrcatmg reasons reflect his 1mpart1ahty The
resp,onse to J oe in this instance is different f rom the response to Fred and the total response,
theref ore, is quite com‘ptex. The response to ‘Joe includes the sympathetic emotion présnpposed .
by a direct desire for his fair treatment as Well as adjudicating reasons.  The response to fred :
includes a. dutrf ul desire for hlS fair treatment Justrf ymg reasons whrch justify doing hrs duty,
and adJudrcatmg reasons. Moreover Af B111 is prevented from ad Judlcza@r‘rg the problem
between J oe, and Fred he may experience erther drsappomtment or anger as a moral emotron
J ustrce requrres that adJudrcatrng reasons are provrded in the determmatron of what is
to count ag f air treatment (1e Karen tells the walters why the trp money should be drstrrbuted
ina certarn way) In some cases, the provrsron of -Teasons is suf frcrent for the response In
other cases, it is necessary that ad Judtcatmg Teasons are glven and that some actron is

4

performed 1t is mapproprrate f or example rf a school prmcrpal provides reasons why fair

treatment entarls that both boys and grrls benefit from physrcal educatron prograrns and he does

nothmg to ensure that both actually do benef it.

®
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Dutiful J ust Response

L3

In situations in which the just individual does'niot have\av specific desire to tr‘eat another -
fairly, he or she wrll desrre to do his or her duty of Justrce The dutrf ul just response 1ncludes
all three types of reasons outlmed earher Smce it is not motivated by a direct desrre for
another’s fair treatment, the dutif ul just response includes' justif ying reasons for responc_hng
justly. The desire to do one's duty based on these justifying reasons, together’ with relevant
belief s, is the motivating reasonlf or the response. These and the adjudicating reasons one gives
” in the partrcular situation make up the dutrf ul Just response There is no specific f eelmg for

~ the other in the conflict, although there may be other emotions expenenced if ‘the 1nd1v1dual is, /.""'

/»'
/
for example, angered at the disregard for the principle of justice. Because of the absence of i

/

14

any feeling for the other ans the presence of justifying reasons for the responsé, the dutif ul s
Just response has less moral signif’ icance than the direct ’ju‘st response. | : // ’
s We often recognize duties to keep certain rules which ensure E'Eﬁ{t our social group
operates fairly. Wheh an instance of a particular rule arises, we respond according tfo"‘;the initial
desire that rules which insure f airness are 'lcept. dver time, the' response may become habitual.A

* Driving in traffic is rllustratrve of this type of response. ‘People drrvrng cars m lanes whrch

must merge, habrtually alternate turns because of a prevrous acknowledged desrre to be fair.

: /
Habitually ,dorng o_ne 's duty does not entail giving reasons at the titne of/the TeSponse.

‘ 'Sex/Gender Drfferences in the Moral Response o/ ’
V Recent work by Carol Grlhgan »Nel Noddmg, and others has suggested that the moral
experience f or f emales and males is diff erent If based on brélogrcal (sex) differences, the
strong clarm is'that to be moral is drf ferent for females and males and neither can understand
what the moral life 1s hke for the other The weaker claim is that. any differences in
experrencrng morahty occurs because of deep-rooted psychological and socrologrcal factors

which make it very difficult f or each gender to have access to the other's moral life.
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% Although it is not Gilligan's claim that there aré separate moralities' for males and
females, she has indicated that 'caring’ is ’prcdominately; f our;d'in females' experience of
mbrality.",‘ Since my purpoée is to analyze care, I want to examine Gyi_lligan 's findings in 1jght ' t
" of what i\have argﬁed to this éoim. lt is beyond the scope of this work to determine whether
diff erencves\\'n movrall\.responses are sex-linked or gender-linked. Whatever the basis, the
differences &d\ to be manifested in the following ways, as indicated in this synopsis c;f

Gilligan's findings:

For men, mral problems arise from competing rights; moral '
development réquires the increased capacity for f: airness; and the -
resolution of moral problems requires absolute judgments, arrived at, -
through the f8rmal, abstract thinking necessary. for taking the role of - ‘.
the generalized other. Men characteristically worty about people ~ *
interfering with one another's rights, and objective-unfairness appears
immoral to men whether or not it subjectively hurts. “1n contrast, for
women moral problems arise from conf licting responsibilities 0
particular, dependent others; moral developmient requires the increased

“ capacity for understanding and care; and’ tl\iefvrlésolufioﬂ of moral
problems requires awareness of the possible limitations on any ‘
particular problem resolution arrived at throtigh the contextual and -
inductive thinking characteristic of taking the jolé of the particular ,
other. Women worry about not helpirigiothers when they could help L
them, .and subjectively a felt hurt appears immoral to women whether © e
or-not it is fair. * o RER IR

One of the major distinctions I have made is between thosé situations for which benevolence is*

appropriate and those for which justice is ‘ép'propriate.l One way of dlstmgulshlng these

situations is by the presence or absence of confhct When there 1s -‘g'o’x:jflivct' pfésént between two
or more sentient beiﬁgs or between‘sentient beings and a’ sﬂta{r{d‘ard, the just peréon responds by
providing adjudicating reasons for his or her responéé. ’Gillyig'an cfiticiz‘es Lawrence Kohlberg
for limiting the type of 1easons appropriate for ad j.udicatingla c_onﬂict to t}::%zwwhich
emphasize autonomy*andéeﬁarateness of the moral agent. Gilligan f olfgiw% Kohlberg, however,

in restricting moral situations to those which mvolve conflict and consequently she, like
: : j o
' ‘ : - . . . i . .t o
Kohlberg, does not recognize that there are also moral situations which do not involve conflicts.

*Carol Gilligan, In A Differem. Voice, and "New Maps of Development: New:
Visions of Education", Philosophy of Education Yearbook (1982): 47-62. o

. >,
#Sandra Harding, "Is Gender a Variable in Conceptions of Rationality? A Survey of;
Issues." Dialectica 36 (1982): 237-238. ‘ ‘ v
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Themoral Tesponse fdr Gilligan, as well as Kohlberg, includes the pro;i\sign of |
adjudicating reasons. Kohlberg's adjudicating reasons stress autonomy and separateness;
G‘illigan's ad'judicatihg I€asons stress relations and what she calls 'éa}é'. The differences
between adjudicat'ing reasons 'which ref‘iect; separateness and adjudicating reasons which reflect
relatedness are'impoftani insights into the t'fﬁ;s of reasons females and males find appropriate
to adjudicate cohfiic?s. It is not correct, however, to indicate that the one approach reflects
‘eare' ~While the other does not. To care is to have it.matter that something is the case.
Consequently, adjudicating reasons which seﬂect s.gparateness ahd adjudicating reas‘ohs which
" reflect related_ness»are Both instances of care. What marks each out as instances of moral care

is w'hethekr‘ the dsesire portion of the. motiviating reason (care)-is directed at another's ‘
: well-being. |

The provision of adjudicating reasons is abpropriate and logical only in siiuaiidns in
which there is conflict. In situations in which there is conflict, the adjudicating ‘reasons mdst
be 1mpart1al and may be motivated by a direct desire for others in the conflict. In other words,
the person who has a dlrect Just desire has a relatedness to others but alsd separa{es himself of
‘ herself from the personal features of the others. When there is separateness -0r no relatedness
(no direct desire for the other), the response is a #utif ul just response which involves a pause

. A j
to provide jus;i‘f ying reasons for the response. ’—If Gilligan's claim is that males tend to act
dutifully with respect to' justice (no‘ claim has Eeen made by Gilligah about-benevolenqs), then -
a malg tends to justify, ét the tirne of the response, why, as a‘moral person, he ought fo-
respond in a certairi way when he has no behe;/olent or just desire direeted at another,
| _ One of the traditional criticisms of women in philos.ophicai literature is that women ;re
incapable of living fully moral lives because "Women are ihcapable of fully taking account of -
the 'demands of uni?ersality'."“" Whe'thernfemales are incapable. of using the universalizability
princﬁple is certainly problemstic"but the aceﬁracy‘of thé claim»cénnot be: determined by

K

reference to the extent to Wthh it is used What mlghl be suggested is that if females do not

Lawrence Blum, “Kant s “and Hegel 5 Moral Rauorlahsm A Femlmst Perspechve
Canadxan Journal of Phllosophy 12 (1982) 291. S

s
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use the universalizability principle, it is because they tend to directly desire the fair treatment of

others rather than pausing to determine whether someone ought to be just'in the situation.
_vahe importance of relatedness to fema'les'ﬂs‘ensev ot; self indicates that f el;{ales might

also vténd to directly desire other:s' welfare in situations without conflict. As already indicated,

however, Gilligan does not address these kinds of moral situations.

)

I do not thmk Gllhgan s ethic of care should be seen as an alternative
7 within this narrow focus, as an alternative conception of the right. It

is, is, rather, an alternative to this focus, a conception which revolves

‘around another aspect of “morality. If we display the attitude of care

for someone, we are not orienting toward how we ought to act if our

interests should conflict. Rather, the well-being of the other is felt as

one's own and this feeling motivates one to do the best thing, to make

_the world a better place to live f or that person.* :
Gilligan Hoes not recognize this "other aspect of morality" because she deals only with
confhcts Iromcally it might be lhought that f emales would perform better in lhlS "other
aspect of morahty " because there are no justifying reasons (if a direct desue) and no
adJudlcatmg reasons required.

"How ought we to act?" is a questlon Wthh occurs not only in JUSI situations. It
" occurs also in bqnevolent situations when the mdmdual has no direct des'lre for the other's
welfare. Perhaps Gilligan's work shows that males tend to see both benevolent situations and
just situations as ones in which one ought to do one's duty of béncf icence or justice because
they tend to lack the relatedness which is essential for a direct moral desire.
The following questions might be asked: 1)Do-females do poorly on Kohlberg's test of

moral developmenﬂ because females tend to directly desire other's welfare rather than utilize the
_principle of u.niversali‘z.ability which is characterisitic of Kohlberg's highest stage.* '2)Do

fernales tend to appraise moral situations as if they are all benevolent situations? That is, do

females not impartially adjudicate reasons for sorting out conflicts between others? ("Women

sDwight Boyd, "Careful Justice or Just Caring: A Response 10 Gllllgan

_ Philosophy of Education Yearbook (1982): 67-68. ‘

- 1Given what 1 have said about a response being deficient if umversahzabnhtv is
utilized when a direct desire is possible, if is clear that I disagree with
universalizability being a defmmg characteristic of the highest moral stage.
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worry about. . . subjectively-felt hurt . . . whether or not it is fair.") 3)Do males tend to ‘
appraise moral situations'as. if they are all situations of justice:and. theref ore, fail to respond
' to others when they suffer? ( l'Moral problems arise from competing rights.") 4‘)Do males tend
not to directly desire others‘ welfare br f air.treatment but regard ,moral slitua_tions as instances
. m which one must do one's duty" These are emprrtcal questrons which mlght be better
examined with some of the drstrnctrons 1 have made in thrs work :

It should be clear from what I'have argued about moralrty-‘being based in empathy. and' ‘

sympathy and dif’ ferentrated into benevolence and: Justtce t{rat 1 reject the notion of there '

berng separate morahtres for f emales and males As Kurt Barér says

[

Moralrty is not ‘the preserve of an oppressed oé‘ lrvrhged class or
individual . . An esoteric code, a set-of precepts known only to the
initiated and perhaps jealously concealed from outsiders, can at best
‘be'a religion, not a morality . . . . 'Esoteric morality' is a
contradicition in terms.’ - : .

Even if studres show that f emales and males do respond drf f erently 1o moral difficulties, thrs
does not demonstrate that there is a separate morahty for each.. Rather 1t mdrc!ates a role that
education mrght play.in ardmg the mdrvrdual to drscrrmmate among moral situations and

respond accordingly.

e
7

Summary

In this chapter I have argued f or drf f erences in types of moral response based on the

obJect of the moral agent's desrre whrch is, 1n turn aff ected by the. type of srtuatron in whtch

the agent finds himself or herself. In doing this, I dif ferentrated four kinds of morja“l Tesponse;

the'benevolent IeSpONSE, .thebenef icent .response, the direct just.response and the dutiful just.
response.' - | |
1. Benevolent and be ef ieent respons'es‘oc:‘cur in situations in which another‘-s welfare is” :
afffected‘ and there is no conflict. | | \

2. Both'types of ju t Tesponse oeeur in situations in which there'ls va"‘c.onflict and others’ fair

SKurt Barer The -Moral Point of Vrew (New York: Random House 1965) p 101
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treatment is at stake.

3 The bencf icent response and the duti‘f ul just response entai} providing justifying reasons for /7
doing one's duty.> | | |

-4, Both just Tesponses includc giving adjudicating reasons for treating others fairly in the
particular situati‘on. .

s ™
.5. Since both the benevolent response and the direct just response presuppose direct desires for

ano,the,r"s welf ;r'e or f. afr treatment and also involve feeling for the other, they have a greater
nroral signif’ icance than the benef icent response or the dutif ul just response which have no . '
f eehng for'the other and mclude a pause to reflect about the appropriateness of the response.
6. In Chapter Three I said that the morahty of prmctples and the morality oft character traits
. are complementary in that if'an mdrvrdual has no drrect desire for another s welf are or fair
treatment the mdrvrdual can strll be benevolent or1 Just by recogmzmg a duty to be benevolent
2or Just In this chapter | have shown that motrvatron and response are conceptually connected
it is not possrble 10 grve a full account of the morahty of a,»;esponse w-tthout also taking into
account its motrvauon Thrs 1S to sdy that one cannot assess the moral response. wrthout also
assessmg character erewrse when someone assesses a character trait in a spec1f ic srtuatron

one also assesses the moral response because the desrre f or another s welf are or f a1r treatment

is morally significant.  ~ - ‘ e

e



Chapter V
FACTORS AFFECTING THE MORAL RESPONSE

I have argued that a moral response includes the agent's mo}ivaﬁng reason. Since a
motivating reason is composed of a desire and relevant beliefs, the moral response can be
gf fected if either the desire or belief component of the motivating reason is af f ectdd. The
motivating reason can be affected if there dre contervailing desires which are more intense than
one's benevolent or just desires. If ‘xllese codmervailing desires are intrinsic and fairly
permanent desires (character tr,aits), the benevolent or just resp(')nse‘ will occur infrenquently
and 1ncon51stently The belief component of the motlvatmg reason is affected by the type of
Bt acts one understands and, by recogmzmg a situation as being of a pamcular kind. Any
sympathetlc or moral emotion Whlch mlght occur is also affected if one's motivating reason is
af fected by countervallmg desues o mapproprlate belief's or evaluatlons since emotion 1s |
, conceptually corlnected to desire and the e\{gluatlon of belief. If thc _emotlon is affected, the"
moral response is also affected.: Desires," beliefs, and appraisals are affecled by what is
attended to which, in turn, ls aff e;ted b'y ‘and_af fects thé ability to\“'imagine and_ identify with
others. | o : : ‘ ) o ' N
“ An individual's ability to provide _justifying r.jeasons in dutiful resporlses and
- _ adjudicating leaso'ns in j‘LlS[ TeSponses also af fects the moral respdnse in @ons in which
‘these reasoning skills are aﬁpropria‘te. Additionally, there aré skills ax:d know-how which an
i‘ndividua‘l requireé ma p'articular s_itua'tion in order f or the moral response to be as complete as
r'possible For example: an individual ma)-l have a benevolent desire toward someone who is

‘ drownmg in a pool she may evaluate the sxtuauon as one in which someo

‘ ‘expenence a moral emotion but do nothmg because she has no life saving SklllS‘ Although the
benevolem desire and emotion are morally significant, the response is not comp]ete if nothmg is
~done 1o help the-drowning person. The skills and know -how which may 'be signifi icant to the ‘
mqral response include practical skills and know -how which are necessary for members of a
social glqup, as well as social skills which allow people to initiate and sustain communication.

e
‘o
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In this chapter 1 say something more about desire, belief, and appraisal with respect to
how each mightaff éct the moral response; I look at factors which affect desire, belief, and
appraisal and, consequently, the moral 'response: I examine the relative importance of reasoniilg
skills; I indicate those factors which are distinct from desire, belief, appraisal and reasoning but
" which have an effect 6n the cgmpletion of a moral r¢§ponse; and 1 say somcthing about the

effect of circumstance on the moral response.

%

The Effect of Desire, Belief, Appraisals and Reasoning on the ‘Moral Response
Belief ‘
Facts and Concepts

1In order to desire something, one must have some factual belief s about it. Having

L] .

f Actual beliefs entail§ understanding certain cdncepts which, in turn, affects whether one will
recognize that a situation is of a particular kind. 1f, for example, someone has been struck by
a car, and Ron does not' have a belief tHat a car striking a person can be harmful and/or if he
does not 'understand the concebt‘of harm, he will not be motivated to respond to the i‘nj-ured
other. If someone does not know what it is 1o be harmed and does not possess some
rudimema.q facts about what, in this world&: is likely to contribute to harm, the individual will
°* not desﬁ;o help. John Wilson® suggests that the following facts are i'mportant to potential

ki ) . )

moral responses: .

i)Facts relating to health, safety, etc. {This} includes such things as
what drugs are addictive, elementary biology, contrakeptive devices,
the danger of certain machines (cars, electrical devices), what to do in
case of fire, and soon. _ :
ji)Laws, social norms, conventions, etc. This includes what
may be called 'social facts': not only the law of the land, but also the
conventions and etiquete of particular social groups with whom S may
- be in contact, the particular powers and scope of various authorities,
the workings of particular instituions, social rules, and so on.
iii)Facts about individuals or groups in need. S needs to
know, not just what is . . . required in general to satisfy others’
’ interests, but also about the existence of various others who are in
1john Wilson, The Assessment of Morality (Windsor Berks: NFER Publishing Co.
Ltd., 1973). _ ’
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need. It is relevant that there are old people, starving people, etc. in

other countries, or in some other way removed from S's immediate

environment.’ .
Although one requires an understanding of facts and concepts relevant to a moral situation,
this is not to say that one must be a moral expert.’ Neither is it necessary to be able to give a
full artiulation of the facts or an explication.of the necessary and sufficient conditions of the

concepts involved in the belief. It is necessary, however, as Peters makes clear, to have an
| DA

understanding of interpersonal relationships and social insil utions. "A child, strictly speaking,

)

~cannot be guilty of theft, who has not developed the cbhceb of himself as distinct from others,
: %!

of property, of the granting of permission, etc."* A moral giient must understand the nature of

essential cg,wts of help and harm .

14

Appraisals’ -

Not only is it hecessary to have an understandihg of facts and the éoncepts which make
up these f acts, one must also be able to appraise these facts as instances of a certai'n kind of
situation. If 1 do not see this as a situation in which it is appropriate to put my bank card in
the bank machine, my beliefs about bank cards and bank machines do not lead to a response.”

If I see someone walking the halls, looking at room numbers, I will not ask the person if I can -
\ .

help unless I see the situation as one in which the other is lost. Appraisal of a situation
according to a particular description is essential to the moral response, although it is not

sufficient.

Wilson, p. 56. , o

*For a discussion on moral .expertise see, Peter Singer, "Mpral Experts,” Bela .
Szabados, "On 'Moral Expertise'" and -Kai Neilsen, "Moral Expertise - A Reply," in
Contemporary Moral Tssues, ed: Wesley Cragg (Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson Ltd.,
1983), pp. 580-598. ‘ : =

‘R. S. Peters, "Reason and Habit: The Paradox of Moral Education,"in Moral
Development and Moral Education, p. 57. '
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Tl;e abilily to sce the predicaments of others is not restricted to the benevolent or just
person. The sadislic person also has this ability, although the description of the situation is
different for the sadistic person. The benevolent person sees the situation in which a man is
hanging from a precipice as one in wh’j/:h another suffers and as an océasion for assistance, |

y J
while the sadist sces the situation as dﬁw in which another suffers and ,as‘an oc o 1o take
“pleasure in the suffering. , . ' ) l

As suggested in the last chapter, documented differences in females" and males' moral
responses may be the result of the different ways each gender tepgds to see ihe motal situati;)n.
Females may tend to see moral situations as if they are situations requiring a benevolent
" response and males may tenfl 1o see moral situations as if they are situations requiring a just
response or, perhaps, a dutiful response. Appraising the siiuation according to 'inappropriate
descriptions will necessarily prevent the apbropriate moral response. For a benevolent response
1o occur one must see that the other is in a situation without conflict and 'in which the other's
welfare is éf fected. For a just response to oclur, one must see that there is a conflict which
requires adjudication between two or more sentient beings Qr inetween sentient beings and a
standard. ) C

(Ih\e benevolent or just pérson is more likely 10 see the situation for what it is than

individual who does not have-these character traits.

_. . the man of sympathy and the unsympathetic (indiff erent) man of
duty are faced with the same or equivalent situations - petsons who
aTe in distress whom it is in each of their power to help . . . . the .
indifferent man of duty is much less likely than the man;qf sympathy
to apprehend the other person as in distress in the first place. This is
part . . . of what is involved in saying that he licks sympathy for
others.

‘ Suppose . . . that a Kantian agent holds the principle, "Help
those who are in pain”. This principle is properly applied in situations
in which others are in pain. But the mere fact of holding the priniciple ‘ _
will not tell an agent when someone is in pain.* .

We would be reluctant to say that an individual is benevolent or just if someone.is only able to

/ . . . . . -
respond benevolently or _]U\Sll/ when the situation is pointed out to the person. As Blum

------------------ ke

*

sBlum, Friendship, Altruism and Morality, pp. 136-137.
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indicates, the moral agent is able to apprehend these situations and this is part of the
understanding of what it is 1o be a moral agent.

If someone does not respond to a moral situétion. the lack of response is not
necessarily the result of the individual being-"unmoved". Some fail to respc;,nd ‘because they do
not see a difficulty while others fail to respond because, although seeing the diff fculty. it does

. e )
not affect them. Rather than suppose that cveryone perceives situations in the same way and
that some respond: while others fail, "moral failure is often . . . the result of . . . the narrow
raﬁge of a person's perception and discrimination."*

A person "who has an honest or gencrous character, does not have to be at all innocent

of the possibilities there are for meanness or dishonesty in human life . . ... It NSt never occurs

to him to do these thmgs in his relatiops with others . ."" For example, as Wendy walks up

the stairs of the Physics bulldmg she may see Hank and files on the stairs as an instance of
someone on the Stairs with f iles around hxm she may see it as an instance in which she has an
obligqtion to do her duty; she may partlculanze I-iank and see his predicament as an instance in
which she can help; she might particularize Hank and éee his.predicamem as one she will,
quickly attempt to dismiss; she may particularize Hank and see his predicameﬁt as an instance
in which she can kick some of the files down another flight of stairs. What she 'sees’ is
affected by,her character.

The c;)rrect appraisal is more likg}z’ to consistently occur, if the individual is benevolent
or just and if the individual has an uﬁderstanding of certain facts and concepts which, in turn,

affect one's specific desires in specific situations. In what follows I say more about factors

affecting general and specific benevolent and just desires.

sStuart Hampshire, Thought and Action (London: Chatto and Windus, 1965), pp.
208-222. . - :
~"Beehler, Mbral Life, p. 122. ' : 7 e e
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“Desire

Character Traits and Other Desires

Although bcncvolcnce.and justice are the cardinal moral character lraitg, they are not
the only character traits an individual may ha\ic. Other character traits may affect the moral
responsc by being countervailing intrinsic desires (immoral character traits); by assisting
benevolence and justic; in completing a reéponsc (nonmoral character traits); or by manif esting
themselves in relation to benevolence and justice (moral character traits).

The object of one's desire might ad\%rsely affect the well-being of others. For
example, if an individual has a fairly permanent intrinsic desire to acquire excessive wealth, in

. : {

pariiycuiar situations this greed will likely cé)umervail any particular desire the individpal may
have for another 'swelfare. Someonc“may, on one occasion, desire more weaith and, ori
another occasnon desire another's welfare but neither desire is representative of a character
trait unless the desire is fairly permanent. Since greed, as the desnre f or more for oneself, is in
opposition to benevolence and juslice’. an individual will not be both benevolerit or just and
avaricious. ' An individual may, however, experience a number of desires which are conflicting
from one time to another. Conflicting desires cannot be permanent f catures of the individual.
If the benevolent or just individual does not respond rﬁ)rally, it is not becalise the individual
has another character trait which is in opbosition to the character traits of benc:v/(;)lence and
justice. It is because occaSionaily (not permanently) one has a desire to enhance. oneself the
intensity of which is greater in that partxcuiar situation than one 's: benevglem or just desire. In
some instances these countervailmg desires are clearly immoral- -for example the desire to loot
the belongings of those who have just suff: eired through a tornado. In other instances the
desire to enhance one's own welfare is not inappropriate because of the extraordinary, moral

desire required to do otherwise. For example, if Cathy specif ically desires the welfare of those
: 3

starving in Ethiopfa but her desire to further her career is more intense than heT desire 1o go to

*See John King-Farlow, "Akrasia, Self-Mastery and the Master Self," Pacifie
Philosophical Quarterly 62 (1981): 47-60 for a discussion on how contradictory
"personae” might coexist in the same self.
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Fthiopia to help, her desire (o further her career is not an immoral desire. Those who do go to
. N
help may have an extraordinary, benevolent desire which is more intense than legitimate desires

-
\

for scll -maintenance.

If one is avaricious, then obviously there will be no moral response except in those v
isolated and unexpected instances in which the avaricious individual does desire the welfare or
fair treatment of others more than he or she desires his or her own aggrandizement. A
particular situation may have certain poignant features which make it possible for the greedy
person to particularize and identify with the other, or the situation may involve the very few

others for whom the greedy person does have benevolent and just desires. This individual does
not have the character traits of benevolence and justice. Almost everyone, howeéver, desires the
4
welfare or fair treatment of some sentient being at lcast in a few situations. Having even an
occasional desire for another's well-being, makes it possible for the individual 10 be benevolent
or just. ; »
. . . this man is capable of thinking in terms of others' interests, and
his failure to be a moral agent lies (partly) in the fact that he is only
intermittently and capriciously disposed to do so.- But there is no
bottomless gulf between this state and the basic dispositions of .
morality. There are people who need help who are not people who at
the moment he happens to want to help . . . . To get him to consider
their situation seems rather an extension of his imagination and his
understanding, than a discontinuous step into something quite
different, the 'moral plane’. And if we could get him to consider their

situations, in the sense of thinking about it and imagining it, he might
conceivably start to show some. consideration for it . . .’

The important point here is that, if one is not benevolent or just, this does not mean that one is
totally outside the moral domain. Particular benevolent and just desires can be extended and
made more intense and can, consequently, counteract self -centered desires. Over time, if one

atlends more often to others as well as to different others, one's particular and isolated

benevolent and just desires mayv come Lo occur more consistently.

“Bernard Williams, Morality: An Introduction to Ethics (New York: Marper
Torchbooks, 1972), p. 10.
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There are other character traits which are nonmoral. These character traits may be ~ ~

necessary in certain situations if thg benevolent or Just response is to occur but they have
non-moral or immoral ends. These character traits which include courage, industry, prudencg,
fortitude; p‘ftience, and temperance, are necessary conditions.in some situations if the moral ‘

k-

"\“:‘agerit is to res'pondvf;ull)’- s

If for mstance tHe dommant obJect of my lrfe is to maintain, by fair
N means ot foul, my personal power and ascendancy over some
group-. . . I may well display, and need to display, exceptional
_industry in maintaining and def endmg my system of despotism, 'great
‘courage in 1st1ng the pressures and machinations of my opponents
and enemies . . . . Thus, while the dispositions here in question are
'undoubted vrrtues they are virtues . . . which a very bad man might
have; and while probably such uahttes are admtrab]e even in a bad
man, heis not . . . morally the%etter for his possessron of (those '
admirable qualmes 10
Courage will aid the thug, determination the prrate patrence the
cracksman, gentleness the jewel thief and soon. To possess:
temperance or prudence is not necessarily a matter of moral praise, for
these attributes can make a bad man more ef fective in the same way as
they fortify the. good man in what he attempts.! :

These character traits are moral only insofar as they assist benevolence and justice to compiete
. , y ‘
a moral response. Courage is an important trait to have in those situations, for example in. .

which another 4 welf are is adversely affected and in whrch there is personal risk to-anyone
'attemptrng to help Ted may desrre the welf are of Trm who is hanging from a prec1plce and
feela moral emotron for Trm but Ted may not do anythrng to help because of fear or his own

' welfare, If, however ‘he has the character trait of courage, he is able to attempt to help.

'

Patience is an 1mportant trait in those situations, f or example in which the fair treatment of

others can be obtained only over a lengthy period of time. As arbrtrator Bob may desxre the

4

f air treatment of those in a child custody drspute but because he is not patrent the fair

4 .
treatment of those involved may not be achreved ’

There are still other character traits which are moral character traits but are excercrsed

‘

only in re‘h'ation to beneyolence and justice. Honesty and fidelity, for example, are corollaries :

“’Warnock The Object of Morality, pp. 78- 79.
UPavid G. “Attfield, "Problems with Virtues," Journal of: Moral Education 7 (1978)
76. . ' . P

-7
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of benevolence and justice,'? although it may not always be appropriate to be honest or faithful

L

if one is to be benevolent or just. In some cases, benevolence and justice would be hampered
if, for example, the desire to tell the truth or the desire to keep one's promises always

prevailed. There are instances in which to save a life, for example, one may need to tell an

it ),‘)"I
untruth 1 may tell you a. he when you are drugged, hystencal or otherwise mentally o

1ncapacxtated if, by domg so, I afn able to prevent you from harm. These paternalistic lies are

based ‘on the assumption that I understand better than yeu what counts as your welfare or fair

treatment. Some situations af’ f ecting welf arte and fair treatment are morally trivial and to

secure these by being dishonest is not to be benevolent or just to the person being dCCCIVCd In
R

many other suuations itis clearly not the prerogative of someone to be dishonest wrth another
on the basis of what is thought to be the other's weif are or fair treatment. If I desrre that your
welf are not be diminished, 1 dr not telI you u;ntruths nor do 1 break my promise t0 you
because everythmg else being equal, promismg that youcan count on me and then not

f ollowmg through is to diminish either your welfare or your fair treatment.

: . . my failure to keep my promise leaves you standing on the station
h platform. By saying that I'll be there, I encourage you to rely on me
. to see to it that an interest of yours is-met. By not keeping my
promise, I let you down. . . . I keep'a promise I have mgde not only .
(or merely) so as.not to let down the rational side of mv bemg I also‘ '
~ keep it so as not to let someone- else down 13

In some instances of benevOlence. and justice one must directlydesire"to be honest in
order 1o respond benevolently or justly.'* For example, Helen has told Hilary that she will
. return Hilary S downhxll Sle before Hilary leaves for the mountams To desue Hll'ary s welfare

s to desue to keep one 's promlse to Hilary If Helen needs to pause to _]U.Stlf y whether she

]

-should kee-p her promise, the provision of these justifying reasons indicates that she desires to
do her duty to keep her promise to Hilary. S‘imiliarly; when Helen agljudicates a dispute

----- e e m e e

“Frankena, Ethics, p. 68 .
YTeuber, "Simone Weil: Equality as Compassion," pp. 230-23l. -
“This is not to say that honesty as a character trait is derived from benevolence-
or justice. Honesty is the desire for truth. In some ‘Instances this desrre for truth
makes it possrble for benevolence or justice to also be- achieved.
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between two tenants in her building, if she directly desires their fair treatment, she also directly

desires to tell each the truth about the details of the confliict. ' If she must pause to recognize a -
r - L # :

duty to tell the truth, her desire for justice is dutiful desire. ‘Honesty, then, is a moral

character trait but it is a collorary of both benevolence and justice. .

Reasoning
I have shown that there are three types'of moral reasons- ;moral motivating reasons'; '

| moral Justrf ymg reasons and moral adJudlcatmg reasons. Since they are distinct, different

reasomng skrlls are requrred for each Although motivating reasons (desrre and relevant

' behef s) causally e)rplam benevolent and Just responses an- mdlvrdual S abrhty to recount one 's

A .

motrvatmg reason is not Part of the moral response However the eomponents of the
- motivating reason are srgnrf 1cant to the response Both the abrhty to apprarSe one's behefs and

X
one's benevolent and Just desrres are’moraHy significant. The reasomng skill- assocrated wrth

N

- moral motrvatmg reasons is essentrally the ability to apprarse one's behef S.

-

The provrsron of Justlf vmg reasons for dutrful responses mvolves the utrlrzarron of the

K&

unrversalrzabrhty prmcrple Accordmg to some including Kohlberg, the umversalrzablhty

‘principle i is indicative of a hrgher level of cogmtrve abrhty The 1mphcatron is that the presence

of justif ymg reasons in the benef fcent response and the duuf ul Just response makes these
~ Tesponses more drf f 1cu1t and, therefore superlor Unrversahzabrhty asa reasonmg skrll is an

asset to the mdrvrdual only in those' srtuatrons in whrch he or she does not have a drrect desrre

vv,
o

' "for the other ] welfare or fair treatment it 1s requrred less by the individual who has a wide
. Scope . and mtensrty of benevolent and Just desrres - o

AdJudlcating reasons are part of both the drrect and- dutrf ul just response and absent

_ f rom’ both the benevolent and benef rcent response The reasomng skill mvolved entarls being

¥

‘ «-able to determme f eatures relevant to the fair treatmcnt of those mvolvéd in the conf lict.

e Adjudrcatrng T€asons do not not make the just response superror to the benevolent response. 1f

~.Teasons are apprdpriate to the r__esp_ons‘e. and th'e individual provides reasons, this response is

¢
e
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superlor to the response in which no reasons armprovrded when they are requued However,

the response. 1s mferlor 1f the »md1v1dual provrdes reasons when none are requrred
- An.exclusive focus on {moral reasoning and fact - finding} leads to an
_insufficient- recogmtion of the multifarious practical skills required by
_a morally good life . . . .. Simple good folk are not walking anomalies
'."'-; but ‘@ne. of our sources of thoral inspiration. Plainly, being highly
" ‘mnoral is'not the same thing as being clever or well informed.-« .. . it is
' 4mportant to remind ourselves that intellectually taxing moral ‘
problems and dilemmas. do not exhaust the range of moral lrfe
although they constrtute a significant part of it.**

Althong-h rea_sonm’g skrlls 'are not necessary for some‘-moral responses, this is not to make the
‘ 'ex_trerne‘clairn that Blum makes; "from reason alone can one at most generate the correct set of

- principles."!¢ Since we can differentiate motivating, justif ying and adjudicating reasons, it is

s

. clear that reasoni'ng" slcills have more applicability than claimed by Blum. The generation of

4prmc,iples may be a reasoning skill but it 1s not one that necessarily contributes to the moral
response Reasoning skills which are not grounded in benevolence and justice are not moral
reasoning skills. The generath of principles can, in fact, produce questionable results if they
do not have their basis in bene\{olence and justice. The same is true of any obligations which
may be generated through a reasoning process. In his discussion of | the ethical syllogism, for

. example, Haefner gives the following example of an ethical syllogism as 111ustrative of how one |

arrives at an obhgation

Major premise (tripartite): 1 believe that (B) praiseworthy motorists,
(A) when they kill an animal on the highway, (C) are expected to stop.
and remove the carcass from the thoroughfare.

Minor premise A: I find that I have just killed a squirrel on the
’highway r
Minor premise B: I want to be known as a pralseworthy motorlst
Conclusion C: Therefore, I ought to stop and remove the dead
'squirrel from the road.!’-

‘Haefner's example refers to both bbﬁ}s and desires. However, not JUSl any combination of

beliefs and desires entail a moral motivating reason. In this example, the mdmdual desires 10

15Szabados, "On 'Moral Expertise'", p. 585.
1Blum, Friendship, Altrnism and Morality, p. 139.
- VAlfred Haefner, "The Ethical Syllogism,"” Ethics 71 (1961): 289.
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*

be thought well of ; he does not desire the welfare of the animal or those who may come across
the animal. Haefmer's éyllogism is not, after all, an ethical syllogism.

The ethical syllogism has its place in the justification process of the dutiful response,

v

but it is not, aﬁjtheA V. E. R. writers suggest, all there is 10 the moral response. Its

v

; . .9
effectiveness is limited to those situations in which one must justify why a particular situation
; S, '
is an instance of benevolence or justice. It is impotent with respect to "the person who.

sincerely wonders why he should enter the domain of rational morality in the first place, or

who has no inclination to doso.""*

v Factors Affectmg Desire, Belief, Appralsal and Reasoning ‘ @

a

Attendmglf 1 magrm% and Identifyi Lng

* 1 earlier explamed that a specific desire for another s welfare or fa1 treatment is’
aff ected by one 's 1dent1f ication with another which, in turn, is af fected by the ability to
rmagme another as being harmed and helped. I sald that rdentlf ication with other senuent '
. beings is possible because one understands what it is to be harmed and helped from one 's own
_experience as a sentient bemg
One's subJectrve 1magmatlon is closely associated with the abrhty to apprarse a srtuauon
according to a particular description but appralsal is also.necessary f or,the ef frcacy of the
subJectrve 1magmat10n For example one's subjective 1magmatlon of what 11 is like to be lost :
i
can be of assrstance in 'seeing’ a srtuanon as one in whrch someone is lost Once this apprarsal
is made subjective imagination is essential to the identification with the persOn as one who is
lost. - |
I have emphasized that what one attends to between moral situations affects one's .v
desires, 'one's beliefs, the evaluation, of one's beliefs and, hence, onc ':S'emotions and the moral
response. Appraising a situatioh according to a particular description_is’af fected by what is

looked ator attended 10. Attention i$ affected by and affects one's ability to objectively

| ”DeFaver’.i, "Moral 'Education: The Risk of Over-Simplification;” p. 297.
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. imagine other life situations and subjectively imagine what the experiefnee of living that life is

like.. v
Murdoch argues that one must direct one's attention aw‘ayﬂom oneself ("the fat .
relentless ego”).

-

The chief enemy of excellence in morality . . . is personal fantasy: the
tissue of self -aggrandizing and consoling wishes-and dreams which ‘
prevents one from seeing what is there outside me . . . . We cease to
be in order td attend to the existence of somethmg else a natural
object, a person in need."”’ ' -

By attending to the lives of others, we ¢an ob]ectlvely and subjectlvely 1magme thelr
circumstances and identify y W1th them in their predlcaments and accomphshments 20 Wxthout
this process, desire for others' well-being is unlikely. |
Subjective imagination is pa}t Qf both the dutiful and direct moral"response. In the

“direct'Tesponse the findividnal is able to subjectively imagine because he or she is benevolent or
just while in the dutiful response the individual cdns_ciously attempts to subjectvively imagine

the other. The process of subjective imagination in the beneficent a.nld dutiful just responses is |
a conscious process prior to desire. The benevolent and just individual is able to subjeetiVely

-

rimagine because or she has benevolent or just desires; - ) o -
The interrelatedness of imagination and atpenc;ing’to each other as well as to desire,
belief, and appraieal is evident. The individual who does not now have a direct desire for
others' welfare or fair treatment may come to have tnese desires by virtue of the conscious
'imagination of others in order 10 nniversalize the judgment. ’l‘his 1proce§s of divertingirattentrion

away from oneself and towards others, may come to be somethlng the 1nd1vxdual does

con51stently without an effort and may become a d1rect des1re for others' well -being.

“Murdoch, p. 59. * :
‘2°Although, Murdoch makes reference to attending to others,  she thinks that
“ultimately the object of attention is away from oneself and toward The Good.

*
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+Skills and Know-How

¢ \

1 have been consrdermg the' components of the moral response and those factors which
have a direct effect on these components and, therefore, the moral response I now consrder
factors which are not part of the moral response but which might affect the moral response if

“" they are absent.

" Practical and Social Skills and Know-How

Ttis conceivable that a person with no countervailing desires could have a benevolent or
just desrre directed at another relevant beliefs, an-emotion and still not act even when an ,

“action is p0531ble In these cases the 1nd1v1dual doe§ not act because he or she is w1thout some

know- how relevant to the completlon of the moral response The individual who desrres to
]
. help the Victim who is chokmg, drowmng cut, burned, or rost bitten but who knows nothmg
. ST . N\
about life saving or first aid-will experience his or benevolent desire and emotion but he;or she.

will not be able to help the other. Although it is morally significant that the individual has a

,benevolent desire and feels f or the victim, the victim, if given the choice, would likely prefer

N

the response of someone who expects a reward but who knows f irst aid. In sorne cases" one may-

have the requisite skills to assist another but. be so overwhelmed by one's own emotions or by
‘

the 51ght of blood or disfiguration that.pne is unable to utllize these skills. The mdlvrdual

. requires the abihty to shift one's attention away from himself or herself or from the mJury and

: baCk to the suffering other. I_f someone f ocusses on the screams or blood of the victim, he or
” she‘mav be unable to utilize ‘acquired f irst aid skillse lhe skills are extraneous if one is not also®
able to- sh1f t one's attentron 1o using the skills to help the victim.

. \ The skills Wthh are necessary to respond to ammals are affected by the f easrbihty and
cost of treatmg all injured animals. We do think it is appropriate to apply life saving skills to .
. pets or 1o lake them to pet clinics where some qualified person can assist them. Other domestic
| animals, such as race horses, are usually destroyed if an injury in a race makes it impossible for

‘them to run again. It is not obvious whether the appropriate response to a wild animal struck-

(2.4
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on the highway is. to 'put it out of its miséry' or to rush it to an animal clinic; The fact that we
destroy some domestic animals and thaf we do not have anirﬁal clinics f of wild én{mals m'ay.bé
indicative of the narrow scope of our benevolent desires. B
The individual who desires to assnst another who is lost; lonely confused embarassed
bereaved disappointed, dxscouraged unhappy’ vand so on, but who has no social skills to be
able to approach the other to communicate co\ncern and to assist, if possmle responds
benevolently but deficiently. For example George sees Tan standmg apart from the group and
recagmzes his dlscomf ort. George desires m encourage Tan to join the group but, because Tan
does not }gnow how to speak English well,‘George doescnot know how to approach"Tan without
_seeming forward or, perhaps, condesceriding‘.“ Social skills unlike life-saving and first aid skills,
are limited to relatior.)ship.s with people.‘ Although same non-homan sentient beings can bo
lost, looely, disa’ppointed, and unhappy, it is odd to thin_k of h;ving social skills to approach a
chimp;mz.ee or ;1 dog. |
Althouéh the benevolent or just gﬂerson does not havo an obligation to desire others'
welfare and fair treatment, there is an obligation to do one's duty of benef icenco;and justice in
those siiuaiiong in which one does not have a specific desire toward another in a épecif ic -
‘si‘tua‘tion;' A ben‘evolem OT just person maff also have an obligation to ‘acquire any practical and
social skills which make it possible to not-only experience morally signif icont desireSﬁand
éfnoLioos 'bot also perform rhorally significa,nt acts. In fact, once an individual acquires facts
_about Wha.t it is to live in a society and undérstands how things can go wrong for others, if the
person is benevolent and just, these skills and know-hoiw cannot be taken for grante(aﬁns'\/“
' /in’consiétent to say that I ‘care’ that others not suffer from injuries-but I don't 'care’ to know
" how 10 alleviate the injuries when they do happen. Similiarly, it is inconsistent 55 say that I
'care' that others not suffer emotionally but I don't 'care’ to know how to approach them and
comfo_fﬁ them. .

Certain skills and know -how are required to complete a moral response. There are also

\S skills and know-how which are important so that one does not over-respond. Williams refers
) ' ¢ ,

1

3 AN



123

\.,',Lo_,_l.he "stupid sentimentality "** of the person who overdoe's a response of kindn‘ess. He thinks
that excessive response can either be the result of improper evaluation or ;nsinccrity. Excessive
response méy also be the result of inadequate social skills. For example, Fay sees that Joy has
burnt her hand; Fay desires to as'sist Joy but because she does not know Joy v‘Qell and f eels‘
uncomf{ortable because of this,ﬁFay bombards Joy with what seem to be irrelevant and
interfering remarks. ‘ / BN

Not, only can one overdo the emotional part of a response, one can overdo helping

behaviors which confound or-coffuse the situation.

%

. . if everyone embroils himself persistently, however , .
well -meaningly, in other people's concerns rather than his own, a )
considerable measure of chaos and cross- purposes is likely to ensue.?

“

[tis not‘necessary" nor helpful for everyone to go to Ethiopia. It is inappropriate to infercede
' : A 7

in dll instances in which someone is personally attempting to remedy a situation. Overzealous
‘helping‘ may also interfere with another's agency. Ebr example, if Ann regularly rgtrieves
Ingrid's { orgotten books and lost keys and regularly. reminds Ingrid of her appointments,
Ingrid may soon come to rely on Ann to do ‘this and not, then, assume responsibility for her
own belongings or commitgn_ems. In some cases it is more appropriate to let someone face the
consequences of hi§ or her lack of responsibility and organization. Ann's desire for Ingrid's
welfare is better served if Ann has the ability to‘i‘magine Ingrid's long-term welf afe as well as

her short-term welfare. Ann's ability to imagine Ingirid's long-term welfare and to act on this

may also be an indication that Ann is;prudent. This nonmoral character trait may be necessary

v
4

for Ann to attempt to enhance Ingrid's w;:lf are.
¥
Circumstance
The factors I have considered so far are ones which are either features of the moral

agenl or abilities the individual has. We do not necessarily praise or blame the individual for

“Williams, "Mofality and the Emotions," p. 225.
“Warnock, The Object of Morality, p. 81.
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+ - the presence or absence of these factors. If, however, the moral response is deficient as a
result of the absence of one or more of these factors, this does morally reflect on the agent.
There are other factors which affect the moral response and which, paradoxically, also reflect
morally on the agent despite not being under the control of the agent. An individual may, for
example, have the benevolent desire to help someone; she may evaluate the situation as gne in
wﬁich someor;e requires help and she may have the requisite practical and social skills to do the
action. She may not do the actfon because of social circwtances beyond her control which
might make the response other than what the agent intends. The following episode is

illustrative of this point:

At Nevins Street, Brooklyn, we saw her preparing to get off at the
next station - Atlantic Avenue - which happened to be thé place where

" 1 too had to_get off. Just as it was a problem for her to get on, it was
going to be a problem for her to get off the subway with two small
children to be taken care of, a baby. on her right arm, and a medium
sized valise in her left hand .

I could perceive the steep long concrete stairs going down to-
the Long Island Railroad or into the street. Should I offer my help as
the American white man did at the subway door placing the two 4
children outside the subway car? Should I take care of the girl and the
boy, take them by their hands until they reached the end of the steep
long concrete stairs of the Atlantic Avenue Station? . . .

“ But how could I, a Negro and a Peurto Rican, approach this
white lady who very likely might have preconceived prejudices against
Negroes and everybody with foreign accents, in a deserted subway late’
at night? .

Here was], way past midnight, face to face with a situation
that could very well explode into an outburst of prejudices and
chauvinistic condmomng of the "divide and tule" policy of present
day socxety

1 passed on by her as if I saw nothing. As if I was insensitive

to her need. . . . I just moved on half running by the long subway
platform leavmg the children and valise and her with the baby on her
arm.??

By not helping, this individual has not completed a response which he is capable of completing.
On the other hand, an attempt to complete the moral response might have resulted in a

situation which is not perceived by the woman to be helpful. Social and political factors which

13Jesus Colon, "Little Things ‘are Big," in Ethics in Education 4 (I985): 9
Excerpted from Jesus Colon, Peurto Rican in New York and Other Sketches (Solem,
N. H.: Ayer Co., 1975).
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make i; difficult for people to f ully respond to ot'hers for fear of being sued, attacked, ridiculed
or rejected are very often out of the individual's control. However, the individual is still
morally assessed if he or she does not fespond fully. This is an instance of not l;nowing the
significance of the moral response until one knows how things turn out. This may or may not,
however, 'be én instance of moral luck?* since it is possible for the individual to have some

3 effect on the rcconstructio’n of social and political life. Itis evident that social and political

factors can affect the moral response to the extent that the agent may not have the opportunity

-

to develop important practical and social skills which assist in moral responses. Moreover, the
agent's life may be such that what he or she attends to most of the time is severely restricted by
poverty, war, starvation, ignorance, oppression Or repression.

Nagel writes that "where a significant aspect of what someone does depends on factors

t

beyond his control, yel' we continue to treat him in that respect as an object of moral
judgment, it can be called mora! ack."?* Moral luck is paradoxical in that an individual is held

responsible for a response which is not in his or her control.

>

However jewel-like the good will may be in its own right, there is'a
morally significant difference between rescuing someone froma .
burning building and dropping him f rom a twelfth-storey window
while trying to rescue him. Similiarlythere is a morally significant
di&fg{;ncc between reckless driving and manslaughter. But whether a
recklgss driver hits a pedegtrian depends on the presence of the
pedestrian at the point where he recklessly passes a red light. What we
do is also limited by the opportunities and choices with which we are
faced, and these are largely determined by factors beyond our control,
Someone who was an officer in a concentration camp might have led a
quiet and harmless life if the Nazis had never.come 10 power in
‘Germany. And someone who led a quiet and harmless life in ]
Argentina might have become an officer in a concentration camp if he
had not left Germany for business reasons in 1930.%

In situations affected by moral luck, the moral response is determined by how things turn out.

When one gives justif ying reasons for a response, for example, one does not know until after

14Gee Bernard Williams, "Moral Luck," in, Moral Luck: Philosophical Papers
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981) and Thomas Nagel, "Moral Luck" in
Mortal Questions. ‘

2sNagel, "Moral Luck", p. 26.

- 26Nagel, pp. 25-26.
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the response has oécurred whether one's reasons are justified.”” The moral significance of the
justifying rcason that one ought to help thé perso.n' hanging from the precipice is affected if a
gust of wind\causes the rescuer to lose his footing and his grip, and the victim falls to his d;ath.
It is possible to sequester oneself so that one's moral response is not affected by
circumslance. One could'lead 4 life which is without blemish but this type of life is n,lorally‘
insignificant because therg are few occasions to respond at all. By sequestering oneself, one

may avoid situations in which one's response may turn out badly but one is also likely to avoid -

" situations in which one's response might turn out well. When there is no benevolent or just

response there is also no specific benevolent or just desire. If one never has specific benevolent

or just desires,.one is not benevolent or just.

Summary

Moral desires, moral emotions, moral reasoning in some instances, and action are
morally significant parts of the moral response. “There are a number of ways in which each can
be affected.
1. Moral desires are affected by countervailing desires particularly if these desires are fairly
permanent. If an individual has countervailing traits, the character traits of benevolence and

justice are precluded' from taking hold.

“~ ). Moral desires are affected by and affect appraisals. If an appraisal is inappropriate, the

desire and, consequently, the response will be inappropriate. If one does not have moral
desires, one is less lilgely to 's;e' moral situations.

3. Even when the appropriate desire for the situatioﬁ predominates over other desires, an
action may not be forthcoming if the individual is without éertain practical or social skills to
complete the response,

4. The individual may not be able to develofw the appropriate desires, belief s, and skills because

of uncertainty and distuption in social conditions. Circumstances also may affect the response

Williams, "Moral Luck," pp. 24-25. - ¢
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when one is unable to predict whether an action will be helpful or harmful £nd not then know

fiahce of the response.until it is complete.




Chapter VI
SUMMARY AND SUGGESTIONS

The litcr;turc in moral education has focused primarily on the formal features of
rﬁoralily while ncglccliné content, moral motivation and the emotional dimensions of the moral
life. Those writers who have attempted to include these in their accounts have usually donc S0
by equating bencvolence with moral care and excluding any reference to justice. Moreover,
there has been a tendency by some of these writers to reject analysis as a means to a
philosophical understanding of morality. Consequenlly, the features of the affective dimensio‘n
of morality have not been rigorously marked out by those who have proposed alternatives to
 traditional moral education. o p

It has been my purpose in this work to analyze the conccpt‘ of moral care in order to
make the concept more clear and in order to determine its role in moral education. | began by
showing that care is essentially a motivational term; if someone cares that X is the case, then’it
matters or makes a diffference to that person that X occurs. To care that something is the case
is to have a motivating reason to act in order to affect its occurrence. It is clear from this,
then, that there is botf; moral and non-moral care depending on the object of the care and the
nature of the motivating reasohs. -Morevover, it is evident that moral care is not restricted to
benevolence. £

I have argued that the motivation for a moral response cannot be explained only with
referenice to the reasons which justify the response. Justifying reasons, which provide the ‘
context within which actions makt; sense, do not explain the causes for the agent's response
because justify}ng reasons make no reference to the agent's desires. To explain someone's
motivating reason is to descfibe' ‘the individual's desires and relevant beliefs in light of the 7
context provided by justifying reasoﬁs. For example, a justifying reason for assisting an

accident victim is that someone is harmed. The motivating reason for assisting is t¥at one

believes that the other is harmed and desires to assist.

| 4
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Most of ‘our desires can be explained by other'desires. -For example, someone may

des.ire to earn a living because she desires not to rely"on her family. Or, someone may desire to “v

assist others because he desireg,ato gain approval from them. If a desire is intrinsic (not deri\ég

from some other desire) and it.is fairly permanent, it is a character frait. éharacter traits have

objects. Stylistic traits, on the other hand, have no objects. Being sarcastic-or slceptical, for

example are styles for which there are no obJects w

. Since my purpose has been to analyze moral care, I have been mterested in moral
character traits rather than 1mmoral or nonmoral character traits. The obJect_of moral
character traits is the welfare and fair treatment of sentient bein‘gs. Moral care, then, consists -
of relevant beliefs and either benevolent or Just desires directed toward sentient beings. The '
desire the mdmdua] has depends on the circumstance in whtch another sentient being is
aff ected and one srelevant beliefs about the c1rcumstance A benevolent desxre is approprtate '
for situations w1thout COIlfllCt a just desire is appropnate f or sxtuations w1th conflict. %" "
Relevant belief S are those .the 1ndivrdual has about',the context of the situation in which a
response is a‘ppropriatet’ I must have sOme beliefs about th'e enterprise. of banliing, for |

“example, in order to.put my bank card in the banking machine. These- are beliefs aboilt the

Justifymg reasons f or the action. Relevant beliefs also mclude appralsals An appraisal is the

rec;ognition by the agent that a particular c1rcumstance isan instance of a ce tain type.

k,' To have a moral motivatmg reason is to care that others' welf are flofirishes or does n'ot
‘dimi.nish (benevolence) or that others are treated f. airly (justice). Both.be' volence and justice
have their basis in empathetic distress and sympathy Empathettc distress is an affective
Tesponse to the misf’ ortunes of others Wthh -as cog‘mttve abtlities develop, becomes f eelmg with

- others or empathy, and then feeling for others or sympath‘y.‘ Both benevolence and@ustice

, presuppose sv_ﬁrnpathy, since one must feel for another bel ore'one can desire the other's welfare
“or desire the other 's fair treatment. Because sympathy is ﬁresupposed, fair treatrnent is

o restricted to those sitaations which account f or the sentience of beings.

53]
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In my criticism of orthodox moral education, I said that one seems to achieve far too

uch by outhkning only the formal features of mOrality because it then appears possible to
legitimite any content as long as one ivs'“consist'ent with the formal features. But; in fact,

| formal features, such as Hare's universal_izabl]ity and nrescriptivity prlnciples,@are not adeq.uate
to prevent the justification of immoral activities such as torture and genoci;de.‘];It is orﬂy, as

* Hare himself concedes, if those using these principles are henevolent and just, that thése formal

» P

principles can avoid justifying behavior_ which harms sentient Nbeings. vThe content of morality
is benevolence and justice as these traits are mamfested in people. The ongm of this content is
in actual feelings of empathetrc distress which develops mto empathy, sympathy and then !

:further into benevolence and Justrce Understanding the formabfeatures of mo ity allows us |

" to understand the moral life better. But, understanding these features does not ffice to allow

us to live the morallife. Living the moral life is the content of morality. and, as | have argued‘,‘

to live the moral lif ev on'e must be benevolent and Just

It is not because empathetic distress may be ‘asnnatural human nroperty that it should be.
developed. The development of _empathy, unlike the development of aggression_,.which we may

also naturally possess, is important for the welfare and fair treatment of sentient beings. If

someone asks why welfare and fair treatment are important, we must say, with Toulmin, that

this is a limiting questiomnce it is not evident what other kinds of reasons would count as

answers to this question._ f

I have said that the generally benevolent and just person must, at least in some
particular circumstances, desire the vvelf are and fair treatment of others. I have also argued
that it_‘is not possible f or anyone to specifically desire the welfare and fair treatment of all
sentient beings. One mus’ ware of another as an md1v1dual in order to desire the other s
welfare or fair treatment. But it is impossible to be aware of all sentient beings in the world

}

Furthermore, I may be aware of another, but if T have not yet identified with the individual or
if' I find the individual abhorrent, I will not have a specific desiré‘ for the other's welfare or fair
treatment. In these cases, if one is benevolent and just, the individual desires to do his or her

i
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duty of beneficence or justice. The desire to do one's duty is conscienctiousness. Because duty '
augments character, the ethics of character and the ethics of duty are complementary rather
 than unrelated. ‘

. Ac_tions normally thought to be supcrerogatory (going beyond duty) are, in fact, the
extraordinary, moral actions of someone wno is able to particularize and identify with others in
very difficult circumstances and, then, desire their welfare or fair treatment. Individuals who
perf orm extraordinary, moral actions desire the welf are and fair treatment of those who are in
notably dif ficult situations. The benevolent or Just person, who has these extensive moral

‘desrres acts from these desires rather than from duty. Srnce duty augments desires, it does not -

" make sense to claim that benevolent’ and just desrres to do extraordinary actions enable us to go
i

4y
(%

beyond duty.
In Chapter Four | argued that theimoti\}ation for a response and the response itself are

’ conceptually connected'; the moral significance of the response cannot be fully understood

without also takmg 1nto accoum its motivation. Since there are four types of moral desire- -the

benevolent desrre the benef icent desrre the just desrre and the dutiful just desrre -there are

also four types of moral response. Each moral response is also distinguished by the presence or.

' absence of ‘emotions and reasons. Contragy to some accounts which would Knk emotlons with

benevolence and reasons™with justice, I have argued that emotions are part of both the

benevolent response and the drrect Just response and that Justlfymg reasons are part of both the -

“benefi 1cent response and.the dutiful just respense Feeling for the other is presupposed by both

‘benevolent and just desires and ;t is part of both responses. There are other moral emotions

~ which are dlstmgulshed by the evaluatron of how a partlcular circumstance turns out.

When ‘making reference to moral reasons, it is 1mpor1ant to specify the moral reasons

R \

to which one refers. There are moral mogivating reasons which explain whlch direct or dutiful
@

desires and relevant beliefs ée indi\i'rdual has for l-he response. Motrvatmg reasons are part of
the moral response because one's desires are part of the response. This does not imply,
however, that the agent must explain his or her motivating reason at the time of the response.

I

5
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There are moral justifying reasons which show why welfare and fair treatment ar; important.

It is not necessary.to remind oneself of the justifying reasons for one's response at the time of |
the tesponse either, if one has a direct desire for ‘the other's welfare or fair trea£rﬂ§nt. If,
however, one has a beneficent or a dutiful just desire, thén, as part of the responSg, one doés
remind oneself of the justifying reasons for doing one's duty. Both the direct and dutiful just
responses include adjudicating reasons which épecif y how those in a particular situatiop are to
'receive fair treatment, The benevolent response and the direct just response have greater moral |
sjgnif icance because they involve direct desireg for the other as well as a feeling for the other.
The beneficent response and the dutiful just requnse; on‘th.e other hand, do not include feeling

for the other and they include a pause to ref lect about the appropriateness of the 'respon_se‘

- o oo
<3 i

Review of the Components of the Moral Response

A number of components are necessary if a moral respons€ is to occur. Some, like

1
benevolent and just desires and beliefs are part of the response. Other components like

.

attention, imagination, the ability to identify with another and various skills, directly affect

‘desire and belief and, consequently, the moral response. ‘Most of the latter are common to

both benevolence and justice. The development of benevolent and just‘deSires is affected by - ‘

3

the ability to attend to certain objects, to apprais itions, to imagine others, and to identif y

with others. The moral reéb&?ﬁé@ is.also affected by practical and social skills and reasoning

| T L ;
ability. It is not my purpose either in this section or the next to elaborate methods for the ways
in which moral education can affect the acquisition of these components. Instead, I want to

make some general remarks about the relationship-of these components to. moral education.

O'Hear, Warnock ancﬁBeehler are all critical of limiting moral eduation to moral

)

education classes. Their claim is that moral education is an'intregral part of other school
subjects and, more importantly, that moral education occurs throughout the individual's entire

life. I agree with this point as I elaborate in the next section. I do think, however, that

reasoning skills, social'ahd practical skills, and the acquisition of certain beliefs should be
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scheduled mto the school curriculum. These scheduled sessrons should not be moral education
classes smce it is too easrly mferred that acquisition of these skills and behef s is all there is to

moral educatlon The mistake of A. V. E. R., for example has been to reduce moral
| educauon to reasonmg and 10a particular kind of reasoning at that. McPhail's Lif elong angﬁ
Startlme programs have made the m,rstake of reducing moral gducation to interpersonal skills.
In order that moral education is not mxsunderstood it is pref erable to introduce social,
practlcal and reasonmg SklllS etther as distinct courses or as parts of other courses, Life saving

skills, for example, are an important part of health education courses as well as some physical
| education courses. Artificial respiration is better included as part of a swimming class tharBs
part of a moral education class. Social skills are better enhanced in the social atmosphere of
the school than in contrived encounters irt a classroom. Cooperative and competitive games as
well as other school activities can provide opportunities for students to work and pla'y with
others since there are many moral situations ‘which may be encountered in group interaction.
Teachers canfacilitate the acquisition of social skills in a social environment by pointing out
instanees in which better communication might alleviate diff erences or help to involve those on
the group's periphesy. Teachers can also create situations which might not otherwise be
encountered so ’that there are more opportunities for people to communicate with each other.

Reasonmg skills are best handled in a crmcal thmkmg or informal logtc course which

include both moral and nonmoral examples Universalizability, prescr1pt1v1ty and the notion of
relevant reasons can be understood without reference to morality. There is no need to deal with
moral reasoning as either Hare orA. V. E. R.do because in isolation, such attempts are
empty and mrsleadmg The reasomng skllls acqulred are of moral benefit only if the individual
is already benevolent and just. Kohlberg is correct to argue that cognitive development must be
taken into account in the acquisition of reasoning skills. This is not unique 10 moral reasoning,
however. We do already take cognitive developmem into account when mathematical and

scientific reasoning skills are acquired, for example. :
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Beliefs which are pertment to moral srtuations are also better acqurred 1n other school
subjects. Behef s about what can harm sentient beings and about social institutions and"
enterprises can be acquired in science, history, and literature. Beliefs about the nature of rules .' :
" can be understood by playing simple and complex games in phvsical education classes. The.
moral sigmf icance of these beliefs to the 1nd1v1dual will be dependent upon whether he or she
also develops moral character traits. Attention to those beliefs which can be acquired in
schools can contribute to the development of benevolent and just desires. Itis 1mportant,v then,
that teachers point to the moral implications of these beliefs.' For example, the individual
engaged in a game may vhave belief s about the game"s rules but not understand either the logical
or moral restrictions of the rules. Game environments provide a good opportun‘itv for
individuals to come to understand both the logical and moral significance of keeping rules
because of the number of occasions in which rulés might be broken m a game. Discussions
with game players about,the reasons why rules are kept can be an important insight for the
~ players into the diff erence between prudential and moral rules. (1 keep this rule'because 1

don't want to receive a penalty, or I keep this rule‘because my‘ teacher said I should rather
“than, I keep this rule because I made an agreement with other people that I would play this

. game as constituted by its rules) Kohlberg is helpf ul, here as well since it-is superfluous to
discuss the nature of constitutive rules and contracts with someone who is not cognitively able
But as | have often indicated, being cognitively able w1ll also be superfluous if the 1ndivrdual

ddes not desrre others welf are and fair treatment

/

In summary, there are some SklllS and belief s which affect moral care and which can be
directly taught and included i m the curriculum Reasonmg skills can be taught as critrcal
thmking or inf ormal logic courses rather than as part of a moral education course. Itis '

pref erable {0 handle these components in this | way than to 1solate them in a moral education
 class since these components comprise only a small part of moral educationt. The character

traits of benevolence and Justice are the essential components of moral care; these cannot be

acqu1red soley in moral educatlon courses.
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The Acquisition of Moral Character Traits

Moral character tralts are the most essential part of moral care. If one has benevolent

4,

band just desrres education to expand beliefs, improve social and practical sk:lls and reasoning
abxhty can be approached quite systematlcally If, however the individual does not have . o
benevolent anci_ just desires, education in these other areas does not contribute to moral
education. Questions about the acquistion of benevolent and just desires are also questions -
about the ways in which people are motivated to care. How does one come to intrinsically
,.desire others' welfare and fair treatment? ‘Beliefs and,skills can be taught directlv; intrinsic
desires cannot. Atthough desires are the content of morelity, they do not have a specific
subject matter which can be presented. The presentation of life saving skills, for example, is an
attemptto motivate the individualv 10 acquire these skills and to be mo{ivated to use them to
help others. The motivation to use the skills to help others is not gained by acquiring these
skills. Skills can be presented and the individual can decide to acquire them or not. One
cannot, however, choose to see their point--one cannot choose to be rnotivated by them.

1 have afgued that one acquires character traits by attending to certain objects and
experiences over a period of time; As Murdoch says, attention goes on continually and it builds
up structures of value around us' so that "by the time the moment of choice has arrived the
quahty of attention has probably determined the nature of the act." For Murdoch attending is
positive "looRing at"* or "a just and loving gaze directed upon an mdlvrdual reality,"* If
attention refers only to positive 'looking at"; the notion of attention, although helpful in
showing the continuity of the moral life, is not helpf ul in showing how benevolence and justice
can deveiop. According to Murdoch we do also look at the unreal or the false which results iny

bad or negative dispositions. I understand Murdoch as intending that benevolence (loving). and

justice Tesult from looking at Certain kinds of objects, andeimmOral character traits or no

'Murdoch, The Sovereignty of Good, p. 37.

Murdoch, .p. 67. . :
37, S. Malikail, "A Philosophy of Mmd Adequate for Discourse on Morality: Iris
Murdoch's Critique”, Journal of Educational Thought 15 (1981):

“Murdoch The Soveretgnty of -Good, p. 34.
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‘ _character trarts result from looking at other kinds of Ob_)CCtS and experiences.

The question about the acquisition of character traits is much the same questron as

# [}
[

" Meno asked ‘S‘ocrates. Meno wanted Socrates to tell him whether virtue is something that can
be taught, 'iavhether it comes by practice,. natural aptitude or something else.* Plato's answer tq
the question suggests among other thmgs that virtue can be taught as long as teaching is not
understood as the mere presentation of inférmation to someone. A teacher of character traits
* is someone who can help direct the mdrvrdual s ttention towards those experiences which _
exemplify the moral life. This is a long term process and involves nian'y ‘teachers'. This is
why learning life saving skills or social skills can facilitate the direction of one's;‘ attention "
toward the misfortune of sentient beings but onlu constitute a small part of a lifelong pr’oc‘ess.,’

| 1 have argued that it is practically irnpossible to specif’ ically desire the tvelf are of all "
sentient beings because one cannot be aware of them all. Moreover, it is unlikely that one is
able to desire the welfare and fair treatment of all those ot” whom one is.‘aware', eyen if one is
generally benevolent and just. As long as there are individuals.about whom one does not care,
there is ithe opportunity to direct one's attention towards them or toviards other experiences
which exemplify their lives. This process of directing one's attention is a lifelong process. |
Moral education courses in a schoo! curriculum cannot possibly substitute for this Iif;ong
process. |

What one attends to is of critical importance if one's specif ic benevolent and just

desires are to expand. Attending to others' ltf e situations is the first step in a process whrch
also involves tmagmation particularization and 1dent1f1catron These are essent1a1 1f someone is
to specifically desire the individual s welfare or fair treatment. Atte_ntion,_imagrnatron.
parti'culariza’tion, identification and appraisal are all esscntial if a specific desite is to occur but
"‘they do not entail or cause benevolent and just desires and they are, in turn, affected by these
‘desires. What is important about this is that if an individual has had only minimal experience
with these processes or with desrrmg the welfare and fair treatment of others it is possible that

‘Plato, Protagoras and Meno, trans. W. K. C. Guthrie (New York: Penguin Books,
Ltd., 1980), 70A., R :

N
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the individual's specific benevolent and j'ust desires, although few and weak, can be expahded

. and intensified until the individual has these desires fairly permanently. Even il one's eafly

habits of attention are .toward the"fat, rclentless ego” or toward what is destructive and base, it
is not imposs'i’ble' to draw one's attention away from these and toward other sentient beings.
Murdoch argues that?_géxlar attention to certain objects and ex‘periences between actual
moral choices affects what 'decision’ one will make. Similarly I argue that the benevolent z;nd
just person desires the welfare and fair treatment of-others as a result of what he or she attends
to between moral situations. Attention affects what one desires and consequently affects what

the person is. As one's attention and desires become ‘regular‘they are like habits. Murdoch

_comments that, "our ability to act well 'when the time comes’ depends partly, perhaps largely,

upon the quality of our habitual objects of attention".* My claim is that benevolent and just
desires are developed by virtue of habitual attention to certain objects and experiences which 1

outline later. The véry notion of a character trait, as a fairly permanent intrinsic desire,

o ) .
implies ;_hat it is consistent or habitual. If individuals are to become habitually benevolent and

just they must first habitually attend to certain objects and experiences and then habitually
desire others' welfare and fair treatment. As Aristotle wrote, it is not adequate 10 exercise
'virtuous' action, one must exercise these actions as the 'virtuous man' would exercise them.

Actions . . . are called just and températe when they are such as the

just or temperate man would do; but it is not the man who does these

that is just and temperate, but the man who does them as just and

temperate men do them.’
A significant part of moral education is the assistance of others to habitually attend to certain
objects and experiences in order that habitual intrinsic desires might develop. !

Habitual attention does not preclude understanding the justifving reasons for morality.

Benevolent and just desires arc developed not just by 'looking at' certain objects and

experiences. They are developed by 'seeing' thesc attended objects and experiences in a certain

$Murdoch, p. 56. ’ v '
"Afistotle, Nichomechean Ethics, trans, and intro. by David Ross (Oxferd: Oxford
University: Press, 1980), 1105b5-8. o ‘ '

- P
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' way. The process of 'seeing' or appraising rquires, as I have argued, the ability to assess
one's beliefs. Having these beliefs also requires reflection and understanding. For example, in
‘order to sec a situation as one in which there is no conflict and in which another's welfare is
affected, the %ndividual must have beliefs about conflict, beliefs about what constitutes
suffering or flourishing, beliefs about others' feelings, and so on.

I have shown ihat desires i'equirc objects. The object of benevolent desire is the
improved or not diminished welfare of a sentient being who is not in a situation of confljct.
The object of a just desire is the fair treatment of others in a situation with conflict. I; ’these
desires-are to develop from objects of attention, then it followsAhat one's attention needs to be
directed at situations and exemplars of situations in which the objects of benevolent and just
desires are apparent. Murdoch indicates that "anything which alte'rs consciousriess' in the
direction of unselfishness, objectivjty and realism is to be connected with virtue"® a;ld she
vclaims that "art . . . is the most educational of all human activities and a place in which the
nature of morality can be seen".’ Good art, says Murdoch, "both in its genesis and its
enjoyment .. .isa thing‘totally opposed to selfish obsession.'® Art presents us with

a truthful »image of the human condition in a form which can be
steadily contemplated; and indeed this is the only context in which
many of us are capable of contemplating it at all. Art transcends

selfish and obsessive limitations of personality and can enlarge the
sensibility of its consumer." ‘

While good art exemplifies the process of directing one's attention away from oneself, Fad art

n

exemplifies self -indulgent fantasy. ‘Good art is an exemplar of our moral relations with others,
although as Murdoch indicates, "human beings are far more complicated and enigmatic and
ambiguous . . . and selfishness operates in a much more devious and frenzied mariner in our

relations with them.!? Yet the task involved in attending to others is the same as the task

*Murdoch, p. 84. :
*Murdoch, p. 88. : ' )
"Murdoch, p. 85.

“"Murdoch, p. 87.

Murdoch, p. 91. -
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it from returning surreptiously to the self with consolations of self -pity; résentment, fantasy
and despair.”"* There are other human activities which allow the atténtion to focus on other's .
and not on oneself. Murdoch refers to these as intellectual disciplines. More specifically, it fs
likely that a study of such disciplines as history, economics and religion could assist in the
development of 'positive looking'. '

I have indicated that both objective and subjective imagination are essential 0

identification with others which in turn is essential to desiring others’ welfare or fair treatment.

~ The origins of both imagination and fantasy are in the unconscious, says Murdoch.** It is
’ ' .

essential, then, that imagination and fantasy not be confused. If education of the ithagination
is to be part of moral educati(;n, it must develop the individual's abilities to both objectively
imagine situations that sentient beings encounter and to subjectively imagine what the “
experiences aré like. Education of the imaginaﬁbn, as part of moral education, is restricted to '
these kinds of situations. 1t is part of moral education to be objectively aware of, f or example,
deceitful, slothful or lustful people and this may be éccomplished through literature. It is not
part of moral education to b(;. able to subjectively imagine being dec‘eitful,' slothful or lustful.

Since there is a conceptual link between desires and emotion, education of moral

emotions is accomplished b§ the education of benevolent and just desires. Wilson's proposal

that the education of the emotions consists of coming to understand what oneself and others

age feeling is more appropriately a part of~§levelopmg the abxhty to appralse Being able to

discern that someone is experiencing gn@f} for example, is 1mportam if one is to respond to

that individual. And, it is important that one not 'see’ anger in someone when the individual is
Y \
not angry. However, having this ability alone is not sufficient for the individual to experience a
o 3 3
moral emotion. I reject Peters's view of emotions as something which come over us and which

are not connected to motivation. Consequently, I also reject his notion that the education of

the emotions entails controlling and chanelling the emotions. Emotions can and do at LimeS(".

oo

ey i )

------------------ . M

Murdoch, p. 91. ’ : Il
1See Iris Murdoch, The Flre and the Sun: Why Plato Banned the Artists (Oxford:

Oxford University Press), 1977.
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incapacitate us but this is often the result of inaccurate appraisals- -feeling acute fear at the
sight of a mouse, for example, is evidence that the individual has an improper belief about mice
and not evidence that emotions generally confound our ju’dgmen‘ts. l

Having moral emotions is contingent upon having benevolent and just desires.
Emotions, then, are also affected by attention, imagination, identif’ icatién, and appraisals.

Just as educafion of the imaéination must avoid fantasy by ayoiding self -indulgence, so too
must education of the emotions. Huméh emotions do include, for example, jealously, rage,
envy, and self - pity and, while it is important to recognize these emotions in onkself and others,
indulging oneself in them is not ﬁart of moral education.

Although attention, imagination, and identification,are necessary for the dévelopment
of benevolent and just desires, they are not sufficiefit. One musi also be able to 'see’ situations
as ones in which others’ welfare or fair treatment is at stake. To appraise a situafion "aécording
to a particular description implies, however, that one already is able to recognize situations
according to this description. "There is an apparent conundrum here. Does one acciuire
benevolent and just desires by attending and if so what ‘motivates the individual to attend?
Once atten.ding, must one already be able to subjectively imagine Qnd identify with others in

order to be able 1o see a situation as one in which either a benevolent or just desire is

i A 0

appropriate? 1 want to suggest that there is a sequence which occurs even though desir;:,
attention, imagination, identif ication and appraisal all have an effegt on each other once the
sequence is started\. It is likely that afmost everyone has specific benevolent or just desires
toward at least one other sentient being. If one has even a weak berievolent or just desire, the
individual is able to subjectively imaginc another and identify with the other to some extent.
Having even a weak benevolent or just desire helps t; ma»ke one aware of at, least some¢ moral
situations. If there is one instance of this recognition there is the poésibility of building upon it
so that other situations are recognizéd as instances for which a moral response is appropriate.

This may come about by regularly attending to these types of situations or exemplars of these

situations; by 'looking' one "sees’ the situation in a certain way. These two.conditions are

'
A
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necessary if the individual is to expand and strengthen his or her benevolent and just desires,
although they do not guarantee this. 'Looking at' docs not guarantee 'seeing’ ("You can lead a
studcni to inéighl. but you can't make him sce."'*) Morcover, seeing dees nol guarantee just
and benevolcnt desire. Both arc necessary, héwcvcr, if subjective imagination and
identification with others is to occur,

1 have been ugilizing a vision metaphor which is tied to Murdoch's netion of attention
and to the notion of appraisal as the ability to see a situation in a certain way. I wart to extend
the métaphor by suggesting that moral education consists of a process of having one's eyes
;)pened so that one looks at moral situations, sees them in a certain way, and cares that the

welfare or fair treatment of the sentient beings involved is affected.

-

It is not that one has found a better way of gettingfwhat one wants.
1t is that one's eyes have been opened. And this Has been through
wiat has come to one, not in the form of either rewdrd or of
punishment, but from people and from culture and from teachers.’

One's eyes may be opened by having experiences of others or by/ having exemplary experiences

, , Y,
of others, but often our eyes will remain closed unless someong¢, opens them for us.'’

Experience itself is an extremely imperfect taacher Experience does
not tell us what it is we are expenencmg Thihgs simply happen. And

,  if we do not know what to look for in our experlences they often have
no significance.to us whatsoever 1 !

Murdoch is not to be understood as advocating that we mugﬁ‘ﬁccumulate experiences.
Atter\xding is not merely experiencing. Positive 'looking at’ “té(‘ke“s effort because of the always
present inclination to turn one's attention towards the self. o

The process of having one's éyes opened so that one 'looks at’ and 'sees’ may happen
through one's own efforts; it is more likely to happex; through the influence of others. The

influence may be the examgge of an Qutstanding individual. "I learn from knowirig a person of

15Carter, Dimensions of Moral Education; p. 26. &

1Rhees, p. 158.

7S, I.Hayakawa, Language in Thow and Acuon (New York: Harcourt, Brace and
Company, 1949), p. 306.

”Hayakawa p. 305.
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- character, whereas I do not learn much of anything from knowing a commonplace pcrsoﬁ.""

The example of a benevolent and just person can be the impetus for us to attempt to 'see’.

But the effect of her being on those arpund her was incalclably

+ diffusive: for the growing good of the world is partly dependent on

unhistoric acts: and that things arc not so ill with you and me as they

might have been, is half owing to the number who lived faithfully a

hidden life, and rest in unvisited tombs.?° ‘
Others can considerably change the significance of what might otherwise go unnoticed. Trying
to see what someone who is admired sees about an enterprise is an important step in the process
of 'looking at' and coming to see. 'Having one's eyes opened' is more likely to occur if the
other individual is significant to one's life. Pahel claims, for example, that a favourable
attitude toward a teacher is probably a stronger motivator than any argument the teachet has,
however logically relevant? and Dunlop states that the influence >)f a charismatic teacher or

public figure "who becomes 'real’ to the child will be powerful enough to work a moral

‘conversion'".* There are, of course, dangbrs involved with relying on charismatic leaders.

The charismatic 1a8r may, for example, promote hatred toward a group of people.

Moreover, eveniyp ent and just leaders may encourage others to merely copy }heir behavior

without actuall Mo benevolent and just desires or understanding their importance. We

H

must be wary of the influence of a charismatic person unless the individual has.a benevolent

Yo

and just character and inspires the other to want to see the point of morality.

This. 'teacher' must have the ability to direct others to certain objects and experiences
which, if given regular attefltion, may result in the acquisition of benevolent and just desires.
Studies show that females and males tend to respond differently to moral situations. I have
speculated that females may 'see’ or appraise moral situations as ones in which benevolence is
appropriate and males may 'see’ or appraise moral situations as ones in which either justice or
duty is appropriate. Those who assume responsibility for moral education need to be

YRhees, Without Answers, p. 15.

%Eliot, Middlemarch, p. 79S.

“'Kenneth Pahel, "Moral Motivation,” in The Domain of Moral Education, p. 137.
22Francis Dunlop, "Moral Procedure and Moral Education,” in The Domain of
Moral Education, p. 176.

3



o o - 143
particularly aware-that females may require assistance to see the features of ‘situations with

L]

<
'conflrct and males may requrre assrstance to see the f eatures of situations without conflict.

§rgmf 1cant others are 1mportant if people are to be motrvated to understand enterprises
such as mathem%r_.cs scrence and art as well With these enterprrses however the individual
must eventually come to pursue the enterprrse f or the value he or she fmds in the actrvrty and

not out of admiration for someone else Morahty, on the other hand, cannot be pursued if we

‘dismiss .5e influence of those who have served as examples;' the interconnection of people ]
lrves is vrtal. to morahty | o

Attentron must be directed toward exemplary experrences and not lOWde expenences
which glorrfy one's own or others self centered fantasies. The carmg mentor will direct
g.ttentron away from the self but also away f rom graturtous vioience . vulgar risk; sensational
exploits, demeaning competrtron consplcuous consumptron, vicarious living, and so on. One
»can be aware of self - centered fantasy without succumbing: 10 rt

ln addrtron to the examples of moral situations whrch good art provrdes it is also
.important that’ people are dxrected to enterprrses in which actual moral situations arise. Though ‘
vcontrrved games of sport, for example have certain features which provrde opportunties for
1nd1vrduals to exercrse both benevolence and justice. Because of thelr rule- -governed nature

¢

games of sport provrde a number of occasions in which it is pessible for an mdrvrdual to
: \—a

‘rnaxrmrze h1s or her own outcome by breaking a game rule. Confhcts of this type provrde

important opportumtres for 1nd1vrduals to make decisions about fairness. There are also

-

N ¢
opportunmes for partrcrpants 10 provrde assistance to others durmg competrtron because of the

, physrcal nature'of Spott. Unf ortunately, however, because competrtrve sport does not functron

3

for the purpose of developing 1nd1vrduals moral* responses (although 1rbm¢ally it is often
claimed that character development occurs almost by vrrtue of bemg\m Qhe sportmg
-envrronment) highly. compeutrve sport of ten mvolves a number of self mdulgences Moral

educators who mrght wrsh to utrlrze games of sport 0 provrde opportumtres for others to

attend to moral srtuatrons will have to decrde whethe%mrght ‘e better to expend energy
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elsewhere than attempt to change these contmgent but pervasive features of games of sport..
‘Thele are other enterprrses which allow people to expetience moral srtuatrons These mclud@
.

community service organizations, national lobbying groups, mternauonal amnesty associations,
and world hunger organizations. R

In sum)grary educatron of character traits, whrch are the, crucral components of moral
care, consrsts of a lrfelong process of attendmg to moral srtuatrons This process is facilitated
by the dlrectron of someone who is benevolent and just and who is able to open the eyes of

others through example, by heélping direct attention, and by pomtmg out the srgmf 1cam

features of the moral situation.

Conclusion
The analysis of moral c‘are in thrs’study was undertaken in order to show th‘at‘ moral
care is essential to the understanding of rnorality and in order to suggest ways in which moral -
educetion can include moral care. In order to include moral ~care', moral e.ducationnmust_ be
' undersiood as a lifelong process because the acquisition of moral care is a lif elong Process.
‘Schools provide many. objects for attention which, if of the appropriate kind, can contribute to.
the ecquisitior_r of moral characrer traits. Hov}ever, the school alone cannot possibly fully
develon an individual's character, because the ‘school'}does not include all of our attentional
experiences. Nor is scho‘oling lifelong. ‘Schools do, ho‘v‘vever,Aprovide access to art,.and the
opportun_lty to developvin;agination and 'recognize emotions. Because of the social nature of
schools, there are op’gortunites for individuals to engaée in situations with and without conflict..
'Schoolsbare also a pla'cg where young peonle rnay see the exam\ple of significant others.
1 conclude with a final note about analysis. The analysis of moral care is valuablg
: because morality is valuable. Clerity about the nature of morality and moral education
prevents the reduction of morality to one.or a co’-mbir‘ration o‘f its components. .' Analysis is

* essential to the understanding of the dimensions of the moral'domaln and the enterprise of

moral education but, oncé these dimensions are marked out, analysis is not to be confused with
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living a moral life. One need not be able to analyze care in order to learn to care.
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