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Abstract

Why, morally speaking, ought we do more for our ifgrand friends than for strangers?
In other words, what is the justification of spédaties? According to partialists, the
answer to this question cannot be reduced to inabartoral principles. According to
impartialists, it can. This paper briefly arguesfamour of impartialism, before drawing
out an implication of the impartialist view: in datidn to justifying some currently
recognised special duties, impartialism also geasraew special duties that are not yet
widely recognised. Specifically, in certain siteais, impartial principles generate duties
to take actions and adopt attitudes in our perslored that increase the chance of new or
different special relationships being formed—newddferent friendships, family-like
relationships, relationships akin to co-nationalaynd so on. In fact, even if one thinks
partialism is the best justification of the duts have once in special relationships,
impartialist justifications for taking steps form such relationships should have some
sway. Moreover, a little reflection shows that #hetuties are not as demanding or

counterintuitive as one might expect.
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1 Special Relationships, Partiality, and Special Duties

A strict definition of special relationships hasi@g#d moral philosophers, but we can
point to paradigm examples: family, friends, spsuseerhaps co-nationals.
Characteristically, these relationships are noinfdly contracted, depend on a certain
history between the parties, and are valued nandimentally by the parties (Scheffler
2001, ch. 6; Scheffler 1997; Kolodny 2003, 148heTparticipants tend to take each
other’s interests as their own: it is gofmdt mewhen something good happens to, or is
done by, my relativé And participants usually value each othsra packagemy dentist
or prime minister could be replaced by someone yusth a few of the same properties
without a change in that role-bearer’s value to mg, my spouse or friends or parents
could not.

Another characteristic feature of special relatiops is that the participants are
partial to one another. A’s being partial to B relativeQocan be glossed as (all else
being equal): A’s deliberations givaeore weightto B'’s interests than they do to C’s
interestS, A’s intentions aim to promote B's interests and prevent what is not in B's
interestS to agreater degre¢han C’s; A wouldchooseto promoté™, and would take on
greater coststo promoté€” B’s interestS rather than C's intereStsMutatis mutandis,
partiality can extend to relationships as well eltives: A can be partial to the A-B
relationship over the A-C relationship or over @ relationship. Partiality is relative:
A’s being partial to B requires that A’s treatmehB differs from A’s treatment of some
C. It is therefore impossible to be partial to gozre.

Plausibly, partiality is morally permitted or recgid, at least in certain contexts.
To see this, first considegeactive attitudesimagine a person who does not visit his
senile mother in a rest home, despite living neadnyd despite the visit requiring

partiality. (Suppose other residents would benefiially from his visit and he cannot

YJones (2012) gives a full account of this featuithiw relationships of love. | will not distinguisbving
special relationships from other kinds here.

“or claims or authority or rights-fulfilment or fieeences or wellbeing or...

or preserve or protect or bring about or respeéléil or...

2 Some (e.g. Wolf 1982) deny that partiality fallghin morality’s domain. Unfortunately | lack spaice
fully discuss this view (though see the brief disgian in §4.3), and will pursue the topic from witthe
moral purview.



visit them all.) We criticise him. We think he hasonged his mothetWe would feel
guilty if we did as he did. These attitudes suggesbral failing, not merely a failing of
prudence, politeness, or aesthetic preferenceen8geceasons to be partial hayeater
weight than reasons of, say, prudence or etiquette. Thieyeaen ‘presumptively
decisive’ reason$imagine that prudence and etiquette continuallpated that the man
go to work, rather than visit his mother. That thesasons can compete with partiality
reasons—and that they would have to be very sttongutweigh partiality reasons—
suggest that partiality reasons are of a diffef@md stronger) type. Third, partiality
reasons areategorical for relatives: given that one is in a special ielahip, one
cannot avoid these reasons by changing one’s amhgmjects. This again gives them a
moral flavour.

Moral reasons with a certain level of strength den called ‘duties.” | will
therefore use the phrase ‘special duties’ to me&orig moral reasons to be partial to
special relatives in certain contexts.” | appealntwition in motivating the thought that
these duties exist, in order to motivate the sefocl moral justification of them. If the
search fails, perhaps we should give up on thessors or give up on them as moral
reasons. But if we can convincingly justify paitlreasons in moral terms, then the
burden of proof falls back onto those who claimréhare no such reasons, or that the
reasons are amoral. Thankfully, there are multqga@iedidates for these reasons’ moral
justification. These justifications fall into twadad types: ‘partialist’ and ‘impartialist.’

According to partialists, justifications for spalciduties contain irreducible
reference to the relationship we are in with thatnee, or irreducible reference to the
relative themselves. In 82, | consider two kindpaitialism and suggest some problems
for each. For impartialists, special duties’ justifions are reducible to impartial
principles—principles that are indifferent to wheththose affected by our actions and
attitudes are relatives or non-relatives. In 88phsider two kinds of impartialism and

suggest that each is better than either kind ofmgdism. | then, in 84, argue in favour

® Wellman (1997, 186-7) denies that one wrongsgef@ample, one’s sister by choosing not to attend her
wedding. For Wellman, the choice merely reveals tonkeave a bad character. Even if Wellman is correc
that one does netrongone’s sister, the character-based view seems cdethtd a moral reason to be the
kind of person that would attend her wedding (aodasmoral reason to be the kind of person who is
partial).

* This phrase derives from Scheffler (2010, 196).



of one implication of impartialism: that we somegisnhave duties to take stepsfaom

new special relationships, in order to fulfil theesial duties thereby incurred.

2 Partialism

2.1 Relationships Partialism

According to ‘relationships partialism,’ relationgh are the final ground of justifications
for special duties. Kolodny (2003, 153) schematis#ationship-grounded reasons as
follows: ‘[b]Jecause of the relation that A bearsthe relationship r that he has with B—
namely, that A is a participant in r—r provides Atlwreasons that it does not provide to
some C who does not bear that relation to r.” Adoay to Kolodny (2010a; 2010b),
relationships generate partiality reasons when thaye theright kind of history. a
certain pattern of encounter, including shared B&pees, where the totality of
encounters means more than the sum of the partsvaece the encounters tend not to
wrong anyoné. For Scheffler (2001, ch. 6, esp. 103—4; 2010, B40a relationship
generates special duties if the relatives hgaed reason tmon-instrumentally value.it
Blum (1986, 354) similarly claims that ‘we feel thparticular relationships are not
simply generators of agent-neutral good, but atleeraexpressive of a good which is
internal to those special relationships; and tha¢ tmoral dimension of those
relationships, as generators of reasons for acisohound up with this particularity, at
least the particularity of th&gpeof relationship.’

These justifications capture commonsense intuiti@mut special duties.
However, they ‘bottom out’ in an unsatisfactorityaiow place. They do not tell us why
some histories (e.g. between friends) give reasonsnore partiality than others (e.g.
between dentist and patient); or what a good re@sdn non-instrumentally value a
relationship. (Wellman (2000, 552—-3) expands oa tijection.) Kolodny (2010b, 185)
discusses ‘trivial interpersonal relationships that one imagines provide reasons for
partiality,” such as always boarding a train whewther is leaving. But why is this

trivial? To answer would require going beyond te&tionship itself, for example, by

® Kolodny (2003, 180-1) explicitly does not arguattpartiality reasons are moral reasons. But we can
imagine his view being extended to generate masdifications. | am here considering such an extens



explaining the relationship’s effects on its pap@mnts or on others. Now, partialists’ key
claim is that the explanation cannot possibly gdhtr: the reasons are primitive or
brute. So todemandthat they go further is to beg the question agaimsir view. My
point is that,if one has the urge to ask more ‘why questions ttmen relationships
partialist can answer, then one should look furthieeld for justifications for special
duties.

Additionally, ‘relationships are basic moral reasons’ is generally suspect.
Relationships—similarly to food and shelter—are ot#arly valuablein themselves
What matters are the people that partake in thefati#er should not think ‘my daughter
is upset; | must comfort her for the relationshigake, or out of concern for the
relationship!’” but rather ‘Katie is upset; | musinefort her for her sake, or out of concern
for her!” (Pettit 1997, 155.) The relationships tgist might, however, agree that one
should act for one’s relative’s sake, while mainitag that the relationship produces the
reason whyone should act for their sake. The relationshiggigdist then must separate
moral justification (the relationship) from moralotivation (the relative). This is a bad
result for a view whose initial appeal lay in thetf that its justification for partiality
adhered to our everyday motivations for partialifyits justification turns out to be
different from our everyday motivation, then thdat®nships view loses its initial

intuitive appeaf.

2.2 Individuals Partialism

Partialists can reject relationships-as-moral-reasty endorsing the ‘individuals’
justification, on which special duties are groundadthe identity or non-relational
propertiesof our relatives Here, one might build on Frankfurt's (1988, 17@w that
the ‘focus of love’ is ‘the specific particularitthat makes his beloved nameable—
something that is more mysterious than descriliglodind that is in any case manifestly
impossible to define.” This seems to capture thati&is upset!’ intuition outlined above,
and it certainly gets something right: personsmaoeally valuable. However, perhaps by

definition, all persons are morally valuable. To narrow down thoseshom we have

® | am grateful to Seth Lazar and Nic Southwood mdigg this response and rejoinder.



special duties, it must be either that individuaite partiality-worthy independently of
their properties, or that their properties makenthgrtiality-worthy. Under the former,
Katie would be owed the same special duties iftah@d evil. That seems incorrect. Yet
under the latter, Katie’s father has the same dutiKatie that he has to anybody who is
sufficiently similar to Katie. But similar in whaespects? Not those for which he values
her—her wit, intelligence, or beauty—because thasemorally arbitrary. They are
explanations and motivations for liking a persout, they are not moral justifications for
being partiatowards a person.

Similarly for Velleman (1999), our relatives desepatrtiality on the basis of their
priceless value. They possess this value in viofugeing persons, so this type of value is
possessed by every person. However, we have |¢aimdjtherefore partial) responses to
our relatives priceless value, but not to non-relatives’ presd value, because we are
able to glimpse our relatives’ priceless value assalt of our attraction to their (amoral)
properties such as their wit, beauty, and so ors Vlew seems to make partiality a
regrettable side-effect of our inability to love eeyone—our inability to perceive
everyone’s priceless value—rather than somethireg th morally demandedlIf all
persons have priceless value, surely we should€itan) endeavour to love all—or at
least more—persons. Our currently blinkered patyigractices appear unjustified.

We could fix individuals partialism by saying thatividuals’ morally valuable
properties give others special duties to them, shi@hwe have special duties to, perhaps,
virtuous people. This gives us an ‘irreducible-eabf-some-individuals’ justification for
special duties. However, it does not justify theaal duties of commonsense morality. If
virtues generate special duties, then (a) our apesliatives are not the only ones picked
out; and (b) some of our special relatives arepicked out. That our special relatives are
not especially virtuous is not usually taken toemine our special duties to them.

None of this shows that either of these partiafistvs are false. | do not claim to
have refuted them, but to have motivated the sefarch different justification. All else
being equal between theories of duties, we sholichp for the one that that can tell us
in any given case whetheve have the duties (which ‘reasonably non-instrumdgn

valued relationship,” ‘certain type of history,” &he individual's identity or relevant



properties’ cannot) and that can give a satisfgctpstification of the duties.

Impartialists, | will suggest, can provide this.

3 Impartialism

3.1 General Structure

Adapting an argumentative structure given by Kolo@010a, 40-1), we can think of

impartialists as supporting the claim
(1) one has duties to be partial to one’s speelatives
by appeal to EITHER an impatrtial, purportedly basicmative principle like
(2a) one has a duty to promote general wellbeing
and the non-normative claim that
(3a) partiality to relatives promotes general eithg
OR an impartial, purportedly basic normative pnieilike
(2b) one is morally permitted to act only on umsadisable maxims
and the non-normative claim that

(3b) not being partial to one’s relatives is noivensalisabl€’

" There may be candidates for (2c), (2d), and sd-onexample, Owens (2012) suggests that spediaisdu
are justified by serving our ‘normative interestSd we could imaginc: one has a duty to promote (or
respect or fulfil or...) the normative interests okself and otherand3c: special duties are the best way
to promote (or respect or fulfil or...) the normatiméerests of oneself and othettake (2a) and (2b) to be
the principles most commonly appealed to by imphsts.



3.2 Consequentialist Impartialism

One can certainly question whether (2ahisprinciple of morality. But let us accept that
we have at least@ro tantoduty to promote wellbeing. Can special duties)qgasned in
terms of this duty? That is, is (3a) true? Speoddtionships arengoing and their
partiality is anongoing practice So let us focus on consequentialisms that agsesal
practices, rather than partial acts, in terms dd){2'Partial practices’ might be
relationship-specific (each relationship has onactite (Cocking & Oakley 1995)),
agent-specific (each agent has one practice (M49@8; Tedesco 2006)), or perhaps
community-specific (each community has one pragtiteremain agnostic on this—
though it will be important for my later argumehat individuals can override practices
to the extent of making decisions to attempt to, @ndbegin, special relationships.

Why might (3a) be true? Perhaps relatives knowt mdsat constitutes each
other’s wellbeing, or are most motivated to impr@aeh other’s wellbeing, so there are
aspects of wellbeing that only relatives can pravmt that relatives can promote most
efficiently. For example, perhaps by being part@lour special relatives, we become
experts those persons’ wellbeing. Perhaps thisregpanakes special relatives the most
efficient promoters of each other’s wellbeing. Thenight also be some goods that are
necessarily tied to being in a special relationsHipe goods of ongoing love, care, and
support, for example. These goods promote indivguaellbeing, but receiving them
arguably requires partiality amongst special reésti Additionally, perhaps partiality
allows agents to avoid getting in each other’s asyhey would if they each fumblingly
tried to promote the wellbeing of any and all pescAnd if agents can trust that all will
be partial to their respective relatives, then eeah reasonably believe that no one’s
wellbeing is being ignored. (This is a big ‘if,” tehich | will return in 84.) Versions of
this view are advocated in Sidgwick 1907, 427-38ijtBn 1984, esp. 164; Jackson 1991;
and Keller 2006.

One might deny that the best way to promote gémexdbeing is to be partial—

or, at least, as partial as most of us are. Sunedywould promote wellbeing more

8 | remain agnostic on whether the best consequishjimactice can include wrong acts, or whetheaels
included in the best consequentialist practicerigtd, by virtue of being part of that practice.



effectively if we spent our Sundays at homelesdtatse or doing paid work to give the
pay to charity. The consequentialist will agreet lhas a reply: given plausible
assumptions about human psychology, the rfezgibleway to promote wellbeing is to
endorse partiality. These assumptions are: thatcarenot be motivated to care to a
comparable degree about non-relatives, that speektionships cultivate in us
compassionate dispositions that are arguably nage$sr us to care at all about non-
relatives, and that without special duties we wdugddepressed and unable to promote
any wellbeing (Ashford 2000, 436-9). If this ishigand if ought implies can, then
impartial principles can only constrain partialty the extent that such psychological
constraints allow. Within the bounds of these camsts, however, the only moral
principles in play are impartial ones.

Of course, there are some well-known objectionhitoconsequentialist position.
I will canvas them in 83.4, along with objectiomsKantian impartialism. | now turn to

the latter.

3.3 Kantian Impartialism

While the most ardent impartialists about specigie$ are consequentialists, Kantians
can make similar moves by considering how speciatied square with various
‘universalisability’ tests. To test fordutiesto be partial, we must consider whether it is
universalisable tootbe partial in certain contexts for certain reaséinsuch maxims are
universalisable, this suggests an absence of duaties partial in those contexts for those
reasons. Again, let us consider special duties psetice—consider a set of maxims
describing actions of impartiality in certain coxte for certain reasons. Consider, for
example, a set of maxims on which grown childrenndb to visit parents in hospital,
friends not to comfort friends when they’re upsetd so on, in contexts where this would
require partiality of the child or friend, and fiaasons such as that the child or friend has
other, not-terribly-weighty demands on their tinmel @nergy (these other demands might

derive from moral values other than partiality, foom non-moral values such as

° | am here talking about a broadly Kiamt approach, focusing just on universalisability. Thences of
Kant's views on partiality are discussed in Cottiagn 2010.



prudence or etiquette). We have to ask whethes iiniversalisable for agents to act
impartially in these contexts for these reasons.

First, we might ask: would it be self-defeatingimconsistent for me to will my
acting (successfully) in accordance with this masind everyone else’s acting on the
same maxim? Consider maxim M: ‘not visiting my fidein hospital in order to prepare a
lecture I'm giving one week from now.’ It seemsttlhh@ing someone’s friend just is, in
part, not to act in accordance with M. ConsidereotM-like maxims, such as ‘not
comforting my friend so as to be relieved of mydrhikeadache,” and so on. If M and M-
like maxims were universalised—if everyone actedrmm—then, arguablyhere would
be no friends This is because being someone’s frigmst is inter alia, not acting on
those maxims. We are now imagining a world in whinére are no friendships, because
people act in accordance with M and M-like maximBsit abiding by these maxims
entails thathere are friendsotherwise there would be no friends to not viisihospital,
not comfort, and so on. So, a world in which M aidike maxims are universalised
seems to a world in which there friends both eristnd do not exist: an impossible
world*°

Suppose one denies that friendship would ceasexisi & a world where
everyone acted on M and M-like maxims. Still, itpkusible that the agent would be
unable to act on those maxims, in a world in whigh maxims were universalised, so as
to achieve the purposes (that is, respond to thsores) specified in the maxims—for
example, writing a lecture, being relieved of achtieadache, or so on. If M and M-like
maxims were universalised, children would run whejng the special responsibility of
no one. For lack of special attention, infants wlodie, adults would be depressed, and
many people would fail to be born (since the latkartiality between caregivers would
make people unlikely to commit to raising childre@grtainly, the universalisation of M
on its ownis unlikely to produce such a world. But we’re smering aset of maxims
that describe actions of impartiality to relatiiesertain contexts for certain reasons. It's
doubtful that, in such a world, there would be themand or motivation for lecture-

9 This mirrors Korsgaard's (1985) discussion of dafgomising and logical contradiction. Friendstdp i
easier apply to this test than, for example, pactiitl relationships. One might think that there d@ a
parent-child relationship, even if one party (blususpect, not the other) consistently fails tdilfuhe
duties entailed by the relationship.

10



writing, or that one could find relief from headashsimply by not tending to special
relatives. The agent’s purposes (i.e., attendinthéonot-terribly-weighty countervailing
reasons) would be frustrated in such a world. Thahe agent is only able to ignore his
special duties in order to, say, write a lectuegause most other agents do not do this. If
everyone abided by M and M-like maxims, there wdilely be no lectures to write. So,

if these maxims were universalised, the agent’s emds would be frustrated.

To these universalisability tests, we might addnBwas: ‘[a]n act is wrong if its
performance under the circumstances would be digatl by any set of principles for the
general regulation of behaviour that no one cowdsonably reject as a basis for
informed, unforced, general agreement’ (Scanlor81983)™* Scanlon’s emphasis is not
on whatthe agentould will, but on whabtherscould (reasonably) refuse to include on a
list of principles on which we all agree to actaBlonian contractors, it seems to me,
could reasonably reject principles that permit iniphty in certain contexts. To see this,
imagine yourself lying alone in hospital for daysk whether you would reject a set of
principles permitting friends not to visit you dwat they can write non-urgent lectures
instead. Of course, there are many principles tthetworld’s starving could reasonably
reject, and many pro-partiality principles are agsinthem (Ashford 2003). But it is
plausible thasomepartiality is required from a Scanlonian perspextiv

3.4 The Classic Objection to Impartialism

One might think the impartialists have identifiéx twrong justificatory reasons. If your
friend discovered that you visited her in hospiat because you cared about her but
because doing so promoted general wellbeing, omaussc not doing so was not
universalisable, she would rightly be shocked (8#0d976, 462; Blum 1980, 142-3).
The reason to visit one’s friend derives from thke they have played and continue to
play in one’s life. The focus should be on partecutelationships between particular

individuals, not on moral principles (Held 2006,).80

™ This universalisability test derives from Korsg#iar(1985) preferred test.

12 Scanlon sees friendship (and possibility othecispeelationships) as beyond the scope of thisqgipie.
I include it here for formulaic completeness.

11



In response, the impatrtialist might accept that gbauld bemotivatedby love,
even though this love igustified is because it promotes general wellbeing or is
universalisable. (Those who endorse duty as tl# ngtivation may be unable to make
this move.) Earlier, | noted that this move is atgien to the advocate of relationships
partialism. However, the advocate of relationshpastialism then had to give up an
important virtue of her account: that justificati@ccords with phenomenology. The
impartialist also has to give this up, but in dosmthey retain other theoretical virtues
that relationships partialism does not have. Fitetjr moral theory is more unified: the
final justification for special duties is the saathe final justification for at least some
other kinds of duties. Second, the reductive jigstiions make impartialists’ theory
determinate: the impartialist accounts pick out onaty which relationships require
partiality, but also with respect to what, and howch, partiality they require—that is, as
much as needed to adhere to impartial principles.

Yet there is a catch-22: if the agent knows thatiglamotivations are justified
because of impartialism, he seems to fail to hautigh motivations fully. So he fails to
have the motivations impartialism demands he h8wg.if he has partial motivations
unreflectively and acts on them, the impartialisbidd negatively evaluate his internal
states: he does not know he has done right. Erhgr he has done wrong. Impartialists
might instead be self-effacing, and recommend leoi¥ely acting on partial
motivations—nbizarrely stating agents can only driif they do not know it. These are
odd—perhaps ‘schizophrenic’—psychological demargiedker 1976).

Yet their oddness is not inconsistent or implagsidimply, one can miss a goal
by aiming at it: one can fail to promote impartialue by having that value in mind. In
this way, adhering to impartial principles by agtiout of love in personal relationships is
akin to falling asleep. The best way to fall asleemot to think about falling asleep.
Similarly, the best way to adhere to impartial piates is not to think about adhering to
those principles. Alternatively, perhaps one cavehaultiple motivations for the same
action, where the motivations are complementary additive. Thus, one could be
motivated by loveand by impartial moral principles: together, they ntigiverdetermine
that one performs a certain action, or add up tbcgent reason for one to perform it.

Along these lines, Liao (2006, 19) imagines a peifenal cook who is motivated to

12



prepare delicious dishes for his friend both beedus is hired to do sand because he
wants to do it for his friend. A third possibilitg that impartial principlesnakecaring
motivations good justifications for actions anditattes. On this view, the impartial
principles are second-level justifications, whilaring motivations are first-level
justifications. Second-level justifications makestilevel justifications good justifications
(Southwood 2010, 177-9).

In any case, commonsense recommends that we mailgdadopt an impartial
justificatory perspective on our partiality (Bard®91). If, after weeks of trying to
comfort your emotionally traumatised friend, youleet that you wouldn’'t endorse
others’ acting in this way for a relevantly similaplaced friend, or that doing so is not
the best way to promote wellbeing, then you sheolasider stopping dividing your time
in such a partial way. Switching between the maitveal and justificatory levels, or the
first- and second-level justifications, for eittmsequentialist or Kantian reasons, is not
schizophrenic. It is something we all do as weeafupon and change the way we treat
others.

4 Forming Special Relationships

4.1 The Problem

One of the main impartialist objections to parsialiis that, under a partialist lens, special
duties are arbitrarily exclusive (Scheffler 200D8L Under impartialist justification,
special duties are still exclusive: they entailtiadity and partiality entails exclusivity
since it is conceptually impossible to be partaktveryone. But—impartialists argue—
under impartialist justification special duties aa arbitrarily exclusive.

The arbitrariness of partialism consists in that fhat partialism ignores the moral
claims of those who are not already in speciatiaiahips. Practices of partiality are bad
for, or wrongful to, someone who does not receiagtiglity from anyone. For a
consequentialist, they are bad or wrongful becaisgh a person’s wellbeing is not
promoted by special duties. (For a maximising, aggting consequentialist, this can
have wider ramifications, such as the excludedgresssubsequent lack of motivation to

promote others’ wellbeing). For a Kantian, thidba&l or wrongful because we could not

13



universalise people’s not receiving partial treattnédccording to impartialists, then,
partialist justifications exclude people from regeg partiality for no good reason. It
excludes them because they happen not to havedhiehistory with anyone else or
because no one else happens to value their ideotityproperties. Impartialist
justifications, on the other hand, allow peopleb® excluded only if such exclusion
adheres to impartial principles.

Yet what does this impartialist objection to pdisim say about ourcurrent
practices of partiality, that is, about the spedaties recognised by current social
convention? As things stand, some receive moreaapgrtthan others, simply because
others enjoy their company more. Additionally, hesswe are partial to those we know,
and tend to know those who are similarly materialgll-off to us, those who are well-off
are partial towards those who are well-off. But artfalists must endorse any and only
(a) practices of partiality that promote wellbeirmy, (b) practices of partiality that are
universalisable. Impartialists must be concerneith piacticesof special duties because
the justifications that they gave for special daitiad to do with either (a) the wesole
systemsof special duties promote wellbeing; or (b) paityalin general could be
universalised. It is likely that, as a matter ofperical fact, current partiality practices do
not meet either of these criteria. If partiality iequired because of impartialist
justifications, then we have a moral reason to ghasur partiality practices to ones that

adhere to impartial principles.

4.2 An Individual Solution

If we think that partiality is required for impaatist reasons, then we have a moral reason
to be proactive in changing our distribution oftgity, if this will promote wellbeing or
give partiality a basis that is universalisableeTupshot of this for impartialists is that
there are duties to take action or take on costsrittgg about a distribution of special
duties that is true to impartialist justification@hat is, true to whichever impartialist

justification ones finds most plausible.) Impaittd are committed to the following:

14



(i) An agent has an all-things-considered moraydattake actions or adopt
attitudes that increase the chance of his formisgezial relationship with a
person and fulfilling the special duties therebgumed; unless

(i) impartial principles are best adhered to by o taking actions or
adopting attitudes that increase the chance of fbiming a special
relationship with (and fulfilling the special dutighereby incurred to) a
different person, in which case he has an all-tvognsidered moral duty to
take those actions or adopt those attitudes; or

(i) impartial principles are best adhered to ly taking actions or adopting
attitudes that increase the chance of two persoagher of whom is
himself, forming a special relationship with eadhey and fulfilling the
special duties thereby incurred, in which case ks lan all-things-
considered moral duty to take those actions or &ihmge attitudes; or

(iv) impartial principles are best adhered to by haking actions and
adopting attitudes that do not have the aim ofdasing the chance of any
special relationship being formed and the dutie=retby incurred being
fulfilled.

I will call this the ‘relationship-forming duty.” & note that it is not enough that one
merely creates new relationships. The special slutiereby incurred must also be
fulfilled, since it is precisely the value of thedaties’ fulfilment (i.e., the value of
partiality in certain contexts) that gives risdle value of forming such relationships.
Yet partialists, too, should recognise relatiopsiorming duties, at least in pro
tanto form. No partialists (of which | am aware)nth that the reasons irreducibly
grounded in special relationships or special netsti are theonly moral reasons.
Partialists tend to think that irreducibly part@inciples need to be balanced against
impartial principles. And partialists seem to thititat the irreducibly partial principles
apply to special relationships ordyce those relationships have been fornmkdt least
some of our actions should be guided by impartiaigples, and if irreducibly special
duties hold only once special relationships arecaney, then there is scope for impartial

principles’ constraining relationship-forming step$ partialists want to deny that
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impartial principles constrain these relationshopaiing steps, they will have to justify
this. And in doing so, they will not be able to appto the irreducible reasons that arise
once relationships have been formed, because thkasens will not yet have arisen for

the person who is considering taking relationslipring steps.

4.3 Applications and Clarifications

The relationship-forming duty is perhaps easiesiciept for friendships. For other kinds
of relationships, things may be complicated. Faregle, in order to increase the chance
of developing a romantic relationship, certain dbads might be required that are
beyond the agent’s control: some minimal level @tual attraction, for example. This
requirement plausibly arises out of more or lessl ltanstraints on humans’ ability to
practice the kind of partiality particular to rontignrelationships: perhaps humans are
just the kinds of things that cannot be partialthe ways characteristic of romantic
relationships unless certain minimal conditionsahpatibility are met.

Relationships between parents and children arehandhteresting case. My
argument implies that there are sometimes dutiesloptchildren, or convince others to
adopt children, perhaps instead of having one’s olwidren. | embrace this implication,
assuming that parents can provide adoptive childiéimthe extent and type of partiality
they can provide biological children. Perhaps thisiot true of all parents or potential
parents. For some, there may be nothing they @arettan do to increase the chance of
their forming a parent-child relationship with sane who is not their biological child.
For others, however, there are duties to consiagartial principles when it comes to
deciding who one will form a parent-child relatibis with (placing non-identity
problems to one side).

The argument applies more straightforwardly to abemals: if one’s partiality to
co-nationals over non- co-nationals does not premaallbeing or is not universalisable,
then one should change those practices. Certainly}cansequentialist grounds, and
probably on Kantian ones, this will require a rediron (to non- co-nationals) of the
partiality most of us show co-nationals. And theguement will have interesting

implications if it turns out that there are somed® that we typically give co-nationals
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that cannot adequately be redirected by the stdhyde@commended money transfers or
restructures of the global economic system. Fomgta, we tend to care more if our co-
nationals are killed in violent conflict than if moco-nationals are. If such practices do
not stand up to impartial scrutiny, this will recpiius to take action in our personal
ethical lives to transform owttitudes and not merely our monetary transfers, to non- co
nationals.

Condition (iii) has interesting upshots for intemtien in the lives of others. The
duty to increase the chance of two persons, nethehom is oneself, forming a special
relationship implies a duty to play ‘matchmakerhig appears unpalatable. However,
this duty arises only if it is the best way to agh® impartial principles. Because there
are many things we value other than special relahigps and partiality, this is unlikely to
occur very often. Autonomy, non-interference, necaption, and the right to privacy
might be core values in one’s impartialist ethidjiefa limit how often the duty in (iii)
arises (the same goes for the duty in (i)).

Of course, relationship-forming duties will inethty inhibit certain values,
such as freedom of personal association. Yet ghisot so odd: many duties inhibit this
freedom, and many of these duties demand the samds kf actions as relationship-
forming duties. For example, imagine yourself drtyithrough the desert in a fully-
stocked utility vehicle, and coming across a steahdtranger. Under most ethical
theories, you have a duty to assist the strangaybmto drive them to the nearest town,
let them stay with you, or give them a meal. Thé alifference between that duty and
relationship-forming duties is that the latter ®erinot from the stranger’s need for
immediate assistance, but rather from the valub@ftelationship that might result. The
actions the duties demand will, in many casesjrogas.

Also, note that the duty is just to increase thancle of a process succeeding
whereby a relationship develops organically. Spe@kationships are two-way streets:
one cannot form or stay in a special relationsmpooe’s own. One can only make it
likely. Exactly when the duty arises will depend on hastiplity weighs up against the
other values in one’s impartialist ethic, such @®dom of association and so on. The
duty is also not to form or stay in relationshipgler duress of duty, precisely because

such relationships would fail to adhere to impananciples. Because we are always
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already embedded in special relationships, imgaptieciples might demand that we
stay in at least some of those relationships.

One might insist that my proposal demands us tcease the chance of special
relationships for the wrong reasons. These reaaomavrong because they inhibit, or
even precludereal special relationships. Real special relationshgs] real special
relatives, not only must be non-instrumentally eallonce the relationship gets going.
They must be non-instrumentally valued from thetsfidere are two replies to this.

First, impartialism does not necessarily excludenfag relationships for amoral
reasons, such as liking a person. Statementsu))afe criteria of rightness rather than,
necessarily, a decision-making procedure. Sincaitighists can separate motivation and
justification, or first-order and second-order @@&s one can abide by impartial
principles even if one takes steps to form a speelationship just because one likes the
new relative or non-instrumentally values them eledl, liking them could be part of what
makes the duty in condition (i)—rather than tha(iipor (iii)—hold. If you didn’t like
them, then increasing the chance of having a oglsliip with them might be prohibited
by the values of your impatrtialist ethic, for exdeng doing so would require deceiving
them or taking on cost that is (according to om@gartialist ethic) disproportionate.

Second, though, moral reasons are sometimes gdgrfectd motivationalor first-
order reasons for forming relationships. If, months afteoving to a new city, a friend
tells you ‘You know, | made an effort to be espbgiaonsiderate of you when you first
moved here because you seemed lonely,” this woatdseem like the wrong reason.
(Perhaps it would have been wrong for them to saré so when you first met, but the
impartialist can agree with this: to have said sl have inhibited the friendship.) As
stated in 83.4, one can have multiple complemenaa additive motivations for the
same action. One can become someone’s friend l@atiube one likes him and because
he seems like he needs a friend.

One might then maintain that relationship-formingiels serve as geductio of
the idea that special relationships are any of htgsabusiness. One might thus side
with Wolf (1982) in believing partiality and spektialationships to be beyond morality’s
scope. For those prepared to hold that we do ngpthiorally wrong when we treat

friends like strangers, the duty to form speci#tienships will not hold sway. But, as |
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noted in 81, the demands that derive from speelationships have a distinctively moral
feel. These demands invite reactive attitudes,camparatively weighty, and appear to
be categorical. Perhaps such relationships beylmaddope of morality—but this is not
what our intuitions tell us. And impartialists give good accountof how special
relationships fall within morality’s scope. It ifign up to the amoralists to give a
principled account of how and why special relattops escape moral assessment. And
for those who allow impartial morality to constrapecial relationships even to some
extent, they will have to explain how tii@mation of such relationships escapes these
constraints.

A final clarification is that my argument is corteist with current practices
allowing for too muchpartiality (Singer 1972; Ashford 2003). We are uiegd to be
partial to those who are such that, if we are phtti them, we adhere to impartial moral
principles. Just who those people are—and how nf@nfew) of them there are—is up
for grabs. My point is that, as well as constragnmw muchpartiality is required,

impartial morality also constraitewards whonpatrtiality is required.

4.4 An Institutional Solution

One might wonder whether the individual solutionS#h2 is the best solution. Perhaps,
instead or as well, governments or other orgamisatishould ensure that everyone
receives the partiality that impartial principles/shey deserve (Goodin 1988). However,
it's doubtful that governments could ensure this db the partiality-types | have been
discussing. They could do it for the partiality iggd of co-national relationships
(governments already engage in nation-building},ibis unclear how this would work
for the partiality typical of friends, family, roméc partners, and so on. Can we imagine
governmental policies bringing about impatrtialliified partiality practices within these
relationships? Perhaps we can. Brighouse and 8G@8) focus on parents’ treatment of
children, and argue on egalitarian grounds thastat ought to limit the legal scope for
such treatment, for example by disallowing privetdools or imposing hefty taxes on
inheritance. This, they argue, would allow the gottht arise in special relationships to

be more fairly distributed. However, according ty argument, it is not enough that
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partiality is limited. It must also be redirectedne might then imagine policies that
foster new special relationships, such as suppaupsg for those who want special
relationships but lack them.

However, recall that for consequentialists théoratles for (3a) depended on us
caring deeplyabout our relatives, thus being greatly motivateddsist them and learn
about their wellbeing; on relationships makingfesl fulfiledandbe compassionateo
that we become more beneficent in other spheréfeofl aking significant steps towards
increasing the chance of such relationships ig aflask of governments. Similarly for
Kantians, the maxim that was up for universalisgbivas ‘not being partial to one’s
special relatives’. Special relatives are valued-imstrumentally, take each other’s
interests as their own, and value a whole packagaach other’s properties. If the state
assigned or promoted special relationships, thest wiothem are unlikely to have these
features. Thus the question of partiadpecial relativesvould remain for the Kantian. In
short, | suspect that state policies would be iigght for producing impartially
demanded partiality practices, if people disregaraepartialist constraints on partiality
once the policies were in place. If this is rigelationship-forming duties are a necessary
component of any solution to the problem of arbjtexclusion in partiality practices.

This is not to say that an institutional componenght not also be necessary.
Above, | claimed agnosticism about whether patjigtiractices are agent-specific or
community-specific, though | assumduht individuals can override those practices to
fulfil relationship-forming duties. This presentspaoblem. If partiality practices are
communityspecific, then individuals might have a hard tifu#illing the relationship-
forming duty. Consider a society which has a strtaigpo against friendships between
persons of different classes. Suppose that anyngderson in this society cannot do
much at all to fulfil relationship-forming dutiegegarding those outside his or her class.
Yet suppose the correct impartialist principle wbube adhered to only if the
community’spractice were different, such that each were #blilfil the relationship-

forming duty regarding those outside one’s class.

13| thank Liz Ashford for pressing me on this.
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Depending on how valuable the newly formed relaiops would be, my
individual solution might imply that each individuzas a duty to take steps to reform her
community’s practicesso that she can increase the chance of forming a special
relationship with someone outside her class. Thatammunity reform might be part of
her relationship-forming duty. If so, then stenincrease the chance of forming a special
relationship with someone outside her class, inltng term: she can engage in social
reform, andthen take steps regarding the specific relationshipthBof these steps
increase the chance of the relationship forming Aghe can have a duty to take steps to
form the special relationship, even if she will yile able to do anythingpecifically
regarding the relationship at tvhich is after she has engaged in social refdrtn a

However, individuals can rarely reform their comntigss at all on their own. It
might then be that the individual really cannotre@ase the chance of forming a special
relationship with someone outside her class, ewanr a very long period of time, no
matter how much she attempts social reform. In thae, she cannot have a duty to do
so. Here, an institutional or collective solutianlikely to be a necessary, though not
sufficient, condition for individuals’ partialityrpctices to adhere to impartial principles.
Just how people (together, separately, or thromghtutions) would need to go about
such reform of community practices is a questiothwihich | cannot engage here. To
this extent, my argument should be seen as priyt@ngeted at individuals within fairly

socially liberal communities.

5 Conclusion

Do we have moral reasons to be partial to speelatives, that is, do we have special
duties? Commonsense says that we do. But why?d baggested that these duties are
not adequately justified by appeal merely to speeiationships or special relatives. Yet
impartial justifications can ground and circumserigpecial duties in a coherent and
satisfying way. These justifications entail that have duties to perform actions and
adopt attitudes that increase the chance of spetalonships being formed, just in case
the fulfilment of the special duties within thoggesial relationships would adhere to

impartialist principles. These duties are not asnterintuitive as they may first appear,

21



and it is possible that certain biological, psycgital, institutional, and social
preconditions must be in place before they argeéngd. Still, the upshot is that most of
us should think much more carefully, and much moally, about who our special
relatives should be.
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