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I. Introduction

were a mentally competent human male theré pout who to blame — we would
blame Travis. But no one — includin ¢ for€most advocates of continuity between primate
behavior and human mésal a chi brutal murder.

on’t hold very young children morally

he same way that we hold adults accountable. Furthermore, many of

do not have the cognitive and psychological faculties necessary

human morality. He argues that the building blocks of human morality are evident in primates, that

! de Waal, "Another Chimp Bites the Dust," Hujfington Post, February 17, 2009.
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ frans-de-waal/another-chimp-bites-the-d_b_167768.html; "Chimp Attack: Missed
Opportunities," Huffington Post, December 7, 2009. http:/ /www.huffingtonpost.com/frans-de-waal/ chimp-attack-
missed-oppot_b_383078.html; http://www.emory.edu/LIVING_LINKS/sciam_travis.html.



humans and primates are social to their core, and that the root of morality for both humans and

ptimates is empathy. So if de Waal believes in this “total gradualism,” why not blame Travis?*

De Waal is part of a philosophical school known as moral sentimentalism. According to de

human morality arose ex

nihilo when we developed the ability to speak eh I have no interest in

defending the position that m oue that de Waal’s “total gradualism” is
he descent half of Darwin’s project, he does

an modification most relevant to moral

This is Christ
ophers: How Morality IS

ation: “““The final sentence . . . which pronounces characters or actions amiable or
le . . . depends on some internal sense or feeling which nature has made universal in the

Selby-Bigge and dditch. Oxford: Clarendon Press, (1777) 1975. Also consider Edward Westermarck: “T'o name
an act good or bad ately implies that it is apt to give rise to an emotion of approval or disapproval in him who
pronounces the judgment...” The Origin and Development of the Moral Ideas. London: Macmillan and Co. 1906.

6 Haidt, “The Emotional Dog and its Rational Tail: A Social Intuitionist Approach to Moral Judgment,”
Psychological Review 108 (2001), p. 826.

7 As Philip Kitcher highlights in his comments on de Waal’s lectures, Darwin’s phrase “descent with
modification” has two necessary aspects, descent and modification. Kitcher rightly notes that while de Waal deals
adequately with the descent aspect, he largely ignores the modification aspect, which is just as important and interesting.
“Ethics and Evolution: How to Get Here from There,” in Primates and Philosophers: How Morality Evolyed, Waal, F. B. M.
de, Stephen Macedo, Josiah Ober, and Robert Wright. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press (20006), p.124.



regulation cannot be held morally responsible for its actions. Thus emotion regulation marks a

boundary between primate behavior and human morality.

Unlike other critics, I will engage de Waal from within the sentimentalist tradition itself

als can make lasting changes

raits. Aristotle is keenly aware that many
of intelligence, but non-human animals do

feelings lack the necessary rational content

based) ethical theories “derive the moral significance of actions from virtuous agency and do this without appealing to

non-aretaic moral notions.” More fundamental to my purposes, on both accounts an agent cannot reason morally or
perform moral actions without having virtuous feelings or emotions.

9 Greek npivetv.

10 “Someone might say that everyone aims at the apparent good, but does not control its appearance; but the
end appears to each person in a way that corresponds to his character. For if each person is somehow responsible for his

own state of character, he will also be himself somehow responsible for its [viz. the end's| appearance [phantasias]”
(1114b1-3; cf. 1114b17). From Sherman, The Fabric of Character, p. 32.



valuable because de Waal claims that his sentimentalist understanding of morality is part of a
tradition dating back to Aristotle's emphasis on the role of emotions in morality (which Aristotle

certainly does emphasize), yet critiques of de Waal usually come from other perspectives.'

Furthermore, Aristotle does attribute intentionality and cognitive responsiveness e appetitive

states of some animals, but he will only ascribe moral responsibility to hu ns."> Therefore
accountable despite our shared traits.

II.  de Waal on the Moral Capacities of N

deontological and utilitarian.
artha Craven, The Therapy of Desire: Theory and Practice in Hellenistic Ethics. Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton Umver51ty Press (1994), p. 81. On the one hand this is technically true: only humans are capable of proairesis
and thus full moral and legal sanctions. However, I would argue that on a propetly reconstructed account of hekousios
from NE III.1-5, some non-human animals are apt targets of reactive attitudes such as praise and blame. I argue that
Atistotle leaves room for asserting that many non-human animals are morally appraisable agents, but only humans are
morally responsible agents.

13 Primates and Philosophers, p. 20.

14 Darwin, Chartles, The Descent of Man, and Selection in Relation to Sex, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press
(1981), 71-72. Quoted in Primates and Philosophers p. 14.



"intellectual powers" necessary for human morality. The most important social instinct is empathy;

the most important intellectual power is the ability to recognize other agents’ mental states, what de

Waal calls "theory of mind" (ToM). I will briefly deal with each of these two related claims.

2

,” or fully adopting
ive, the agent must not
only have the ability to look for reasons for t} be able to understand the
other agent's mental states. D inct definition of sympathy: “an affective
for a distressed or needy other (rather than
the same emotio ] G : ple of primate sympathy is the chimp Kuni

bing to the top of the highest tree in the enclosure, wrapping her

er to leave her hands free, and then spreading out the bird's wings

respond to th ey see in another chimp; a chimp helped another chimp who had fallen into a

moat; chimps will protect comrades who are being attacked. All this requires a basic understanding

15 Primates and Philosophers, p. 5.
16 Ibid., 41.
17 Ibid., 26.



of the othet’s situation and emotional cues, and the ability to purposefully respond. However, on
Aristotle's virtue account much more is necessary to ascribe moral responsibility to Kuni and her

comrades.

III.

moral virtue regulates emotions and feelings,' and the moral

e emotions are guided by a person’s rational capacity."” In other

18 “Now viftue is about feelings and actions, in which excess and deficiency are in error and incur blame,
whereas the intermediate condition is correct and wins praise, which are both proper to virtue.” NE 1106b 25 (Irwin
Translation).

19 "For while the plantlike [part] shatres in reason not at all, the [part] with appetites and in general desires
shares in reason in a way, insofar as it both listens to reason and obeys it." NE 77025; “virtue...is defined by refetence to
reason...” NE 1107a 2 (Irwin).

20'Though it is not quite right to equate the ancient Greek pathos with the modern English emotion, Aristotle's
use of pathos generally resembles the contemporary usage of emotion in moral psychology. Although pathos typically



agent’s freedom or control with regard to the action, and there are requirements that focus on the

cognitive content of human emotions. For Aristotle, free—and thus morally responsible—mental

acts (including emotions) require that the agent have within herself “the ‘origin’ (arche) of the

the point, “We thus come to i : for discrimination as a result of having
certain emotional dispg . . ing what might otherwise go unheeded by a
cool and detached . heir itive\@ature, emotions are not simply events that the

agent suffers, but menta at are at least to some extent under the agent’s control.

to "suffering, feeling, e on," or literally "what befalls one," Aristotle's pazhos is regulated by moral virtue, can be

bject to choice and responsibility ascriptions, etc. Pahos isn't simply something that

2+ Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1113b4. Irwin’s translation.
% For instance, see Nussbaum, The Therapy of Desire, p. 80.
26 De Motu Animalinm desctibes cognitive capacities this way: “We see that the things which move the animal
are thought and phantasia and decision and wish and appetite. And all these can be reduced to intellect (#ous) and desire
(orexcis). For both phantasia and perception (aisthesis) hold the same place as intellect, for they are all cognitive (kritika)
(MA 700b17-21).” Translation from Moss, Jessica. (2012). Aristotle on the Apparent Good: Perception, Phantasia, Thonght, and
Desire. Oxford Scholarship Online, pp. 9-10.

27 Sherman, The Fabric of Character, p. 45.



Besides the freedom required for moral emotions, and the cognitive nature of the emotions,
Aristotle is also clear that praise or blame for an emotion requires that the emotion be in accord with

reason and stem from an internalized characteristic—a disposition to action and emotion—freely

cultivated over a long period of habitual actions.”® Again, emotions for which an can be

praised or blamed must not merely be phenomena that happens to the age must be closely
connected to the agent's intellect and will.

IV.  Aristotle on Pity and Anger

Aristotle defines pity as “[p]ain at an appearing evi

intentional ment directed at specific objects. An agent cannot have pity or sympathy for another

28 Moral vittue is “a state (Eéi— Latin habitus, related to “hold” or “have”) [that] results from [the repetition of]
similar activities” (I1.1.7), and it produces actions that are in “accord with the correct reason” (I1.1.1).

29 Rhetorie, 1385b13-15.

30 Nussbaum, p. 87.

31 Singer, Tania, and Claus Lamm, "The Social Neuroscience of Empathy," Annals of the New York Academy of
Sezences 1156:1 (2009), p. 82.



person without seeing that person, understanding their situation, and being concerned about their
state. An agent must also be aware of the self's own vulnerability; this means understanding the

difference between subject and object. De Waal claims that primates are capable of both of these

cognitive abilities, and they are at least to some extent. More importantly, howe the fact that

the human agent is aware of those feelings of pity, can reflect on the objec reasons for the

him by the strength of his affective states.

conscious of motivational stat

ourse a Kantian, but John McDowell—whose views are much more heavily influenced by
Aristotle—maXk claim: “sentience is in the service of a mode of life that is structured exclusively by immediate
biological impera and that “merely animal life is shaped by goals whose control of the animal’s behavior at a given
moment is an immediate outcome of biological forces.” McDowell, John Henry. 1994. Mind and World. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, p. 115.

3 Korsgaard, "Morality and the Distinctiveness of Human Action," p. 110. Please note that this is Korsgaard’s
gendered language.

34 As Maclntyre puts the point, as responsible persons we can “evaluate or reasons as good or bad reasons and
by so doing change our reasons for acting and in consequence our actions.” Maclntyre, Alasdair C. 1999. Dependent
Rational Animals: Why Human Beings Need the 1 irtues. Chicago, 1ll.: Open Court, p. 72.



can intentionally transform those states. This potential—whether or not it is actualized by the
agent—forms a key part of a neo-Aristotelian model of moral responsibility. Consider Aristotle's

discussion of anger in the Nicomachean Ethics. Anger—Ilike other Aristotelian virtues—is a mean

between excessive and deficient motivational states. A certain amount of anger i er in certain

length of time, is praised.”” Conversely, someone who sufficie means

and the agent plays an active role in this evalt

De Waal would likel ims O seem to perceive situations in a certain way,

s phrase. He is using it in reference to the Stoics and Kierkegaard, but I think that it is
tak, Rick Anthony. 2005. Wisdom: in Love: Kierkegaard and the Ancient Quest for Emotional
rsity of Notre Dame Press, p. 4.

"..what is stressed is the fact that it is the way that things are seen by the agent, not the
ental in getting emotions going. Intentionality...is the issue." Nussbaum, The Therapy of

As Nussbaum ng
er, that is i

fact of th
Desire, p. 85!

3 Mot de Waal gives a more complicated account of animal morality, what he calls “natural
normativity.” He @ —among other things—that primates engage in fair distribution, impulse control, and conflict
resolution. Although I think this recent research does show that non-human animals can and do sometimes conform
their behavior to norms, even de Waal admits that this behavior falls short of human morality: “One could argue that
their (primates) behavior is normative in that it seeks certain outcomes, but that animals manage to do so without
normative judgment. They may evaluate social behavior as successful or unsuccessful in furthering their goals, but not in
terms of right or wrong.” De Waal, Frans, 2014. “Natural Normativity: The ‘Is” and ‘Ought’ of Animal Behavior.”
Behavionr 151 (2-3): 200.

% For an action or emotion to be virtuous - that is the appropriate recipient of moral praise - the action must
be shaped or guided by phronesis or practical wisdom. See for instance NE 1144b 25-35.




requires the very kind of se/f-conscious awareness that Korsgaard described, because immediate
emotional responses (such as too much anger at an insignificant or unintentional infraction) are not

morally praiseworthy unless they are guided by practical wisdom. Therefore, the agent's emotional

response must be either the result of intentional effort at the moment of affect, result of a

long process of deliberation and habituation that has molded the agent's di onal emotional

these reasons emotions are morally praiseworthy or bla

V. Conclusion
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