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tn “The Virtues of Sharing” I defend two central theses: that sharing is
our most overarching ethical ideal, and that virtue ethics is able fo serve as a
comprehensive and free-standing approach to moral theory. My arguments
for these theses are intertwined, because they are also designed to show how
a virtue-ethical theory that treats the "Will o Share” as the basis of moral
agency helps to resolve the conternporary Justice/Care Debate.

Although rooted in the history of western moral philosophy, this
debate crystallized in response to Carol Gilligan's claim that there are two
ways of thinking about morality. I contend that what she presenis as a single
contrast between a "justice-orientation” and a "care-ovientation” actually
points to two distinct tensions within moral thought. The first and most
general is a tension in value orientation: some moral outlooks emphasize the
separateness of persons, while others idealize various forms of interpersonal
connection. [ argue that neither set of values can be shown to have absolate
primacy over the other, but that the ideal of sharing underlies both, The

second tension concerns whether an adequate conception of morality must be
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grounded in abstract and general principles. I argue that the rightness of
actions can be understood as being entirely derivative from the goodness of
their motives, and that agents need not be "acting on principle” in order to be
acting movally. [ further argue that morally good motives are best understood
as expressions of an agent's practical desire or Will to Share both things and
experiences with other people.

The formal structure of my response to the second tension is radically
virtue-ethical, and when combined with the normative thesis that the Wil to
Share is 2 motivationa! ideal, resulls in an atiractive and theoretically
satisfying conception of morality and the ethical life. To demonstrate this, 1
show how an ethic of sharing explains and justifies our canomical moral
judgments, while also providing us with the concrete goidance we seek from

moral theory.
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INTRODUICTION

The suggestion that sharing might serve as our most overarching
ethical ideal may sound abmost too good o be true, but I believe that it could
be true, and in “The Viriues of Sharing” 1 endeavor to show how that ideal
can help us to understand what sorts of motives and character traits are
meorally virtuous, and what sorts of actions are morally right, as well as what
sorts of political arrangements are worthy of our allegiance and what sorts of
institutional structures are just. My suggestion, in other words, is thai the
ideal of sharing lies af the core of our moral awareness, capturing what maoral
activity in both "private" and "public’ contexts is most centrally about.

My title is deliberately ambiguous between three senses of the term
wirtue.' To begin with, it alludes to whal [ take to be the primary advantage of
treating sharing as an ethical ideal - namely, the way that it unifies or even
transcends a pervasive tension that seems to be deeply embedded within both
ordinary and philosophical conceptions of moraiity. This tension is evidenced
by Carol Gilligan's distinction belween a "justice-crientation” and a "care-
orientation,” but as the arguments of my first chapter will show, the conten-
porary Justice/Care Debate is symptomatic of a much more general dispute
about the relative moral significance of "separateness” and "connectedness" in
human life, While some moral outlooks idealize automomy, self-sufficiency or
individual riglts, others idealize community, interdependence or trust. A
great many moral debates concern the proper ranking of these contrasiing
valaes and activities, and the main virtue of an ethic of sharing is the way it
integrates these two, seemingly disparate aspects of moral thought.

My title also refers to the theoretical structure of niy account, which is

radically virtue-ethical. In vecent years there has been a tremendous revival of




interest in the “ethics of virtue," and although there is still no widely agreed
upon view of precisely what this approach to ethical theory entails, it is
generally marked by two main characteristics. The first is its commitment to
moral psychology, by which [ inean the sustained philosophical inquiry into
those features of the uman psyche — including perception, imaginatiomn,

emotional sensitivity and motivation, as well as reason and judgment - that

condition our experience of moyality and (help to} determine the strength and

purpose of ils requirements within the broader context of humann life as a
whole. The second general characteristic of a virtus-ethical approach is its
grounding in aretaic concepts rather than deontic ones. Hence, virfue efhics
differs from deontology, because while both treat the rightness of any action
as having more to do with its motives than with its consequences, deon-
tologists insist that in order to be morally good or virtuous, motives must
always be constrained or conditioned by independently grounded principles
of right. And virtue ethics differs from consequentialisim, because while both
treat deontic concepts like rightness and duty as being dependent on or
derivative from aretaic concepls like goodness and virtue, consequentialists
insist that in the last analysis, both the rightness of actions and the virtue of
matives is a function of the goodness of the states of affairs they (are likely o)
produce. Virtue-ethicists, by contrast, insist that motives and character traits
can be morally valuable in ways that do not depend on either principles or
consequences,

Much of what has been offered under the heading "ethics of virtue" in
recent years has taken the form of critiques of both deontological and conse-
quentialist theovies for providing an inadequate and oversimplified account

of moral agency and the ethical lfe. Nonetheless, many contemporary virlue-




ethicists proffer their views as only a complement or supplement to those
other approaches (or occasionally as a rejection of moral theory allogether},
and there remains a good deal of skepticism about whether virtue ethics can
serve as a free-standing and comprehensive approach to moral theory. It is
thought, for example, that such an appreach would be objectionably egofstic
or antinomian, and fail to male sense of the ways in which morality seems to
involve living up to some sort of external constraint; alternatively, it is
thoughi to be objectionably invasive, felling us "what sorts of persons to be” in
ways that are excessively meddlesome. A background aim of this dissertation
is to show that these sorls of concerns are nnwarranted, and that both the
rightness of actions and the justice of institutions can be understood as being
entirely dependent on the (moral) virtue of the agents who perform and
establish them. The most detailed defense of such an "agent-based" forp of
virtte ethics is given in Chapler Two. But inmany ways this entire
dissertation is an argument in its favor,

Finally, my title indicates the crucial task of this dissertation, which is
to show that the moral virtues are best understood as the virtues of sharing,.
Specifically, I argue that the moral virtues are constitutive elements and

situation-specific expressions of an agent's "Will to Shave." This practical

desire to engage in various kinds of shared activity is distinguished by its
commitment to mutuality, and within such a Will, concern for self and
comeern for other people are "fillered through" one another such that the agent
s moved to engage in activities that express and fulfill both types of concerns
at the very same time. | defend the possibility that human beings possess or

are at least capable of such & Will, which | take to be deeply rooted in our

natural sociability, in Chapter Four, But one does not have to apree that the




Will to Share arises naturally in order to view sharing as an attractive ideal of
moral character, and in Chapter Five, I demonstrate how an ethical theory
that is based on the ideal of sharing can explain and justify our deepest moral
convictions about virtue and right action. I alse show how an ethic of sharing
provides us with the concrete guidance we have come to expect from a moral
theory (in order to assist us in situations where the proper course of action is
unclear), and [argue that it is able to do so without relying on any action
guiding principles that are not themselves derived from the goodness of the
Will to Share (that is, I argue that such an ethic is entirely agent-based),

The broad scope of this project means that certain themes — such as the
relationship between the virtues of sharing and practical wisdom, the role of
the Will to Share within the overall structure of an agent's character, the best
way to cultivate the virtues of sharing, and the extent to which individual
agents should be praised or blamed for exhibiting or failing to exhibit those
virtues -- will only be discussed in & highly abstract manner, Nonetheless, |
believe my account is substantive enough to show how these more detailed
questions might be froitfully explored. As to whether the ethic of sharing to
be develaped in the following chapiers ia in fact foo good 1o be true, I can
only point out that while it does allow inherently crutual goods, such as
friendship and love, to have an Iraportant place squarely within the moral
domain, it also requires a high degree of responsiveness to others and can

often be very hard worlk.,




CHAPTER ONE:
GILLIGAN'S Two MORAT, ORIBNTATIONS AND THE CONTEMPORARY
“TUSTICEACARE” LYERATH

Carel Gilligan is famous for the claim that women talk and think about
morality "in a different voice" (19682). Her assertion was based on a series of
interviews in which males and females (both young children and adults) were
asked to describe their conceptions of morality and their experiences of moral
conflict, as well as to respond morally te both actual and hypothetical
dilemmas. Contending that males typically appealzd to considerations of
justice, avtonomy and fndividual rights, whereas females were more likely fo
emphasize care for, responsiveness to and relationship with other persons,
Gilligan argued that her data revealed the presence of two distinet moral
outlooks. She labeled these two oullooks the "justice~orientation" and the
"care-orientation," respectively. And she maintained that in addition to being

the predominant or preferred moral outiock among women, the care-

orjentation embodied ideals and activities that were very different frorm the

ones incorporated within the most influential theories of morality and moral
development.

Gilligan's views sparked a contemporary "fustice/Care Debate" con-
cerming both the cogency of her distinction and its implications for ethical
theory.! Much of the literature has focused on whether she has adequate

empirical evidence to support a correlation between moral orientation and

gender, but I shall not be particularly concerned with that aspect of the debate

LGith gan was not the first to point out that ideals of justice and caring might at least
sometimes conflict, and neither was she the firsl to suggest thal woemen and mon might have
different moral concerng. Bul her work remains a crucial reforence point for contermporary
thinking about these issues.




in what follows.? Parl of my reason is thet Gilligan has always sought to

distance herself from the view that there are inherently "masculine” and

"feminine" orientations to morality: her earliest work emphasized that the twe

voices were distinguished "nol by gender, bot by theme" (1982 2, my
emphasis), and although she does say that reliance on the care-orientation is
"characteristically a female phenomenon in the advantaged populations that
have been studied" (1986: 330), the most detailed evidence she and her
olleagues have collected suggests that members of both sexes understand, or

at least have some kind of psychological access to, both orientations from a

very early age (Gilligan et. al., 1988: Che. 3, 4 &6).% Perhaps more importantly,

unless there is some discernible difference in the themes of the two
orientations Gilligan identified, there could be no way to determine which
orientation any particular individual was relying on, and so no way to

substantiate a correlation betwesn moral orientation and gender in the first

ple

In any event, none of the claims to be defended in this dissertation
hinge on the presence or absence of such a correlation. For what I find most
intriguing about Gilligan's work is the way it ilhuminates a pervasive tension
in value-orientation that is deeply embedded within the western

philosophical tradition, as well as within more ordinary forms of moral

’ 1Y) ¥ o] . . Il . ¥ N -l
2The major contribuons to this aspecl of the debate are roprinted in Larrabeo (1993),
3

For & very detailed analysis and review of the evidence concerning gender differences in
moral reasoning, see Flanagan (1991: Part 111,

wo ) . . . . )

“There is also some cross-cultural ovidence that something more akin o the care
orlentation is predominant among both meles and females in non-western culturos (see
Harding 1990; Holland 1993; and Schweder, Mahapatra, and Miller 1987},

4 do not take this to show that the discovery of & gender correlalion would not ftself
be signiftcant. The point is only thal. we must know whel the differences hotween the two
rioral orientations are before the ramifications (morel, pelitical, or otherwise) of such a
correlation could be seriously explored.
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thought. Indeed, we will see that the Tustice / Care Debate is linked to much
more general disputes within moral philosophy ebout the ideal of impartiality
and the role of the emotions in moral perception, deliberation, motivation,
and judgmﬂm,'ﬁ Because the western tradition is undeniably the product of
male philosophizing, this means that any atiemnpl to characterize Gilligan's
two moral orientations solety in terms of a contrast between masculine and
feminine moral cutlooks cannot be entirely accurate. Nonetheless, it could still
be the case that women, “for a variety of psychological and political reasons,”
are move likely to rely on the care-orientation than men (Gilligan 1995: 123).
Although I'shall take it as a background assumption that no acceptable
ethical theory will endorse or contribute to sexisim, 1 shall also not be
particalarly concerned with questions about whether an "ethic of care" would
be “feminine" or more actively "feminist."” To be sure, the leading advocates
of an ethical theory based on the care-orientation have been feminist
philosophers who maintain that in addition to being unable to capture the
complexities of morality and moral agency, traditional ethical theories tend to
obscure, devalue or simply ignore the raoral experiences of women,8 Bui

p’&’* illigan herself froquently suggests that heyr distinetion i symptomatic of a more
enduring historical pattern, though she tends Lo portray it as one thal treals care as a non-
moral value (see especially 1982: 6905 1984; and 1993).

91t is also linked fo dispmtes within social and political philosophy regarding the
moral significance of community and the extent to which individual agents are "situated” in
various types of relationships or "encambered by the onpoing traditions and practices of the
farger sociely in which they Hve. For the reasons given in §1.2, however, [ shall not address
social and political isemes in this dissertation.

“For clarification about this distined don, as well as discussion of the aims of feminist
ethics more genarally, see Card (1997; Introduction), Jaggar (1992) and Mansheidpe & Okin
(1993).

B hen, speaking of “cave-othicists,” | have in mind prirarily Annette Baier (1994),
Wirginia Held (1987; 1993), Nel Noddings (1984), Sara Ruddick (1989), and within political
theory, Joan Tronto (1993). An important philosophical preducessor to the ethics of care i
trig Murdoch's (1971) defense of "loving allention" as a crucial moral capacity, an idea which
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these two claims are separable,? and it should be noted from the outset that
the Justice/Care Debate is as much of a dispute among feminist ethicists as

WS,

between feminist critics and defenders of more traditior
Feminisis themselves are deeply divided as to whether the *different voice"

Gilligan heard is genuinely or only symbolically female.’¥ And while some

view the development of an ethic of care as a way of promoting esteem for the

morally valuable activities thal have been traditionally associated with
women, others maintain that this will do little woore than encourage
outmoded stereotypes that women, as well as human society as a whole,

would be better of witheu Y

was firat articulated by Simone Wedl and 1s velied on extersively by Ruddick and Trontae,
And it should also be noted that both Noddings and Ruddick seem to have developed their
ideas independently of Gilligan's own. More rocently, Blum (1994 Paxt 111) has drawn
explicitty on Gilligan's evidence in order Lo explore and defend the "care-virtues," and Slote
(1997, 1995: §5; of. 1992: ch. 6} has argued that justice can be understood as a form of
"balamced caring" within a virtae-ethical approach Lo moral theory. Finally, note that
Nussbaum (1990) has also defended a conception of "loving attention” while discussing the
relationship between Hlerabure and philosophy.

Advocates of the "ethics of justice” are sormewhat more difficult to identify, simce
Gilligan treats this as a kind of defauli position associated with afl western moral theories,
and it is not always clear precisely whal features of those theories she has in mind (Dancy
1992). tshall treat the ethics of justice as encompansing any theory which implies that it s
impossible, absent some kind of fundamental commitment to fustice or impartial decision-
procedures, for any other genuinely moral ideals to be achieved, where these "olher tdeals®
may or may nol be thoughl Lo include caring, and where the *advocates® of such theories
may or may not be explicitly reacting to or arguing against the ethics of care. Yot we will
shortly see that even this very broad definition wakes it difficult to identify the ethics of
justice with the western tradilion more gonerally.

IFor an excellent discussion of this point see Calhown (F988),

Wood y-Adams (1991) mounts a sustained atback on the idea that the care voice is
fundamentally or essentially feminine, ss does Tronto (1993: 82-94). For the contrasting view,
see Held (1987: especially pp. 112-117) and Baier (1985).

The major feminist criticisms of the ethics of care can be found in Hoagland (1991);
see also Card (1990}, Davien (1993), Jaggar (1992), Houston (1987) and eague (1993},
Noddings (19%0a, 1990b) explicitly responds to most of these "feminist fears;" see also Tronto
{1993 ch. 3}

&
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LA Moral orlentations and ethics

Having said all this, it might be wondered why 1 have bothered to
appeal to Gilligan's evidence in the first place, After all, we have no guarantee
that any of the people in her surveys live in clrcumstances that are likely fo
realize even their most authentic moral dispositions, let alone their most
admirable moral traits, and if T am correct that the Justice/Care Debate is
reoted firmly within the western moral tradition, her charge that care and
related activities have been conspicuously absent from the most influential
ethical theories must at the very least be overstated. Perhaps even more
troubling, as many critics have pointed out, Gilligan's own interest in the
relationship between moral orientation and gender may tempt her to
"valorize” the care-orientation in a way that exaggerates its novmative
adequacy, as well as to adopt 8 misleadingly "binary" conception of merality
that exaggerates whatever contrasis may exist between the two moral
orientations.1?

While | amn sympathetic to these concerns, 1 believe there are a number
of reasons for beginning a morab-philosophical inguiry with an analysis of
Gilligan's views. To understand why, we need to be somewhat clearer about
the relationship between “meoral orientations” and “ethice” than Gilligan
herself tends to be. She refers to justice- and care- as "perspectives,' ‘concep-
tions,' 'voices' and 'ethics’ as well as ‘orientations,” and although there is no
discernible pattern in her choices about which of these terms to use, they are
all clearly meant to imply a "way of thinking" about morality in the broadest

sense which includes the features that moral agents consciously or uncon-

Hevitical discussions of Gilligan's research methods can be found in Auerbach of. al.
(1985, Bhum (19%4: ch, 11}, Managan and facksor (1988), Jagpar (1992), League (1993), Puka
(1990) and Tronto (1987}, Sow also Gilligan's "Reply" (1986).




sciously take to be (most) morally significant, and agents' most immediale

moral responses to various types of situations, as well as the way agents

formulate premises and the type of information they loek for when aclively
working through a complex moral issue. In other words, her main ainy is
simply to provide an accurate description of the basic concepts, habits of
perception, sources of motivation, and patterns of deliberation and judgment
that characterize and differentiate people’s day to day moral activity, and it is
worth emphasizing that she does not claim that either orientation corresponds
in any straight-forward way to a particular type of ethical theory (such as
deontology, consequentialism, or virtue ethics). For clarity, therefore, § shall
use the term ‘orientation’ when referring to Gilligan's claims about differcnces
in people’s more ordinary moral outlooks, and reserve the term ‘ethic’ to refer
te relatively well worked out moral-philosophical theories or views about
how our moral activity ought to be "oriented.” In other words, I shall take
motal orientations to be the sort of thing that moral philosophers seek to
explicate and refine, and an ideal version of which their normative ethics (or
moral theories) are ultimately designed to defend,

Now, it is certainly true that the normative adequacy of the justice- and
care-orientations cannot sim ply be "read off" from any of Gilligan's findinges.
But neither can people's more day-to-day moral activity be completely
ignored in the process of developing a philosophically satisfying ethic. This is
not sitmply because the resulting theory will be practically useless if it sets
ideals of character and conduct that turm out to be psychologically impossible
for people o live up to (although that too is a relevant corncern). The real
problem is that no philosopher can even begin to demonstrate that a

particular ethic is indeed satisfactory vnless she can show that it intersects in

10
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some way with people's more ordinary moral consciousmess.)? And precisely
because she is willing to take people's day to day maral activity pretty much
at face value, Gilligan's work helps fo expose those baseline, iniuitive
assumptions about morelity and its requirements that all people are at least
implicitly relying on in order to identify moral situations and determine what
should be done in themn, and that philosophers themselves are at least subily
appealing to as they develop and defend their novmative views.!4 [i is those
baseline assumptions that constitute the different themes of the: fwo orien-
tations Gilligan identified, and bringing those differences to light can
therefore help to reduce the extent to which ethics that are founded on
different baseline assarphions about morality will be condemned (o simiply
{alk past one another. It also allows us o subject those assumplions to more
caveful philosophical scratiny than they might otherwise receive, or at the
very least, enables us to see more clearly why certain theories seem to be
locked into interminable disagreements. '

I addition, once we clarify the different themes of Gilligan's two
moral orientations, 1 do not believe the overall picture will turn ouf to be

objectionably binary. For while the tone of her writing sometimes suggests

134 philosopher might. purport to demonsirate that most, if nol all, of what people
ordinarily identify as moral activity is simply mistaken or deeply confused. But even to do
that would require the philosopher to show that different activities were much more
consistent with what people (confusedly) thought morality required of them in the firsl.
place. (Bven Kant, who thought morakity nitimately rested on a transcondental foundation,
seemis Lo have believed that this was Lrue.)

M Thig point is fean Hampton's (1995},

Psimilar points have been made by MacIntyre (1961; 1988), who is particularly
intercsted in the way different baseline assumptions are linked to rival historical traditions.
Ror a discussion of the ways in which ethical theorizing is enhanced by a commitment to
"waychological realism," see Flanagam (1991: esp. chs. 1-2). And soe Blum (1994: ch. 9) for the
view thal important parts of people's day to day moral life, especially those Gilligan
associates with the care-orientation, have mistalenly been "theorized away" by
contemporary cthicists.

[ T WIS




that she fird

g the care-grientation preferable, her official position continues to
be that the two orientations are simply "different” that is, that both ways of
thinking have considerable merit, and that nelther can be fully assimilated
wilhin the other (1993: xiii}, And although she does clearly believe thal the
differences between the justice- and care-orientations are sufficient to enable
us o pick out which way of thinking is being relied on by a particular speaker
or philosopher, she means to leave room for a good deal of disagreement as to
what each outlool ideally involves or requires, as well as the extent to which
they can be integrated.16

Even more importantly, at least for my purposes in this dissertation,
Gilligan's work hetps to identify the theoretical resources that might render
the Justice/ Care Debate significantly more tractable. For despite the fact that
various elements of the care-orientation have indeed been incorporated
within previous philosophical views, [ shell ultimately contend that none of
those views is adequate to capture an ethic of care as a unified whole. To a
degree, this vindicates Gilligan's claim to have heard a genuinely distinct
meral veice. And in any case, clarifying the ways in which an ethic of care
differs from previous ethical views points the way toward a much more
satisfactory integration of Gilligan's two moral orientations, as well as the
much more general tension in value-orientation of which her distinction is

symptomatic, than has thus far been achieved.

1014 fact, Gilligan scknowledges a "tension” that "remains unresolved” in her woek:
whiether there is an "endless counterpoint” belweer the juslice- and care-orlentalions, or
whether the justice-orientation should "give way 16" the cire-orientation as anideal lorin of
moral thought (1993 xxvi). My own view is that both of these oplions are unsatisfaclory, and
that we need a more unified ethic. Bul we will not be able to see why until the differences
between her two moral orientations have been more clearly identificd.

12




12 Autonomy and caring
That being said, 1 want to suggest that Gilligan's initial attempt to

describe the different themes of her two moral orientations in terms of a
distinction between 'justice’ and ‘care’ does tend to exaggerate the extent of the
contrast between them, as well as the extent to which the care-orientation
differs from some of the most influential ethical theories. To begin with, it
suggests that care and justice are mutually exclusive or incompatible more!
values, such that a persem who is committed to either one of these values will
necessarily have a fairly mitigated commitment fo the other. Yet there s an
important sense in which Gilligan and other advocates of care are calling for

ore justice, not less: they are insisting that pecple (perhaps more frequently
female than male) who exhibit care and responsiveness toward others be
given as much moral respect as people {perhaps more freqoently male than

fernale) who are primarily concerned with justice and individuval rights.

Gilligan sometimes relies on an analogy with the ambiguous {igures of Gestalt

psychology to argue that "the terms of one perspective do not confain the
terms of the othex" (1987: 30}, implying that while individual agenis wiay
switch back and forth between the two orientations as often as they choose, it
is impossible for any agent to incorporate both care and justice within a single
moral outlook. Yet it is difficult to see why even this should be troe. There
may be situations im which care and justice each prompt a moral agent to act
in different ways, but this sort of conflict seems to arise precisely becanse the
agent feels the pull of both of these values at the same time (Flanagan 1997

0846).17

17 pitheugh the Gestalt snalogy obscures the ways in which moral perceplion is
anlike visual perception, there is s straight-forward way of understanding how agenls could

bres p-u[[ad. in kwo divections which is perfectly in keeping with Gilligarn's basic idea. For jusl as
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Gilligan does not clain that either orfentation is superior, so she may
simply mean that agents must often lessen their commitment to justice before
they can fully appreciate the mioral significance of care in any given situation,
and vice versa.)8 But she also tends to equate justice with non-interference
and respect for individual cights, and to conceive of individual rights in only
a negative form, that is, as rights not to be interfered with or harmed in
certain ways. Since many conceptions of justice incorperate some number of
positive rights, and since the concept of justice is much older than the modern
concept of rights altogether, this rather narrow conception renders her
contrast much less convincing at the theoretical level. Moreover, as Gilligan

herself has increasingly emphasized, there is a crucial difference between the
A

orjentations of care and justice on the one hand, which Gilligan describes as

comprehensive ways of "organizing the basic elements of moral judgment:

self, others and the relationship betweer them,” and the val ieals of

care and justice on the other, which presumably play a role within any

| view (1987 22; 1995; f]l.@@!i)u.w The contrast between the

comprehensive mora

iLis mislaken Lo think, o the basis of one's most immediate visual porception, that the
ambigruous "dueck-rabbit® drawing is of only & rabbit, or only a duck, it may be mistaken Lo
think, on the basis of one's most immediale moral perception, that a situation calls only for
justice or only for care. In the visual case, a coherent understanding of our perceplions
requires us to acknowledge that the underlying phenomencn is comprised of both efements;
and Gilligan's suggestion could be that moral phenomena follow o similar pattern.

181y 4 Different Voice suggested that every person relies on one orientation or the
other. But Gilligan reporls a "watershed" ir her thinking (1988: xxii; see also 1987) in
response Lo a sludy by . Kay Johnston (1988}, Johnston found that although adolescents
exhibited o tendency to rely on only one ordentation (either care or justice) wher asked open-
ended guestions aboul morally problemalic situations, most were able to "spordaneously
switch” to the other orieniation when asked #f there was & different way to think abot the
problem, and all were able to understand and apply the other way of thinking alter its main
features were pointed oul to them by the interviewer.,

Wgpocifically, Gilligan says thal "attention to women's moral thinkiag fed to the
..... f § and care
within a comprehensive moral theory" (1987: 26, tny emphasis). Notice that the same poinl
can be made using morve Rawlsian terminology. In A Theoryy of fustice, he distinguishes the
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two moral orjentations, fn other words, may ultimately have somewhat less to

do with which of these values an agent is most deeply committed to than with

the broader evaluative framework within wlich both care and justice are
understood.

A second difficulty with Gilligan's original contrast is that it leads fo
sorme confusion about what domain of moral activity is under consideration.
Contemporary ethicists have focused almost exclusively on justice as a virtue
of social institutions, and even Plato, whe sought to defend jusiice as a
cardinal virtue of individuals, thought that the best way to do this required an
elaborate analogy with the role of justice in the state. Yet care seems to be
most easily and straightforwardly construed as a virtue of individual moral
agents that is exhibited toward concrete cther persons. Perhaps unsur-
prisingly, one of the most frequent criticisms of the ethics of care stems from
the belief that it is ill-suited to deal with the sorts of issues that avise in
relatively impersonal and institutional contexts, More generally, the cthics of
care is sometimes equated with a way of thinking about individual moral
activity within the "private" or interpersonal realm, 20 whereas the ethics of
justice is taken to be the appropriate way of thinking about the "basic

structure" of society, as well as about any individual activity that takes place

concept of fustics, "as meaning & proper balance between competing claims” from specific

conceptons of justice "dentifying the relevant considerations which delermine this
balance"(1971: 10). Presumably, cech of Gilligan's two moral orientations mcorporates a
specific "conception of justice™ tn this laller sense (as well av a specific Yeonceplion of care").

20’]\.li,Le-‘rrm:Livo,{iy, the ethics of care has semolinmes bean portrayed as helping agonts to
identily special obligations (Herman 1993 ¢l ) or imperfect duties (Nurmer-Winkler 1984),
as being concerned with the evaluation of persons, motives and character traits rather than
the evaluation of acls (Kolhdberg 1984; Putman 1991), or a¢ conslitubing a supererogatory ethic
in contrast Lo the minimalistic "ethic of justice™ (Hamplon 1995; Kroeger-Mappes 1994), Por a
much more extended discussion of why these sorts of portrayals are inadequate than 1 can
offer here, see Blum (1994 ¢h, 10).
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within an explicitly "public” or "political” realn.?! As a result, the fustice/
Care Debate tends to be conflated with delbates about where (or whether) to
draw the line between "public" and "private” moral contexts, or about which
set of considerations cught to take priority in an agent's moral thought.
Gilligan, however, seems 1o be primarily concerned with questions of
individual moral agency. To be sure, she tends to portray both orientabions as
applicable across the entire range of meval contexts, and many of the women

she identifies as relying on the care-orientation are quite explicitly concerned

with morality weit large: one reports "s very strone sense of being responsible
] > l J

to the world" (1982: 21) while another worries about the specific, large scale
social problems of poverty and overpopulation (Ibid.: 99). $till, Gilligan does
not portray those women as making judgments about what laws or
institutions ought to be like. Rather, they are concerned with their own
abligations to strangers and distant others —obligations which can be

lso be viewed as

classified under the heading of social justice, but can ¢
instances of individual humanitariamisi,

The best way to keep the debate squarely focused on questions of
individual moral agency is to describe Gilligan's two moral orientations In
terms of a contrast between "autonomy® and "caring,” where these are

understood to be different or competing meoral capacities (rather than

21 his tendency is encowraged by the enormous influsnce of Rawls's Theory of [ustice
(1971), as well as his mora recent modifications of thal theory as offering ax explicitly
political conception of fustice that applics only Lo society's "basic structare” (1993: esp. §2, i}‘v
and Lec, V). Bul see Olin (1989 1993) who argues that Rewls's theory musl be extended Le
the "private” realm of the family, and Tronlo (1993 Part 1) who purporls to give a poiﬂ.u.al
argnmonl for the ethics of care.
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different values).?? And this characterization makes sense for two reasons.
First, there is an historical link between the concept of autonomy (in
individuals} and the concept of justice {in the wider society or state): the
former term literally means “self-legislation" ard was originally used to
describe self-governing states (as opposed to colonies ruled by foreign
powers), and thinkers fike Kant and Rawls treat autonomy as an ideal feature
of persons acting in the role of moral legislator.4? In this role, persons take up
an impartial point of view thal is ternporarily detached from their individual
desires and interests, in order to adjudicate between competing moral
principles (Mill 1987: 1314 cf, 1992). That is the point of view Gilligan seems
to identify with the “justice-orientation,” and as we shall sec, that is the poinl
of view care-ethicists are particnlarly keen to criticize. And it also heips to
explain why, despite their propensity te equate the "ethics of justice” with the
western moral-philosophical tradition more generally, the specific criticisms
that contemporary care-ethiciats have made against previous moral theories
have primarily been directed against kantian and contractarian moral
views. 2

Secondly, there axe a number of reasons to think that this contrast
provides a more accurate description of Gilligan's original project. The main

impetus to her work was Lawrence Kohlberg's extremely influential "stage

o g . r - + - b ' 1+

224 is also worth noling that Uis contrast is at least indirectly related to questions of
large scale social fustice fusofar as awlonomy and caring are capacities we need to rely on i
mrd‘.or to figure oul whal the "basic structure” of secioty ought (o be like.

23CGiven this link, it s nok so surprising that the debate tands to slip between
individual and political contexis.

2 4(.,.1111?3:"1 cites adherence to "the Categorical Imperative" as an element of the justice-

orientation (1987: 23), and Baier explicitly criticizes Kent, Rewls and Hobbes in her diuﬂ(]{.ﬁ on
justice-based views (1994 chs. 1, 2 & 11; see also 1987), Sec also the introduckory chapter in

Kittay and Meyers (1987). We will soon sec how the ethics of care differ from utilitarianism as

well, but those differences ave nol quile as greal.
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theory" of moral development, according to which every person proceeds
from the egocentrism of early childhood, through concern with relationships
and obedience to parental and then more general social rules, to the highest
stage in which their moral reasoning is governed by a set of universaliza ble
moral principles (1981; 1984).2% Kohlberg's formative research was based on
an all-male sample, and he had reported that females in every age-bracked
scored significantly lower than their male counterparts, displaying a aried
tendency to get stuck at the middle stage of relationships and social con-
formity.26 Gilligan hypothesized. that these findings were due to females'
reliance on alternative moral capacities not measured by Kohlberg's scale, and
she proposed an alternative vision of "moral matarity” that was not
dependent on the use of abstract principles.”” Caring, as presented in this

23K ohlberg frequently appeals to Rawls's Theory of [ustice as an exatple of the
highest stage, in which persons nol only apply widversal principles Lo concrele cases bt also
understand the justification of those principles, For a briel sunumary of Kohlberg's slages, see
the appendix to his Veolume 1 (1981: 40912).

26 Although initially reluctant Lo accept Gilligan's suggestion, Kohtberg eventually
modified his position and claimed only fo have identified the stages in the development of

¢ reasoring (1984). Mesnwhile, studies by Lawrence Walker (1984) indicate thal once

various hiasing factors (for exarple, the supposition that women come (rom  the same class
and educational background as their hushands) and statistical inaccuracies are corrected,
males and females score equally well on Kohlbergian tests of moral reasoning. Walker's
finding has no bearing on the question of whether there is an alternative way of thinking
about morality.

Z?G-iﬂ'iga:n ortginally linked this allernative vision to women's different
developmental path, appealing to Chodorow's (1978} argument that since wemen are
statistically more Hkely to serve as primary care-givers, female personalities mature by
fearning lo identify more closely with the adults who support them, whereas male
personalities matare by learning (o differentiate temselves from others. Acco rdingly,
Gilligan argued that the core-orientation reflecied fernales’ senwe of themseltves as crbed ded
in relationships, whereas the justice-orientation veflected males” sense of imdependence atred
self-sufficiency (1982: ch, 1), Notice, however, that this account grants the possibility of vasily
reducing such gender differences if men and women came to share equal child-care
rospomsibililies {a point that has virce been echoed in Oldn's (1989) critique of Rawls),
Meanwhile, Gilligan and her colieagues now contend that there are bwo types ol u niversal,
morahity-grounding experienices that arise In carly childhood and persist throughont ad wlt
life: the inequality and powerlessness (with respect to adults) that groumnds a “sense of
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comtext, is "a mode of thinking that is contextual and narrative rather than
formal and abstract” (1982: 19, and one that refuses to "abstract the moral
problem from the interpersonal situation" (bid.: 32). Agents who exhibit this
capacity describe their moral deliberations as an effort "o try to be as awake
as possible, to try to know the range of what you feel, to try to consider alt
that's involved, to be as aware as you can be of what's going on" (bid.: 99),78
and they apparently view the answers to moral problems as ultimately
depending on the concrete particulavs of each and every casen??

To make this contrast stick, it is important that autonomy be construed

very narrowly as the capacity for impartiality in the review and application of

absteact and general moral principles. As Thomas FHill points ool there ave
two further "senses” of autonomy that are relevant to moral theory: autonomy
as a right that every individuel has to malke certain decisions without undue
interference (1987: §15), and autonomy as & goal for personal developmend, so
that one's perceptions are not clouded by prejudice, self-deception, and the
like, and that one's actions reflect one's genuine molivations, rather than
distorted ideas about what one is really doing or traly cares about (Ibid.: §H1).
Giltigan, of course, did pot want to deny that women were enfitled to and

capable of autonemy in either of these further senses, and although she does

justice" or desire for vqmﬁ;ty or fairness, anciﬂlw emotional attachment to and dependence
on parents that gives young children at feast a proto-understanding of the risks of
abandonment and the need for people to aclively take care of one another (Gilligan 1987:
2000; Gilligan ot al, 1988: eap. chs. 4 & 6).

28T hig is H-year old "Sharon's" response to questions abonl "Che right way Lo make
moral decisions.” When asked if there are principles thal guide her moral decision-making,
she says "there's nol fust a principle that once you take hold of you settle. The prinaiple pul
inko practice heve is still going to leave you with conflict" (Gilligas 1982: 99-100}.

29500 Nussbanm, (1985} and Blum (1994: chs, 2.3) for a defense of the sort of moral

deliberation Gilligan seems to have in mind. And see Dancy (1992), who argues thal the care-

orientation araounls to nothing reore than a commilment to "particn]arism” in moral
judgment, though I shalfl Jater comtend that this claim is incerrect.
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believe that the primary moral-developmental obstacle for "caring" moral
agents is learning to care for oneself as well as for others, whereas the primary
obstacle for Kohlbergian or "autonomous” moral agents is learning fo valuc

as well as onesel!, she contends that mature moral

the autonoray of ¢
agents eventually perceive all persons as being enfitled to a basic level of
moral concern regardless of the orientation on which they most frequently
rely (1982: ch, 6; Gilligan et. al., 1988: chs. 4 & &). And care-ethicists have also
been keen to emphasize that moral agents who possess a highly developed
capacity for caring are not rendered selfless or lacking in autonomy as a
result.

It is also important not to over exaggerate the confrast between these
two capacities, As Hill poinis out, the narrow conception of auvlonomy as
isnpartiality in the review and application of moval principles appears to be
reoted in Kant's idea that an agent's "true self” is the way she is when she is as
free as possible from all of her transitory concerns and attachments. But the
latter idea is not an essential part of the idea of autonemy, and in Hill's view
should probably be rejected (1987: §1).% The belief that we ought to be
impartial when considering what morality requires of us does not entail that
we should strive to free curselves from personal attachiments tn our day to
day lives, or that a life of self-sufficiency is morally betler than a life of
intimacy and interpersonal relationships. I fact, it is complotely "newtral”
with respect to these questions (1997 §H11). Nor does this sense of autonomy

entail that basic moral principles must admit of ne exception, or be discon-

304 richer concoption of antonomy as a kind of “selfreflexive monitoring” (hat
proceeds, as Kanl sugpested, via reflection on principles and rules but does nol require total
abstraction from one's emotional atlachments, deep-seated interests and desires has rocontly
been defended try Il (1991) and Herman (1992). See also Sherman (1990; 1993b), who s
somewhat more critical of Kanl's position vis-a-via the emotions.
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niected from. all our feelinge and hence independent of all “contingent”
empirical facts about our natures. All it implies {s that when faced with
fundemmental moral conflicts, we should not give special standing to amy

particular person or group, but should view the situalion "{rom a broader

human perspective, !

Nomnetheless, care-ethicists find even the very modest conception of
autonomy to be problematic, when portrayved as the most important or
superior moval capacity, in two main ways. First, it still treats autonomy as
primarily an exercise in rationality, albeit one that may rely on the emolions
as impaortant supports to moral activity (e.g., as alerting us to situations that
require a moral response, or as motivating us to act once we have delermined
what o do).?2 But care-ethicists bend to view the emotions as a constitutive
mediom of moral reflection, insisting that at least whey properly cultivated,
the emotions enable moral agents to perceive, understand and respond to the

world in ways that simply could not be achieved without them.*? And they

i Hll's view s capacily is perfectly compatible with comypassion, and & very
similar point is made by Piper (1991). Nole, however, thal compassion is & more generalizoed
or universalizable moral attitude than caring, and hence may be somewhal casier to reconcile
with the three senses of autonomy FHIL discusses. On the ways in wlhich "care” differs from
refated altitades like compassion and henevolence, see Blum {1992).

52This stoms partly from the more pereral ferindst concern that since "raticnal”
autonotny has historically boen viewed as a masculine capacity while "emotional® caring hes
boen viewed as & [eminine one, any sorl of contrast botween thern way contribute to bolh the
devaluation of caring and the ongeing subordination of women. For a sublte and historically
detailed discussion of the links botween the concepts of aulonomy and masculinity, and of
the commections between such finks and the devaluation of all things "female," see Lloyd
(1984),

S5Care-ethicists are not the onl y contemporary philosophers to suggest that some
kind of emctionally-laden knowledge, rather than *pure® practical reason, is what vitimately
grounds the moral response. See, [or example, Blum (1980), Nussbawm (1986; 1990; 1995) ,
Sherman (1989: esp. ch. 2 1990; 1994), Stocker (1987a; 1987h) and Oaldey (1997}, Historical
predecessors of this view include Aristotle, Schopenhauer, Hulcheson and Hume, For further
discussion of what it means for the emotions Lo be "properly cultivated,” see ihe interchange
between Nusshaunt and Sherman (1994).
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are further convinced that caring — "a felt concern for the good of others and
for commumity with them" (Bajer 1985: 19, emphasis mine) - is a fundamental

!

component of esminsly as opposed to "mevely" personaly??
r VA

eration, and crucial to an agent's capacity for moral judgment, as well as her
ability to perceive and respond appropriately to moral situations, Caring, on
this view, is not just compalible with the "broader human perspective”
achieved through the impartial review of moral principles. It is that broader
perspective,i?

Secondly, and closely related, care-cthicists object to the view that
moral activity is primarily a matter of "acting on principle” or finding abstract
and general reasons to justify what one proposes to do, As we have seen, to
portray moral agency as an exercise in autonomy is to suggest that morality is
ultimately grounded in a set of acior-guiding principles which stracture an

agent's percention of moral situations and are at least implicitly appealed to in
g I ¥ phcitly

HMNote that the care-orientation differs from the "personal point of view" defe
by thinkers like Nagel (1986}, Scheffler (1982) and Williamas (1973; 1985), These fhmkom
contend that the personal point of view is distinct fromn the meral point of view, and is not

always consbrained by the Jatter when penerating legitimale veasone for action, bul they

ctherwise acce, p the identification of morality and unpmrl;m rationality. Care-elhicists, by
conkrast, insist that the care-orientalion is a {or the) genuinely moral potint of view, ard one
thal generalbes legitimate reagons for ection which are distinct from those generaied by both
more personal and more impartial perapectives. For more detailed discussion of this point,
see Blum (1994: ch. 2).
35T s may not be an entirely accurate characierization of Baier's position, since she

deseribes care gs a "loss authoritarian hwmanitavian supplersent” to the forms of moral
reasoning embedded tnmore impartialist, Kantian-style views (1985: 2,_mv enophasis). Yet
she alse describes notiomns of obligation and promise-keeping as being "parasitic® on notions
like Tove and brust {1994 osp. chs. 1, 2 & 14). Inany event, this does scem to (‘] aracierize Lhe
positions of Noddings (1984: chs, 2 & 4) and Ruddick (1989: ¢h. 3), and both Held (199%) and
Tronto {1993: Ch. 5) have explicitly argued that ‘care is the wider network into whtc.h jrskice
must it See also Murdoch (1970:302), who asks "Will not "Act Tovingly' translate 'Act
perfectly,' whereas 'Act rationally’ will nol?"
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his or her moral deliberations.3 But to portray moral agency as an exercise in
caring is to suggest that morality typically, or af least ideally, involves a much
maore direct, onmediated response o other persons in the world, and hence
that moral thinking ultimately resides in a kind of "sensitivity to humanity”
and "consciousness of your influence over what's going on” (Gilligan et. al:
21). Care-ethicists do not deny that moral principles may sometimes be useful, 1
but Gilligan's findings suggest that people who rely on the care-orientation
are extremely reluctant to appeal to such principles in order o justify their
moral activity,? and care-ethicists are united in the conviction that acling on

principle is seldom, if ever, necessary in order to be acting morally, and is

definitely not the most admirable or ideal form of moral aclivity in a great

many contexts (see especially Noddings 1984: 5-16, 24; 1990 28-9).

Defenders of more traditional ethical theories sometimes object that
care-cthicists treat moral activity as unreflective or merely instinctive, as well
as objectionably partial. But here again, it is imporiant not to over-exaggerate
the contrast, for all care-ethicists portray caring as an important kind of
thinking that can often be difficult work. [Hana T. Meyers, for example, insists
that autonomny is a “multifaceted competency” that can be exercised in at leass
two ways: the impartial and principle-governed method of the justice-

orientation, and the "responsibility reasoning” of the care-crientation (1987).

36 This picture is developed in particular detail by Hermen (1998: esp. chs. 4 & 7),
who argues that moral agents rely o a sel of "rules of moral salience,” as well as Lhe
Calegorical Imperative procedure.

3 Recall Gilligan's concern that females were being tnappropriately "downscored” oo
Koklborgian tests of moral reasoning precisely because of their unwillingness to make such
appeals. But note that there is still roosy, within the ethics of caring, for agents Lo rely on
moral "rules of Buemb® as a helpful heuristic device; the clatm is only that the morality of an
agent's action is not determined by its implicit or explicit conformity with any particular (set
of) action-guiding principle(s).

23



;
i
!

Inn the latter, agents proceed by a kind of “imaginative infrofection” and,
instead of reflecting or principles that might be used to govern their behavior,
they ask thernselves questions like "Could I bear to be the sort of person who
can do thalt?"® Similarly, Sara Ruddick is careful to note that she only objects
only to "a certain idealized conception of rezson as inkpersonal and detached
.. rather than loving" (1989 12). And Nel Noddings emphasizes thal carers
"ean and do give reasons for their acts, but the reasons often point to feelings,
needs, situational conditions, and a sense of personal ideal” (1984: 3; 96). 'The
kind of “loving attention” thinkers like Ruddick and Noddings have in mind
requires not allowing one's own needs, biases, and conscious or unconsclous
desives regarding the other person to gel in the way of appreciating his or her
unigue needs and situation, and although this is not the detached form of
tmpartiality that is idealized by a great many western moral theories, it dees
seem to be impartial in some sense of the term. Moreover, although they do
agree that the capacity for caring tends to be exhibited most fully in fairly
close, personal relationships, care-ethicists believe that it can aleo be extended,

in & somewhat more limited fashion, o strangers and distant others.®Y

HMeyers contends that both of these methods "depend o the homosty and
humarity of the deliborator” and are only "as good as the practitioner is skitled,"” and her
main point s that the responsibility reasoning that is characterisiic of people who rely on the
care-orientation is perfectly « t)mpnljb]v with dclul;f fromm one's most authentic concerng, This
is because a responsibilily reasoner who honestly reflecis upon which of her choices "are
compratible with or reinforce desivable aspocts of her personal identity” may find that she
sincerely "identifics with the interesis of others and therefere most wenls] Lo secure those
interesis"” {1987: 151-52),

3MNoddings restricts caring ko "face-to-face" relabionships, but notes that these do not

necessarily have (o be ongoing: a moral agent can exhibil genwine caring, for another person
who, momenls earlier, was a compiele stranger and wham she may mever again encounter,
And ofher care-ethicists do not endorse this restriction. Vieginia Held, for example, has
convincingly argued thet a caring agent can certainly know enough aboul the concrele needs
and siluation of "a starving child in Africa" to recognize steps she counld take Lo fmprove Uhe
chiid's physical welfare, despile the fact that she is not in a particularky good position to
respond the child's emotional needs (1987; of. 1993, Simdlarly, both Murdoch (1871} and
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1.3 A conflation of two debates

Characterizing Gilligan's two moral orientalions in terms of a contrast
between aulonomy ard caring is a way of emphasizing that the moral-
philosophical debate that grew out of her findings is concerned, first and
foremost, with questions about whal agents must consciously or uncon-
sciously be doing in order to act rightly or deliberate effectively about how 1o
proceed. But there is a minor problem with this way of patting the contrast
that is important to call our attention 1o - namely, that it encourages us 1o

confuse differences in the substance or focug of an agent's moral concern, i.e.,

differences in the most basic evaluative assumptions that might "orient” an

agent's moral cutlook, with differences in the conceptual structure of the

agent's moral understanding and the methods that he or she relies on when
construing moral problems and deliberating about their solutions. More
specifically, it tends to conflate differences in the rormative commitments that
shape a particular "way of thinking" about morality, with differences in the
way that moral principles or rules are used within that way of thinking. It is
the former tension in value-orientation which Gilligan seems to have in mind
when she speaks of a "difference in theme." Yet it is the latier, somewhat
more formal or methedological fension, which seems to be al stake in the
dispute over whether a philosophically satisfying ethic must ultimately be

rrounded in abstract and general principles or rules. To be sure, actin
i *

Nussbatra (1990) contend that loving attention grounds a very wide-ranging form of
corpassion.

AwWhether Tam right about this is difficult to say for sure, since immediately after
she emphasizes that the justice- and care-orientations are distinguished primarily by theme,
Gilligan says thal they also "highlight a distinction between two modes of thought” (1952: 2).
Witl (1995) portrays "Gilliganism® as having solely to do with the assextion of different
conceptual structures; see also Lyons (1988), Tromnto (1993: 27-28) and Wingfield and Haste
(1987 on this poink.
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autonomously is typically understood as acting on a particular kind of woral
principle (the Categorical Imperative or "respect for persons”), and acting
from care is typically understood as exhibiting a particular kind of mora)
sensitivity {a concern for the good of olher pecple and for commntunity with
them). But either of these conceptual structures seems to be perfectly
compatible with commitments to a wide variety of substantive moral nors -
including, for example, a commitment to non-interference or a commitment to
actively promoting others' good.

The sort of conflation . am concerned about is evident throughout
Gilligan's work, On the one hand, she distinguishes the justice- and care-
orientations by their different "moral imperatives,” contrasting the injunction
“to protect from interference the rights to life and self-falfillment” with the
injunction "to discern and alleviate the real and recognizable rouble of this
world" (1982: 100). On the other hand, she distinguishes them by their
different methods of deliberation, contrasting moral outlooks that are "tied o
the understanding of rights and rules” (Ibid.: 19) with those that "shift [moral]
judgment away from the hierarchical ordering of principles and the formal
procedures of decision making” (Ibid.: 100-101) and constroct a "narrative of
relationships that extends over time" (Ibid ; 28). Butas Margaret Urban
Walker has pointed out, these two ways of characterizing the difference
"appear not only distinet, but mutually independent” (1989: §10.4 After all,
an agent need not value care and relationships in oxder to be a "particularist’
or "contextualist' with respect to moral judgment: she might value self-

realization or endaimoria without valuing care, or think that care matters too,

41500 also Canmeld, et. al. (1995); Dancy (1992); Tronto (1993: 796[); Friedman (1993);
and Jaggar (1995),
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without seeimg it as a specially dominant or highest-ranked moral value,
Alternatively, an agent might endorse an “injunction to care” while at least
tmplicitly refying on one or more action-guiding principleds) or formal
decision procedures for deliberating about what to do. Indeed, classical
utilitarianism (and many of its contemporary variants) might be considered
the "ultimate" in care perspectives along these lines. The utilitarian's only
moral concern is with human (or sentient) happiness, and this is typically
specified in terms of pleasure, preference satisfaction, or desive-fulfillinent -
in other words, by what Gilligan calls "the well-being of others in thelr own
tervas" (1984: 78). And although utilitarians frequentiy pride themselves on
being more sensitive to particular contexts than their deontological rivals,
inasmuch as the rightness of any action-type ullimately depends on the actual
or expectable vlility of performing that action in each specific case (rather
than its accordance with moral principles that are presumed to be ethically
fundamental), they nonetheless contend that the principle of utllity prowvides a
formal decision-procedure for making such determinations, and this does
seem o ‘abstract the moral problem from the Interpersonal situation,'
imasmuch as it translates the concrete interests and preferences of particular
individuals into commensurable units on an impersonal uiility scale. Thus
utilitarianism does seem to rely on a methodological structure that care-
ethicists want to reject,*? and yet, when the concern for happiness is combined

with the requirement to maximize the aggregate amount of happiness in the

¥2par this reason, Urban Walker describes utilitarianiso as & form of "administralive
care” (1989: 127, see also Held 1996) and see Nussbaum (1985) for additional concerss aboul
the formality of & uillitarian approach. It shonld, however, be noted that so-called “ideal"
forms of wtilitarianism may be somewhat invmune from Uhis cribicism,
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world, "the strenuousness of this caring scems hard to outdo" (Urban Walker
1969 126).

The place of mroral principles

If we are going to make sense of the claim that the ethics of care cannol

be captured within any previous moral theory, it seems that we need to be
mach more specific about what each of these tensions involves, And the
comparison with wtilitarianism is instructive, since it may not be immedijately
obvious how the methodological structures of these two ethics differ. For
example, Leslie Cannold, Peter Singer, Helga Kubse and Lori Gruen have
recently argoed that while utilitarianism does differ from the ethics of care in
its "impersonal focus" and the fact that it "has a basis in abstract principle
rather than the context of personal relationships® (1995: 373), both of these
ethics are fully "compatible with consequentialism," and hence the difference
in their formal or methodological structures is not in fact a "significant
distinction” (Ibid.; 368). In their view, the real difference between these two
ethics is that utilitarianism places more emphasis on caring for persons
generally, while an ethic of care places more emphasis on caring for persons
with whom one is in some kind of special relationship. Although there is a
degree of truth to this latter claim, however, to argue in this way is to
overlook a fundamental distinction in conceptual structure, and hence to
obscure what {s perhaps the most distinctive moral fnsight generated by an
ethic of care.

As evidence for their view, Cannold et. al. cite a passage in which Nel

Neoddings says

the reasons [a caring sgent] would give should be so well
connected to the objective etements of the problexn that [hex]
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course of action clearly either stands a chance of succeeding in
behalf of the cared-for, or can have been engaged in anly with
the hope of effecting something for the carec-for (Noddings
1984: 23; Cannold et. al. 1995: 366).

But Neddings begins that same passage by emphasizing the importance of an

being "directed toward the welfare, protection, or exhancement of the cared-

for' (epaphasis mine), her discussion strongly suggests that similar sorts of

reasons would not be morally significant in the absence of that motivation.
Moreover, she introduces her views by insisting that it is impossible, and even
wrongheaded, to attempt to formulate a precise set of "action criteria" for
caring, insisting that we must examine the ideal "from the inside" (1984: 9-16).
And later on, she is even more explicit about this, arguing that the righiness of

an action or moral decision can o1 depend on the owicome. "It is right or

wrong according to how faithfully it was rooted in caring — that is, in a
genuine response o the perceived needs of others" (Ibid.: 53).45

What Noddings is here defending is the view that no action can be
right in the fullest sense unless it is rooted in and so manifests the genuinely

caring molivation of the agent who performs it. Itis not enough, in her view,

to simply act on behalf of other's welfare, for there are all sorts of motives that
might prompt one to do so, only some of which are sufficient to render such
actions morally appropriate. When understood in this way, her emphasis on
those forms of caring that are most typical of close personal relationships
(such as the relationship that is at least ideally forged between mother and
child} is not simply an endorsement of more partial over more impartial
forpas of other-regerd. Rather, it is part of her overall defense of the claim that

%hm‘ﬂms&-ﬁ:mg_;[y, Cannold eL. al. also cite this passage eaclior in their article (1995: 361}
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a very deep kind of caring or loving attention, of a sort that can oniy be fully
exhibited toward persons who are relatively near and dear, is the kind of
practical attitude we morally ought to exhibit toward our fellows, not because
of anything supposedly more ethically basic about its (likely) effects, but
simply because of the Kind of motivational state that it le.

As various conmmentators have pointed out,# this kind of emphasis on
motives makes the formal structure of conternporary care-ethics much more
similar to a virtue-ethical approach te moral theory such as the ancient
philosophers preferved than to any form of consequentialism ** Yel care-
ethicists have not tended to pursue this more traditional option, preferring a
more "relational approach” to ethical theory. Indeed, Nel Noddings has even
imsisted that "caring is not in itself a virtue" (1984 96) describing it as a
“relational attribute’” instead (1990: 120).

Ome reason for this seems to be the concern, widely held among,
conteraporary philesophers, that virtue ethics can only be a supplement or
complemerit to other, more “principled” or “action-focused” approaches to
maoyral theory; since most care-ethicists want their approach to serve as a foll-
fledged alternative to theories lile kantianism and wtilitavianism, this view
makes virtue ethics obviously unattractive {Tronto 1993 148). Another,
related concern is that virtue ethics is essentially conservative and can only
"systematize" our commonly held opinions about what traits ave virtues. It is

oo eapecially Dancy (1992), Flanagan and Jackson (1987), snd Friadman {1993},

K antian moral theory can slse be said Lo place more emphasis on motives (or
intenitions) than consequences. But Kanl holds bolh that the most important moral motive -
the motive of duty - i a commitment Lo acting on the Moral Law (or Cateporical
Imperative), and thal actions that conform to the Calegorical Imperative can be right ever il
they are perforined from moralty guestionable motives, and this places wuch more emphasis
on moral rules than either consequentialist or virtue-based approaches. § discuss the
strncture of deontological or "principle-based® views al the end of this subsection.
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no accident, according to one line of thinking, that Aristotle is both a virtue
ethicist and the inspiration for many communiiarians who are fairly reluctant
to change our common practices 4 and since care-ethicists want to transform
our ymoral atitudes (and in particular our atlitudes about what have
traditionally been called the "feminine virtues") this also makes virtue ethics
look to be a questionable ally (Friedman 1993}, A third sort of concern surely
steims from the fact that ancient philosophers exhibit precisely the sort of
male-bias feminist philosophers want to overcome: Aristotle is notorious for
his sexism, and even Plato, who was convinced that there could be
philosophy queens as well as Kings, did not think his philosophice! monarchs
would cultivate anything like the capacity to care. Indeed, he was one of the
first western philosophers to insist on the "primacy of justice."

However, recent work on Avistotle has pointed to deep inconsistencies
in his viewpoint towards wormen: on the one hand, he portrays them as the
primary caregivers and early moral educators, Le., the people most respon-
sible for initiating new (male) members of the moral commumity; vet on the
ather, he portrays them as incapable of moral activity themselves, Given his
emphasis on the importance of moral role-models, itis difficalt to see how
these two views can be reconciled (Sherman 1997 151-56; cf. Schwarzenbach
1996). And of course, he was simply wrong to suppose that women were
constitutionally incapable of engaging in all the activities that Greeks reserved
for men. Similarly, the fact that Plato does not much emphasize virtues like
compassion and care does not yet show that they cannot be articulated within
a virtue-ethical frameworlk: witness 5t Augustine's Christian aporopriation of

40T he links between virtue ethics and Communitarianism are made explicl by
Macknkyre (1987; 1988); soe also Galston (1980). For a contrasting view, see Nussbaum (1988},
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Matonic moral views, This does not, of course, malke Augustine a model of
feminist moral theorizing (see Lloyd 198%: 28-33), but it does at least suggest
that it should be possible to incorporate care-ethical notions within a virtue-
theoretic approach, and the fact that Plato portrayed women as the moral
equals of men provides us with at least some reason fo think that such an
approach should be able to leave the faint of sexism behind. And in fact, [

believe that a radically virtue-ethical, or "agent-based"” approach to maoral

theory is in the best position o explicate the legitimate insights that arise from

a care-orientation to morality, and a somewhat betler position than the
"relational” approaches contemporary care-ethicists seem to prefer. Demon-
strating thet this {s the case will be the central task of Chapler Two, where
will also show how an agent-based approach to virtue ethics can overcome
the more general crificisms about virtue ethics j just mentioned.

There is a fourth kind of care-ethical concern about virtue ethics that

merits a brief comment at this peint. For care-ethicists also want to emphasize

that relationships themselves are morally valuabie, and it is not entively clear
that the sort of value they have in mind can be reduced to the practical
attitucles or motivational states of the agents who engage in those relation-
ships (Held 1995-96), This kind of point is not wholly unfamiliar to virtue-
ethical theories, for it was made by Aristotle when he noted that while
"friendly feelings" within two (or more) persons are essential to the eatalb.
bishment and maintenance of a friendship, the friendship itself s not "in" any
of the parties involved, but seems Lo lie somewhere between them. And
Arigtotle was relactant to call friendship a "virtue” in an ungualified sense for

precisely this reason; rather, he characterizes it as an "external good"
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(Nicomachean Ethics: 18-10).47 Nonetheless, we shall see in Chapter Two that
Axistotle’s approach to virtue ethics is not entirely “agent-based,” and
although [ want to concede that there is a certain kind of value — what
Noddings calls “joy” and {shall call the value of mutuality - that en agenl
based ethic of caring cannot guite capture, | shall contend that the problem is
not in the formal structure of such an ethic but in the nature of the caring
ideal. Indeed, 1 shall ultimately suggest that contemporary care-ethicists make
the value of mutuality a bit too peripheral within thefr accounts of morality
and the ethical life.48

Ini the meantime, what is imyportant to recognize about the distinction
between the consequentialist claim that the rightness of actions depends on
their outcomes, and Noddings's claim that the rightness of actions depends on
their motives, is thatl there are at least two ways for a moral theory to Hmit the
extent to which it relies on aclion-guiding principles. The first way, endovsed
by Cannold, ot. al., is to insist that the validity of any such rules must
ultimately lie in actual or expectable consequences of adhering to them in
specific situations. Yor although such an approach does endorse one highly
abstract and general principle (some version of the Principle of Utility), it
fmplies that in the last analysis, it is judgments about the {ntrinsic) moral
value of certain consequences or states of affaivs that ave crucial to ouar
judgments about what we morally cught to do. The second way, at least
partially endorsed by Noddings and by virtue-ethicists more generally, is to

freat judgments about the (infringic) moral value of certain kinds of motiva-

'/ - . A s s 1 L F
47V hat is, he describes friendship as something thal is in an essential way oulside the
seil. Por discussion, see Shermam (19971: §4.2) and Nusshawm (1986: ch. 12).

48 The cormplele argument for this will not be developed uniil Chapter Four,
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Hons as ethically fundamental, And although this approach can also be said (o

generate an abstract and general principle (act virtuously,' or in Noddings's
case, be caring'), it implies that the Principle of Utility will always be
inadequate, because a perplexed moral agent muast honesty reflect on her
inner motivations as well as the {potential) effects of the various actions she

might choose, Of course, the theoretical merfts of such an approach can be

disputed, and responding to varicus objections will form much of the subject-

matter of later chapters. But unless we take this distinction quite seriously, 1
believe it is impossible to give due weight to the moral insights that are
generated by the care-orienfation.

Of course, the idea that the rightness of actions depends on something
other than their consequences can also be found within deontological moral
theories. But this sort of approach places much more emphesis on action-
guiding principles and rules than do either consequentialist or virtue-ethical
theories, and hence is the one that contemporary care-ethicists seem
particularly keen o refect. For Kantian deontologists, our moral judgments
uttimately come to rest in a single, overarching moral principle (the "Moral
Law" or Categorical Jmperative), which can be used to determine the validity
of more specific rules or maxims we propose to act on in any specific case,
and it is an agent’s commitment to this principle that shows him to be
motivated in ways that axre morally good. For rule-deontologists fike W, 1.
Ross, our moral judgments are ultimately grounded in a more complex set of
moral principles, each of which has independent validity, but among which
there is potential for conflict such that highly situation-specific judgments
about which principle ought to be relied on will often have to be made. Yot

this approach still insists that some principle or other will ulimately have fo
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be appealed to in order to reach a moral decision. Similarly, while contrac-
tarians suggest that our most fundamental moral judgments are about the
principles that rational contractors would or should agree to, they too treat
appeals to action-guiding principles as the basis for judgments about what we
marally ought to do in any specitic case.

This threefold distinction between consequentialist, principle-based,
and motive-based theories makes it easier to see why kantians and
contractarians tend to be the first to object that the sthics of care ultimately
turn out to be objectionably vague and unprincipled. However, some
contemporary kantians have wanted to resist the classification of Kant himself
as a (traditicnal) deontologist, by taking seriously his claim. that the only thing
good without qualification is a "good will® (1785: 2363), and attempling to
derive the validity of the Categorical Jmperative from his comments aboul the
value of "autonomous willing" (see especially Herman 1993: ch, 16y, ¥ it
could be sustained, this sort of inderpretation would make Kant's views about
the: structure of moral thinking much closer to those of ancient virtue ethicists
tnan is commonly believed, and hence make his claims about moral activity

much more similar, in terms of their formal or methodological structure, to

the clalos of contemporary care-ethicists.* For reasons to be discussed in
§2.1, T doubt that such an interpretation can be sustained. But what is
important and interesting to note at this pointis that even if such an
interpretation turned out to be the most accuraie, Kant's autonomy-based
views would still differ significantly in their normative content {and hence in
their practical fmplications) from the ethics of care. In order lo see why, we

49500 my note about a kantian conceplion of "self-refllexdve momitoring" fn M. 30,
abowve,
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need o get clearer about the tension in value-orientation, a tension whick

believe is largely orthogonal to the methodological tersion that has just been
discussed,® and which constitutes the most significant difference in “theme"
of Gilligan's two moral orfentations.

Separateness/Connectedness

What js the best way to characterize this difference? The autonomy /
caring distinction is a bit problematic since we have seen thel it incorporates
the distinction in conceptual stracture alongside the distinction in normative
outlook. However, Gilligan has lately suggested that the "theme® of the
justice-orientation is "grounded in separation” whereas the "theme" of the
carg-orientation is "grounded in connection” (1993: socvi; 1995], and this
proposal seems fairly apt. Her piausible idea is that autonomous (or in her
terminology, "just"} moral agents are those who "focus on” the self as a
separate individual who must protect the moral rights and/ or respect the
moral autonomy of others, but whose own rights and autonomy also place
constraints on how much he or she may be reguired to do for those separate
others, By contrast, caring moral agents are those who "focus on” the

relationship between the self and others, and seek ways to enhance and

meaintain the morally valuable connections between them (1986, 1987; Gilligan

et. al. 1988: Chs, 2-4), Gilligan is somewhat ambiguous as to whether these
"connections” are understood by caring agents as instrumentally valuable to
further goods like need-fulfillment or non-viclence, or as infrinsically
valuable in their own right. But these are not exclusive alternatives, and the
care-orientation is easily interpreted as revolving around the idea that

Rl & gy ] r k ' [ . .
507y Chapter Two (p. 831 we will see that there is al least one reason for theorists
who ambrace the values of interpersonal connectedness (o reject. principle-based views.
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sergonal connections of varying, kinds are important and fundamental

inkery

goods in human lives, and help to sustain us in both our role as moral agents

and our role as beneficiaries of moral action (Urban Walleer: 128). The justice-

orfentation, by contrast, seems to revolve around what I shall call the values

of individual separateness: goods like autonomy (construed very broadly as a
trait that is valuable in ways that go beyond its usefulness to moral
reasoning), integrity, self-sufficiency and independence, which ave traits that

most of us value in both self and others, as well as the minimal degree of

respect and liberty we seem to require from others in order to sustain ouwr self-

esleenm.

I believe this way of characterizing Gilligan's distinction maices her
claim that "the moral domain is comprised of af least two moral orientations"
(1987 20-21) signiticantly more plawsible, for two main reasons. First, both
separateness and connectedness are persistent and unavoidable features of all

biman living, It is a simple and undeniable fact that, as we grow and mature,

each of us develops a uniquely "personal” peint of view that is wholly distinct

from the point of view of any other individual, Net surprisingly, we typically
enjoy discovering and pursuing projects that we can identify as "our own,"
and find it painful to have our interests and goals thwarted by the people
around us. But itis an equally simple and undemable fact that without the
aseistance of others we could not even survive our earifest years, that we
continue to rely on the support of otheys throughout cuy adult lives, and that
the very capacities that enable us to develop as separate personalities are
shaped, in no small measure, by our linguistic and emotional interactions

with other people. In addition, avd pechaps more importantly, it is only in
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and through relationships that some of our mosi coveted human values, such
as friendship and love, can be realized.

This broader distinction in value-orientation is significantly less
“binary” than Gilligan's Justice/ Care distinction seoms to be. Many critics
point out that her contrast obscures the more subtle variations inomoral
personality. But she may simply be assuming that any more subile variations
in orientation will necessarily stem from more specific aspects of either
perfectly pleusible.’] For example, some moral agents may be especially
concerned to exhibit integrity or conscientiousness withowot being particularly
independent or struggling to live a wholly self-sufficiert lifs, whereas others
might be so concerned with personal independence that they fail to be just.
541, both of these personalities can be thought to exemplify a specific form or
type of the more general "separateness-orientation” to morality. And consider
Lawrence Blum's contention that there are "morally significant group
identities" such as one's profession, one's ethnicity or gender, ox ome's family,
tocal commumnity or nationality, which Gilligan's justice/ care distinction
overiooks (1994: 244-59), Blum is :tsm‘e’ﬁjgz carrect that agents often reflect on
these aspects of their personalities in order to orient thejr morel activity or to
prioritize among competing moral responsibilities. But all of the examples he
gives point to ways in which people's connections to some specific group of
other people frequently shape their moral outlook - that is, they all seem to
be specific instances of the more general "cornmectedness-oriendation” toward

maral life. Since we have already found reasons to reject the idea that agents

I:‘." e : ' L » g s . .
YNote that although Gillipan never discusses any possibilitios other than “justice”
J g
¥ pr o i . d . -
and “care,” her explicit claim is only that there are af least Lwo moral orientetions (sec esp.
Gilligan 1987).
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miust :m'ly on either a separaleness- O a connectedness-orientation, bul not

both (recall p. 13, above), this broader distinction allows for a great deal of

variation with respect to the types of moral personalities that actual agents

might develop or consciously adept. That is, it enables us 1o acknowledge a
recognizable difference in theme, without suggesting that there are exactly

and only two ways of thinking about morality and the ethical life,

The separateness/ connectedness distinction is also broad cnough to
apply to a wide range of moral contexis, and to allow the concepis of justice
and care to both play a role within either "separaleness-based" or
"connectedness-based” moral views. In addition, itis broad enough to capture
tmportant similarities in the baseline assumptions that govern competing
moral theories, even if those theories also reflect different views aboul the
structure of moral understanding. For example, it allows utilitarianiem to bo
classified alongside the ethics of care as a yaoral theory that is grounded in the
values of interpersonal cormection, despite the fact that utilitarians and care-
ethicists disagree about the rofe of formal decision procedures in an agent's
moral thought5 In fact, if we temporarily set aside the debates about the role
of moral principles and rules, I think we can see that the theme of
"separateness versus connectedness” constitules a recurring tension in the
history of western moral thought. This {s perhaps most obvious in the case of
the modern moral tension between kantians, who are more likely to insist that
every person is a separate individual whose rights and sutonomy morally
ought to be respected, and utilitariams, who are waore likely to emphasize the

ways in which the lite and welfare of any individual willl be inextricably tied

92 4 similar point is made by Cannold, el. ab. (1995).
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to the lives and welfare of at least some othera.® But it is mistaken to think
that this kind of dispute is necessarily linked to their further dispute about the
appropriate place of moral rules, and in Chapter Three, we will see how the
separateness/ connected ness tension car be used lo classify different strands
of virtue-ethical (or motivation-based) theory as well.

The presence of this historical tension is my second reason for thinking
that the separateness/conmectedness distinetion makes Gilligan's claim to
have identified two distinct moral orlentations - two “ways of thinking"
about morality that, while not fully compatible, are in some sense equally
tegitimate — significantly more plausible, And at least for the purposes of
normative ethics, L wani to suggest that it is this more general
"separateness/connectedness” tension that is the most important one to
resolve. For although we have seen that the confrast between justice' and
‘caring' is somewhat problematic, Gilligarn's original choice of those terms
certainly seems to have been intended to signify a difference in their
normative commitments. More importantly, both Gilligan and other care-
cthicists see the fact that an agent was genuinely committed fo enhancing the
good of others, or to maintaining her relationships with them, as not only
motivating her moral activity but as ultimately justifying her maral response -
- that is, as explaining why it is morally preferable to various alternatives. As
we have seen, care-ethicists do not think of this commitment as & comumitment

to specific moral principles {e.g., a principle of beneficence or utility). But it is,

53T he emphasis en interpersonal connection is perhaps not as obvious in the case of
comiernporary ubililarians who [requently lake up the position of a social engineer with a
purely techmical prablem Lo be solved, bul it is evident in the worlk of classical utilitarians
who adopt the perspective of a benavolent spectator. See, for example, [ohn Sluart Mill's
clair that ulilitarian moralily is the exprassion of “the desire to be in union with our fellow
creatures” (1861: ch. 3; par. 10}
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first and foremost, a normative claim, and it seems uniikely that Gilligan
would have created quite so much controversy had she simply reported (hat
women and men relied on different methods of moral deliberation but
otherwise shared practically identical moral values, More generally, it is the
fact that people embrace different normative commitments that seems to lead
to the most pressing moral conflicts, and similarly, it is the baseline commit-
merit to different values or normative principtes that most clearly
differentiates competing ethical theories and views (regardless of the
conceptual structures that those theories presuppose or explicitly appeal to).5*
Exploring the separateness/ connectedness tension in more historical
detail will be the subject of Chapter Three, where [ shall suggest that we have
na good reason, moral or otherwise, to view either the values of indfvidual
separateness or the values of interpersonal connectedness as taking general
priority over the other within the moral or ethical life. More specifically, I
shalt contend that theories which do give general priority to enly one set of
values are objectionably “one-sided,” and hence that neither of the orienta-
tions Gilligan identified provides us with a satisfactory way of thinking about

morality as a whole.

14  Toward a more constructive dialog

For the reasons presentad in this chepter, | think the contemporary

much more general debate about the relative moral significance of separate-

Y4 This point has been made by Slote (1996), who supgests that whatever one Chinks
of the methods Rawls uses to arrve at and defend his famous "difference principle,” the idea
that just institutions should maximize the well-being of the worst-off menibers of society was
sirikingly new, and that newness may acoount ag much as anything else for the enormous
influcnce of Rawls's work, inclading the interest in the picture of moral deliberation he seis
forth.
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ness versus connectedness in moral life. Advocates of the "ethics of justice

emphasize the values of individual separateness and defend a picture of

moral activity that is at least implicitly structured by the impartial review and

application of moral principles and rules, whereas advocates of the ethics of
care give priority to interpersonal connectedness while also defending a more
virtue-based account of morel responsiveness and moral judgment. Because
the justice/ care distinction fs problematic in the ways mentioned in §1.2, end
because the autonomy/caring distinction seems o incorporate both the
tension. in value-orientation and the tension in methodological structure, 1
shall continue to refer to the debate that grew out of Gilligan's work as the
autonomy/caring debate. This has the additional advantage of keeping us
squarely focused on questions about individual moral agency.

But assuming L am correct that the autonomy /caring debate is only an
instance of the more general separateness/connectedness tension, it might be
now be wondered why T heve chosen to focus on this particular instance. The
failure to distinguish the dispute over formal or conceptual structures from
the dispute over baseline normative commitments has made the autonom v/
caring debate significantly more intractable than it needs to be, because
participants on both sides tend o criticize the other in ways that are al least
slightly confused. The very plausible claime that care-ethicists make about
formal structure, for example, are frequently rejected (by defenders of
autonomy) for reasons that in fact have to do with the normative one-
sidedness of caring. And the very plausible claims that defenders of
autonomy make about the values of individual separateness are froquently
overlooked (by care-ethicists) for reasons that in fact have fo do with the

formal structure of those views. Understamding wiy these soris of criticisms
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fail to hit their mack will help to bring the two sides into a more fruitful

dialog. And I believe that engaging in such a dialog also illuminates the
possibility of a more unified ethic. For once we isolate the debate about
formal structure, we will find that a radically virtue-ethical (or “agent-based”)
approach to moral deliberation is much more plausible than it may at firsi
seem, and even has certain advantages over both principle-based and
consequentialist moral views. And once we Isolate the debate about value-
orientation, we will find that it is neither antonomy, nor caring, bul sharing
that is best able to serve as an overarching ethical ideal Finally, because it is
the practical desire or “Will to Share” both things and experiences with cther
people that ultimately grounds the goodness of shared activity, we will have
further reason to suspect that & fully adequate moral theory will need to be
agenl-based. Focusing on the autonomy /caring debate, in other words, helps
us to overcome both of the tensions embedded in the western moral-

philosophical tradition via an agent-based ethic of sharing,.



CHAPTER TWO;
AGENT-BASED VIRTUE ETHICS AN THE IIVEATL OF CARE

In Chapter One, 1 suggested that the conceptual structure of the "care-
orientation" can be explicated most clearly within a virtue-ethical appreach to
moral theory, and in this chapter, I want to demonstrate why 1 believe this to
be the case. 1 begin by distinguishing between 'agent-focused' and "agent-
based' approaches to virtue-cthics, because the latier approach seems best able
to illuminate the distinctive claims of contemporary care-ethicists, All virtue-
ethical theories seek to explain and justify moral, political and/ or ethical
ideals in terms of facts about character and the inner life, but whereas agent-
focused approaches endeavor to flesh out cur understanding of what it is to

act rightly by providing a richly psychological description of meral agercy,

agent-based approaches insist that the moral status of various (types of) acts
can be understood as being entirely dependent an the moral value of various
human motivations and traits of character.5 After defending the implications
of an agent-based approach against a number of possible criticisms (many of
which have alse been made againsl the contennporary ethics of care} T
demonstrate how an agent-based ethic of caring overcomes a mumber of
difficuliies that arise for the more “relational” approaches contemporary care-

ethicists have tended to prefer.

S ore and elsewhere Luse the term 'moral status' ag a catcheall o refer Lo Lhe broad
range of moral-action categories, including at least: wrong/imperissible, right/ permissible
(but rot necessarily "noble” or particularly good), good (but not necessarily required), bad
(but not necessarily fmpermissible), obligatory, and superacogatory /noble/ fine. Similarty,
when I refer to the 'moral value' of motives end charactor traits, T have in naind categories
like evil, viciots, bad, good, virtuous, snd admivable. But we will soon see that an agent-
based ethic can also make the fine-grained distinctions these more detailed categories
presuppose.
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The upshot of the present chapter will be than an ethic of care cannot
be rejected on the basis of its formal or methodological structure alone. By
itsetf, however, this is not enough to show that an ethic of care is wholly
satisfactory, for we have seen thatl the aulonomy /caring debate also stemis
from a pervasive tension in value-orientation. Hxploring that tension will be
the task of Chapter Theee, where [ shall contend that both “separatencss-

A

based” and “connection-based” moral theovies (including an agent-based
ethic of care) provide us with an objectionably one-sided conception of
morality and the ethical life. And that will set the stage for me to demonstrate,
beginning with Chapter Four, how an agent-based ethic of sharing is able to
unify - amd in a certain sense, even transcend -- the separateness/
connectedness tension, thereby providing us with a much more
philosophically satisfying way of thinking about morality. But first, we need

to get clearer about the merits of an agent-based approach.

21 Two types of virtue-ethical theory

Most contemporary virtue-ethicists have followed Aristotle, who
clearly believes that it is impossible to understand notions like rightness and
obligation without understanding the ways in which various sorts of activity
are constitutive of the overall excellence of an individual agent, thereby
enabling the virtuous agent to "flourish" or live well.%¢ According to his
Nicomachean Ethics, a persom acts vightly if she or he does what a virluous
person would do in the circumstances, and more impostantly, does the actiont

as a virtuous person would do it -- that is, if she or he performs the action in

e Titarature here is vast, but I have i mind thinkers like Hursthouse (1991; 199%;
1996}, Nussbaum (1986), Sherman (1991}, Slote (1992; bul note thal Stole has since bean
working on agent-based approaches), and in more explicitly political contexts, Galston (1987)
and Mackntyre (1987; T988).
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the right way, with the right feeling, and for the right reason (1105b3-8;
11061:20-22; 1109b27-29). I addition, Aristoltle insists that a significant parl of
the value of right action lies in the fact that engaging in moral aclivity -
expresses or actualizes the virtuous person’s innermost charvacter (1105628 34),
with the resul that this value cannot be wholly destroyed if the action fails to
achieve its intended results. Truly "fine" action can therefore only be
explained, on his view, by theorles which make reference to standards of
inner affect as well as to stendavds of external conduct. Yet Aristotlo also
allows that properly guided or momenturily inspired individuals can
sometimes perform right acts even though the agents themselves are nod

(fully) virtuous (1103614-21; 1104a34-63), and he frequently characterizes the

virtuous person as the one who sees or perceives what is right in any given sel

of circumstances (1109b15-23; 1126b4; 1142a23-30). And these lattor comnments
suggest that even amongst the perfectly virtuous, the rightness of & person's
actions will depend on factors that are in some sense external to, or inde-
pendent from, the goodness or excellence of the person's character. (The
perceptoal metaphor, in particular, seems Lo imply thie)®” To be sure,
Axistotle does not say very much about what the independent standard of
rightness is, and he repeatedly denies that it is possible to distinguish right
acks from wrong ones at some abstract and general level. But this may slem
more from his commitments to the particularism of moral judgment and the

incommensurability of moral values than from the view that the righiness of

an action is dependent apon the virtuous inner character of the agent who
performs it, When Aristotle tells us that we must become virtuous if we want

to be able to act rightly, it does not seem to be because, assuming we are

Y500 McDowell (1979) for an approach that takes this metaphor quile seriously.
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successful in achieving inmer virtue, we will then be able to confer a special
kind of moral value on the actions we choose. Rather, it is because only after
we have achieved inner virtue will we be in the position to recognize when
morally problematic situations arise and deliberate effectively about what
should be done in themn.58

[ arn not convinced that any of this makes Aristotle's conception of
ethics mysterious, conservative, or circular in ways that are sometimes
attributed to him, though I suspect that how one views this issue will depend,
in large part, on what one wants or expects a moral theory to do.% But I shatl
not explore those issues here. My point is sitaply that in an Aristotelian
approach, personal virtue alone does not quite explain or determine the
rightness (or "nobility," in the case of actions that are especially fine) of an
individual's acts. For this reason, skeptics about virtue ethics have lomg been
convinced that while a theory of virtue may be an important supplement to a
theory of right action (for example, one that enviches our understanding of
why some people are better at making right choices than others, and that
helps us to understand the point of moral activity from a personal point of
view], it cannot fully explain what it 1s about certain (types of) actions that
makes thein right or obligatory, and so cannot serve as & free-standing
approach to ethical theory as o whole, But Aristotle’s approach is arguably not

the most radical or pure form of virtue ethics that can be articulated, and

58 Aristotle himself may ok bo as fully commitied Lo an objeclivist position on moral
values as this phrasing suggests. Bul the passeges just ciled do suggest it, and putting il this
way helps to sharpen the contrast betweer (roughly) “ Aristotelian” and “agent-based” moral
views,

Ty particular, i will depend on whether one expects & moral theory to provide an
explicit decigion procedure capable of penerating a single enswer in response Lo any specific
case. For discussion, see Annas (1993}, especially pp. 3-10, 108115, and 439-455; Hursthouse
(1991}, pp. 223-33; Nussbaum (1985; 1988), and Sherman (1989), esp. Chaps. 2-3.
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following contemporary thinkers like Michael Slote and Jorge Garcla, I want
to suggest that it is in fact possible to "ireal the moral or ethical status of acls
as entively derivative from independent and fundamental ethical/ aretaic facts
(or claims) about the motives, dispositions or inner life of the individuals who
perform them" (Slote 1595: 84; See also Slote 1998; Garcia 1990; 1 9672),60

I arder to understand the contrast that 1 have just been drawing, il is
important to be clear that an agent-based approack is a type of virtue-ethical
theory that makes a very specific claim aboul the natare of cur most basic,
evaluative judgments in the area of morality. In a discussion of recent papers
by Slote and Garcia, Julia Driver has suggested that "expectabilist” versions of
utilitarianism might be described as agent-based (since expectation is an inner
state of a moral agent), even though they are not virtue-ethical (since the
moral value of that inner state is understood in texms of wtility, and utility
judgments attach to the consequences of motives or actions in the external
world - that is, to the states of affairs that the motives in question can be
reasonably expected to produce) (Driver 1995: 281ff), But fo argue in this way

is to obscure the very feature that is most characteristic of agent-based views.

As Driver herself makes clear, it is vtility judgments that are doing the bulk of

the explanatory work in an expectabilist approach: they are the most basic
elements of the theory, and in the last analysis, il is those utility judgments
that ultimately enable us to explain and identify both which (types of) inner
states are morally virtuous, and which (types of} actions are morally right.

Hernce, the sort of theory she has in mind does not treat the moral status of

60y ahall not place particular emphasts on the fact that characterizations of agents
and their molives are Lypically aretaic vather than deontic because, like Garcia (1990: &§ 2-3)
and Slote (1992: ch. 10), [ am not convinced that the latter concepts are of a fundamerdally
different kind than the former.
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acts as derivative from independent judgments about the goodness,
excellence, or admirability of en agent's character or motivation, and so are
not agent-based in the relevant (and clearly virtue-ethical) sense.

For similar reasons, kantian moral theories do not seem to be
completely agent-based. To be sure, kantians typically insist that there is some
kind of connection between the "motive of duty" and right action, that the
duty motive possesses a special kind of moral value, and hence that no action
can have moral worth unless it is done from the motive of duty. Buf the
special value of the duty motive is not characterized, within kantian moral
theory, in @ way that is independent and fundamental. Rather, it is
characlerized in terms of the moral agent's "resclve" or "commitment” to
acting as morality requires no matter what her other motives and inclinations
may be; as Marcia Baron puts it, the "definitive feature of someone who acts
from duty is her commitment to doing what she really ought to do" (Baron
1954: 58; see Herman 1993 ch, 1; Tl 1995). But this understanding of the duty
mative presupposes some further conception of what the agent "reslly ought
to do," which Kant aims to provide with his varvious formulations of the
Categorical Imperative, and which contemporary kantians typically interpret
as only these specific (content-filled) maxims that would pass the categorical
imperative test. In both cases, it is the fact that an agent is committed to acting
on a certain kind of moral principle that explains why the "motive of duty" is
especially, morally good, and while mere or accidental accordance with moral
principles may not be quite enough in order to explain which actions have
genuine moral worth (actions must also express the agent's genuine commit-
ment o or possession of "the Moral Law within"), independently grounded

moral principles are crucial to the kardian explanation of which types of
L y
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actions are morally right.6! Indeed, Kant himself allows that an agent can do
what is right even without performing the act from the motive of duty.

It may also be useful to distinguish between a ‘virtue theory' and a
'virtue ethic,' as Roger Crisp hae recently done (1996: Introduction). The
former project involves giving either a descriptive, psychological account of
what the virtues are in general (e.g., Aristotle's argument (Nicomachean Eflics
II: 5 that virtues are motivational "states of the soul" rather than mere
passions or faculties), or an analysis of what distinguishes one particular
virtue from another (e.g., explaining how compassion differs from benevo-
lence, or integrity from a sense of justice), Bul the latter project involves
giving a normative or prescriptive account of which (set of) virtnes we cught
to cultivate and act frem, and explaining why those virtues are ethically
superior o others. Of course, the adequacy of any virtue-ethic will depend, in
no small measure, on the plausibility of its (implied) virtue-theory: an ethic
recommending we act from virtues that, on any plausible description of their
nature, are practically innpossible for creatures ke us to achieve, would be
highly suspect. More importantly, the nature of one's virtue theory will

determine whether or not one's virtue-ethic can indeed be agent-based, Crisp

61 Contemporary kantians have mcreasingly wanted to emphasize that the fact that
an agent was motivated by duty is seldom sufficient to explain why (or whether) she acted
rightly, insisting that other motives may work alongside the duly molive and may be crucial
ko many sorls of moral activity (Meemar 199%: ch. 1; Baron 1984). And they have even
alfowed that there is "something repugnant” aboul certain ways of acting from the molive of
duty if it is not supplemented by further motives (Ibid.: 48). Bul they insist that those further
motives cannot make the action right, waless the duly motive (f.e., the requisite commitmenl
to acling o principles that pass the catogorical imperalive test) is also present.

Nancy Sherman has reminded me that if one emphasizes that the various
formulations of the Categorical Imperative ere supposed to be principles of an agent’s own
reason, Kantians seem able to ally themselves even more cosely with virtue-ethical
approaches, But a fully ageni-based approach resists the suggestion that being morally well
motivaled can always (and only) be inderstood as a matter of acting on principle.
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contends that one might embrace a consequentialist virtue-theory, and vet still
espouse a "virtue-based" ethic (Ibid.: 4}, but he must mean what [ have calted
an "agent-focused" ar Aristotelian ethic in this case, since a theory that tells us
we morally ought to act from certain virtues, and yet identifies those virtues
by the consequences they produce, would not make action evaluation entirely
derivative from independent agent-evaluations. As with the suggestion by
Driver discussed above, Crisp's suggestion would make action evaluation
derivative from virtues that are in turn identified by their mﬁsm uenees, £

so would be a consequentiatist inoral theory at the deepest or most funida-

mental level, In other words, although the distinction [have been drawing
between agent-focused and agent-based ethical theories is first and foremost a
distinction within the area of virtue ethics, there are certain constraints on the
sorts of virtue theory that can accompany and flesh out an agent-based
approach. The virtwes that ground such an approach will have to be
understood as being intrinsically adoirable in a way that cannot be fully
captured by the consequences they produce or by any principles to which
they conform.

What makes agent-based theories highly distinctive is the clabm that
our judgments about the moral rightness or wrongness of actions ultimately
rest on our judgments about what sorts of motives and character traits count
as virtues, where those virtue judgments are not thought fo be based on any
further evaluative notions. This does not mean that virtue judgments will not
be closely, conceptually linked to other evaluative judgments, including
judgrnents about right action; the Aristotelian and the agent-based virtue
ethicist can agree that one of the best ways to clarify and refine our under-

standing of the virtues is to think about the kinds of actions that an agent who
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possessed various motives and character traits would in fact be disposed to
perform (Garcia, 1990). Nor does an agent-based approach necessarily fmply
that the central task of moral theory is to enable us to make accurate
assessments of other people's motives, or to mete cut praise and blame, rather
than to help us determine how we should act and to help us see what should
be involved in our first person deliberations about what to do {Ibid.}. Here
again, the agent-based virtue theorist might well agree with the Aristotelian
(and a great many others) that the goal of moral theory is to enable vs to
become more effective moral agents in the practical world.%2 Buf an agent-
based ethicist will insist that in the last analysis, "acts can be vight or wrong
enly because they express virluous or vicious attitudes" or motivations
(Garcia 1992: 241), and hence that identifying which sorts of motivations are
virtues is both necessary and sufficient to explain when and why particular
actions are right. As we have seer, this claim is not one that Aristofle is clearly
committed to. Yet this does seem to be a claim that conternporary care-

-t F

ethicists are likely to find congenial, for as we saw in Chapter One (esp. §1.3)
"ari ethic of caring locates morality primarily in the pre-act consciousness” of
the moral agent (Woddings 1984: 24). And since purely "agent based"
conceptions of ethics are a fairly rare phenomenon in western moral
shilosophy, recognizing this affinity makes it even easier to understand why
care-ethicists have wanted to ally themselves against move traditional moral

vieww s,

r \ . . . o~
62That Aristotle's virtue ethic is "ultimately practical is emphasized by Sherman

(1991).
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2.2 The formal stractnre of agent-based views

Although thinkers like Plato, Hume, Nietesche, Augustine and cven
Kant all make the character of an agent's motivation at least fundamentally
relevant to the evaluaiion of the agent's acts, each seers to rely on further
evaluative assurnptions in order io specify what types of actions are morally
right. Meanwhile, the clearest historical example of an entirely agent-based
view - that of the 19th century thinker James Martinesu - is familiar to most
contemporary philosephers, if at all, only because he was eo effectively
criticized by Henry Sidgwick in The Methods of Ethics (1907: 366-72), This
might be taken as evidence that agent-based thinking must somehow be
flawed: that it rests on excessively complex or unstable grounding assunp-
tions, or that it inevitably fails to account for at least some of the moral
judgments that we make. But in determining whether or not this is so, the
crucial question to be asked is whether we have sxy yeason to accept
additional assumptions aboul what it is that "miakes right actions right" than
to rest on our most considered judgments about the intrinsic admirability of
various maotives (or, speaking at a somewhat more abstract level, ideals of
moral character). In what follows, I shall contend that we do not.

As we will see, the adequacy of any agenl-based ethic will altimately
depend on the plausibility of its claims about which types of metivations are
(most) morally admirable, as well as the credibility of its depiction of what
agents are doing when they manifest those motivations through the actions

they perform. Nonetheless, there are a number of concerns aboul this way of

thinking about morality that might arise even If one is in complete agreement

with a specific (set of) claim(s) about the intrinsic admirability of certain

character traits and rootivations, and so I want to respond to those more
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purely formal objections before exploring the implications of an agent-based
ethic that is grounded in the idea) of care. In order to facilitate my discussion
at various points, I shall occasionally speak as though a motive like beneve-
lence or care is the only moral virtue, or as though a motive like malevolence
or resentment is the only micral vice. But by the end of this chapter I hope to
have demonstrated that a fully developed agent-based ethic need not be
committed to such overly simplistic assumptions about our moral psychology

(see especially §§2.4-2.5).

2.3 Three important distinctions

If we accept the idea that evaluations of actions are entirely dependent
on independent and prior evaluations of agents” motivations, there are two
somewhat disturbing conclusions that might immediately seem to follow. The
firstis that once we have delermined & particular person to be morally
virtuous, we will then be cornmitted to the view that any and every action
that person performs will automatically count as morally right; a conclusion
which would be implausible insofar as it suggests that morality places nc real
constraints on individual activity, or that all that is required in order {0 meet
the demends of morality is (o get oneself into the right state of mind. And the
second is that unless an individual is perfectly well-motivated, an agent-based
ethic commits us to the view that he will be completely unable to do what he
cught; a conchusion which will be disconcerting to many people insofar as it
contravenes the widely held principle of "ought implies can.” However, both
of these objections overlook twa important distinctions that lie at the core of
any agent-based ethic, and one strand of the “ought implies can” objection
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(i) mere tmpulses ve. motivational stafes

The first is a distinction between virtues and mere impulses, passions
or feelings. As the ancient philosophers emphasized, the former are moliva-
tonal states; they incorporate both affective and cognitive dimensions, and so
dispose the agent who possesses them to act in specific ways when the
relevant situations arise (Anmas 1993: Ch. 2).5% When we describe a moral
agent as benevolent, for example, we are not simply saying that he or she is
the sort of person who is pleased by improvements in other people's welfare
and troubled by their misforiunes, or who experiences a pawyg of grief or
remorse when confronted with a concrete case of human suffering. Nor are

e simply acknowledging that the agent has performed or inevitably will

perform some specific action on behalf of other people. Rather, we are

attributing to the agent a certain kind of praciical attitude or desire: a felt

concern for the g,cmd of others which directs his attention to the situation of
being. This means that the benevolent agent will take facts about the level of
well-heing of other people into account in determining what he should do in
any particular situation. Fle will not fail to notice when he encounters (in
ordinary circumstances) another person who is in some kind of distress, and
he will respond to that person in whatever manner best enables him to
alleviate the other's suffering, In other words, the person who is genuinely

benevalent is the sort of person who is actively aware of the sitaation of other

37The Stoics wanl Lo equate virtae and reasor, and so may be said to downplay the
affective dimension of moral motivation. Buk since their argument is based on the need for a
rational transformation of the emotions in order to ensure that the objects of our affections
are stable and genuinely worthwhile, il docs not seem that they are denying the role of affect
altogether. At the same time, it is not clear that they can sccurately account for the role of the
moral emobions, as we will see in Chapter Three.
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people in the world, who is influenced by that awareness, and whose acticns
reflect the fact that he genuinely desires to see other people do well 6%

Once we recognize this, we can see that to describe a person as
benevolent is already to say that there are certain constraints on that person's
activities: given the nature of his or her motivational state, the benevolent
person's choices about what sarts of acts to perform will be conditioned, in no
small measure, by beliefs about how those actions will affect the well-being of
others, as well as by considerations about his or her own resources, abilities,
and so forth.55 And itis the presence of these sorts of internal constraints that
Gilligan sought to call people's attention to when she suggested that females
are more likely than meles to extibit a range of psychological traits ~
includling sensitivity to the needs of particular other persons, a heightened

awareness of human frailty and vulnerability, the desire to provide others

with emotional support and nurturance, and a general placing of value on the
establishment and maintenance of human relationships — that receive scani
attention in the most influential theoxies of morality and moral development

(1982; 1987).56 Perhaps more importantly, while it is true that those con-

straints are properly described as operating on the agent "from within" (if she

were not so benevolent, she would not be troubled by the plight of others and

64Ge0 Blurm (1980) for a much fuller account of the sort of person I have in mind.

65T he fact that an sgent’s beliefs are involved raises important questions about the
relationship between practical wisdom and moral virtue thal, snfortunately, would take me
koo far aficld to address fafly. For reasons that will emerge throughout the remainder of this
dissertation, however, I think ik is a mistake Lo fomp from g realivalion to the conclusion
thal we can assess the morality of actions without reforence Lo the affective dimension of the
motivational states that produce them, or that being morally well-motivated essentially boils
down to utilizing the right sort of rational choice procedure regardless of whal one's
attituces and feclings may be.

B6C¢ Blum (1994: Part HI) for a defense of Gilligan's claim that these trails should be
viewed as distinctively moral qualities.




would not feel the need to respond accordingly},® there is no reason to think
that an agent-based theory is commilled to the view that every action a
benevolent person does will automatically be morally right. Crucially, this
would be true even if we were fully convinced that benevolence was the only
moral motive, for there is a second important distinction between possessing
an admirable or good motivational state snd mandfesting thet state in one's
actions.

(&) possessing vs. manifesting a motivation

Assuming only the minimal degree of free-will com patibilism that
seems necessary before any moral theory can get off the ground, even an
extremely virtuous person will be capable of performing, and may even
choose to perform, actions that fail fully to exemplify, exhibit, or express that
inner virtue in the external world. Of course, there are many different reasons
why this may be the case, sorpe (but not all) of which may cause us to
question our original assessment of the agent's motivational state. But what is
important for my purposes here is to see that even when we are entively
justified in describing an agent as benevolent (i.e., even when our fudgment
that she does in fact possess an admirable fnmer state is entively accurate), we
are not thereby commitied to the view that all of the agent's actions will have
the same moral status. This is because an agent-based virtue ethic can and
should acknowledge that not all of an agent's actions will manifest the moral
value of the agent's inner state to the same degree. If she volunteers ten hours

of time each week 1o a local soup kitchen, for example, she will exhibit more

675lote notes that even this melaphor must be taken with caution: the "fit" belween
an agent's benevolence and the rightness of his actons is not all "one-way" {in the direction
from agent Lo world), because the agent could not be meaninglully described as benoevolent if
he was nol influenced by cortain features of the world (1995: §5.7}.
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benevolence than if she gives & spiall amount of pocket change to a homeless
person she passes on the street, and an agent-based ethic can properly
characterize the former action as morally better because it more fully exhibiis
the agent's morally good motivation. 9 In addition, since the agent will
presumably engage in & variety of actions (such as tooth-brushings and nap-
takings} that exhibit neither benevolence nor a deplorable Jack of if, an agent-
based ethic can also make sense of the thought that there are a greal many
actions which, while surely permissible, are otherwise relatively uninteresting
from am explicitly moral point of view (at least under ordinary circunr-

stances).

This means that an agent-based ethic will also be appropriately
context-sensitive in its assessment of individual acts. For example, although
two agents may perform what locks like the 'same action' when described in
impersonal terms (say, each gives $100 to a worthy cause), there may be
reasons to think that one of the actions exhibits far more benevolence than the
other (a $100 donation will exhibit greater benevolence, other things being
equal, if it is given by an individual who s quite poor than by someone who
is quite wealthy}, and so is morally better and perhaps ought to be praised
move highly, even though the other action is by no means morally wrong.
Indeed, one of the attractive features of an agent-based account is its ability to
make these sorts of fine-grained distinctions within the realm of morally
permissible activity.

For similar reasons, an agent-based ethic does not immediately violate

the principle of “ought implies can.” According to this principle, it does not

G850me people may find the notion of “expressing o virtue” to be unacceptably
vague. | shall attempt to respond to this concerry in §2.4.
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even make sense to atiribute obligations to people unless their motivationas!
states make it at least possible for them to fulfill those obligations.®? But in
light of the Ci]]ﬁti nction between possessing and exhibiting a motivation, it
seems that even an exdremely malevolent person will typically be capable of
acting in ways that do not exhibit his or her deplorable inner stale, and so will
be able (and hence is meaningfully obligated) to perform acts that are at least
minimally morally permissible, Meanwhile, even malevolent refraimings witl
admit of evaluative distinctions: an agent who does not take advantage of an
easy opportunity to harm one person because she is busy plotting against
some other person, for example, presumably acts in a way that is much worse
than an agent whose restraint is motivated by purely self-regarding consid-
erations such as fear of sanctions (the latter agent, that is, acts from a
somewhat better motive than the former, despite the fact that both act from
maotives that ave rather deplorable). Indeed, an agent-based ethic is just as
fine-grained in the realm of impermissible activity as it is in the realm of
permissible activity. Any action that manifests a deplorable inner motivation
on the part of the agent who performs it will be (derivatively) assessed as
maorally wrong, but whereas acts of culright malevolence toward others will

presumably be characterized by any agent-based ethic as vicious or evil, acts

9Charles Larmore poinls oul thak there are In fact two distinct issues Lo which the
slogan "ought implies can™ has baen attached (1987: 84.9; 14950}, One concerns the
relationship between obligation snd feasibility (whelher il makes sense Lo vay (hat a parsen
has an obligation if, try as she may and no matter how well-motivated she may be, the agent
is completely unable Lo carry it out), and is more frequently raised in discussions of
ulilitarianism and “ncident” moral luck. The other, which concerns the relabionship between
obligation and motivation (whether it makes sense Lo say that a person has an oblipation if he
lacks a motive sufficdent ko move him Lo carry it out), is the one that an agent-based ethic
seems especially likely to violale, anud is the one under consideration hove.
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which merely exhibit a deplorable lack of concern for others will be evaluated
less severely.

Of course, an agent-based. Theory emphasizes that the best way for the
ralevolent agent to suceeed in Hving up to even the most minimal obligations

will be to cultivate a more virtuous chavacter, And such an ethic does seem to

unable to fulfill any more positive obligations that require the expression of
genuine benevolence. As a regull, it might still be thought that a person
wholly lacking in benevolence cannot be under any positive obligations
(cluties of beneficence oy mutual aid) within an agent-based ethic. It is
certainly not obvious that any sort of malevolent refrainings will lead an
agent to fulfill, say, a duty of casy rescue; so won't ascribing that sort of duty
to the malevolent agent violate the principle of cught implies can?’?

Kant seems to have believed thet it would, and since he also believed
that everyone (except the insane and children before the age of reason) does in
fact have (imperfect) duties of beneficence that must be exercised at least
some of the time, this led him (o conclude thal moral motivation masi be
"empirically unconditioned” and possessed by all persons (including those
with malevolent desires) simply in virtue of thelr rationality. But it is not clear
that we should accept Kant's conclusion en this point, for two main reasons.
First, not everyone is convinced that the purely rational duty-motive Kant
defends is sufficient to motivate genuinely beneficent (as opposed to merely
prudent) activity. And secend, even if the duty-mrotive is sufficient to do this,

7ONotice that an agent-based ethic does not imply that il is morally accepiable for the
agent not Lo acl in this situation; walking by a drowning child whom one could easily rescoe
surely exthibits a deplorable lack of concern for one's fellow human beirge (and oran agenl:
based account is wrong for that reason), ever if il is “the best® thal we can expect of &
malevolent individual,
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Kant's defense of the idea that such & motive is always "summonable

£

(because

. . ) R . P .
like benevolence can never be, is not tremendously convineing.”! Kant may be

correct that it is always possible for any (rational) agent to understand what
maorality requires, but as John Deigh (1995} and Susan Okin (1989) have each
argued, a more emotionally-laden capacity to empathize with the plight of
other persons seems necessary in order for such krowledge to have genmine
motal-motivational force.”2

A less strict but more plausible version of the “ought implies can”
principle, suggested by Charles Larmaore (1887: 85-6), is that agents can
meaningfully be said to have obligetions if they presently have, or once had,
or at least once could have had or could eventually be brought round to
having, an empirically conditioned motive sufficient to carry them out,
Fverything we know about human moral agency seems to count in favor of
this stightly weaker version, which acknowledges that agents are subject to a
degree of "constitutive" moral luck, and that moral education, as well as
attention to the development of one's own moral character, often plays a
criacial role in our ability to do what we ought, And on this version of the
principle, maleveolent agents can also be under positive obligations, despite
the fact that they are extremely unlikely to live up to those obligations

without a change of mind and heart.

“Iereman (1993: ch. 1) has allompted to show his, but her arguments have been
soundly eriticized by Oakley (1993: ch 8), esp. pp. 93-108.

L'l B . | N . i
7Ipgachologists have also siressed the role of empathy in moral development; sco,
: F ‘

for example Floffman (1976), Eisenberg (1987), and the articles in Kurtines & Gewirt, (1987}

&1

‘purely rational”} in a way that more em pivically-grounded motives




(iif) responsibility assessmoents ve, motive assessments

To many people it may seem thal there is something particularly

objectionable about the implication that someone wholly lacking in benevo-
lence will have obligations he simply cannot live up to without changing his
character ~- something that looks suapiciously like ‘blaming the victit’ in

many cases (suppose the person’s malevolence can be traced to an abusive

childhood).” But it should be noted that nothing about an agent-based

approach implies that individuals should always be praised for their morally
good motivations or always be blamed or criticized for their morally bad
ones. Indeed, nothing about the formal structure of an agent-based theory
implies that agenls should always be blamed even for the actions that exhibit
or express their bad motivations. This brings us to a third distinchon between
two types of "agent-assessments." The first type, which [ shall call "motive-
assessments" and which an agent-based ethic takes to be crucial to the
evaluation of individual acts, involves a judgment about the degree of woral
value (e.g.: admirable, good, acceptable, bad, depiorable, vicious, etc.) of the
motive(s} the agent exhibits or manifests in performing those actons. The
second type, which I shall call "responsibility-assessments” and which seems
to be involved in determinations of an agent's praiseworthiness or blame-
worthiness for performing certain actions, requires us to make an additional
judgment about an agent's degree of responsibility for his or her motivations!
states. And although it is tempting to think that "motive assessments” and
"responsibility assessiments" always go hand in hand, notice that there is an

important asymmetry here, For while we are often willing to praise a perscn

who exhibits good motivations regardiess of whether we think she is (wholly)

62

e i . e miiiio.

JN——




responsible for them, we are typically reluctant to blame a person who
exhibits bad motivations unless we can be quite sure she is (wholly)
responsible for them.” 1 shall not atiempt to determine why this is the case
{though it presumably has something to do with the influence of Christiamiy
and the idea that we have all "fallen from grace™).”> And I do not deny that
our everyday assessments of the firet kind may guite frequently be colored by
assessments of the second kind, Nonetheless, I do want to emphasize that it is
only motive-assessmenls that necessarily serve as the basis from which an
agent-hasec theory derives its evaluations of the rightness and/or wrongness
of specific acts.

This means that an agent-based theory can acknowledge that there are
cases in which agents are not responsible or blameworthy for the actions they
perform (because not responsible for the motivations that prompt them to act
in those ways), while still insisting that the acts themselves are morally wrong
{(because they nonetheless exhibit bad motivations), And it seems to me that
this is an extremely fmportant result. For notice that in cases where we think
that it is strictly itnpossible for a person to act in ways that do not exhibit
deplorable malevolence towards others, we are typically inclined to wonder
whether the person is capable of moral agency atl all - that is, we wondor
whether it makes sense to say that he or she "ought" to do anyihing. Bven

when we think such persons cannot meandingfully be obligated, however, it is

7470 be suve, we slso lend Lo praise aponts whe overcome deplorable or al any rale
less thare admirable motives in order to "do the right thing," as kantians in particular are
often keen Lo peint out. T shalt take upr this point in my discussion of “the sense of duly,” pp.
FOfL., helow,

7 I“S.E{.c}mgaazrd {1993} makes some headway on this peinl by avguing that there are
practical (as opposed to theoretical or metaphiysical) reasons which explain why wu hold one
another responsible in the ways that we do.




still a bit odd to say that they do not perform wrong or impermissible acts,
and an agent-based ethic can make good sense of this thought. For it allows us
to say that the acts which such agents perform are impermissible (as actions),
because those actions exhibit deplorable motivations, while at the same time
acknowledging that the persons whe commit such actions are not

blameworthy (as agents), because they are not responsible for their deplorable

motivations and hence caninot be morally obligated in any full-blown sepse.
(And of course, in cases where we do think agents are meaningfully
obligated, an agent-based ethic allows us to say both that their actions are
wrong and that they are morally criticizable or blameworthy for perforuing
those actions.)

We have seen that an agent-based conception of morality does nol
commit us to the position that anything a well-motivated person does will
automatically count as morally good, nor that a badly motivated person will
have obligations he or she cannot live up to. It simply insists that right actions
are those that exhibit morally admicable forms of motivation, and wrong,
actions are those that exhibit morally deplorable forms of motivation. It alse
points out that within each broad category {of permissible and impermissible
actions), it is possible to make further and much more fine-grained distine-
tions in accordance with the extent to which specific actions exhibit the good
or bad motivations of the agent who performs therm, Of course, these further
distinctions will not always be obvious or easy to pick out. Indeed, since an
agent-based conception of morality contends that our ability to determine the
moral status of any particular action is nltimately dependent on our ability io
discermn the motives that actually induced the person to perform it, and since it

is often very difficult to sort out precisely what one's own motivations are, Jet
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alone what another person's motivations may be, anyone who adopts this sort
of approach must admit that cur evaluations of individual acts will often be
imprecise.”6 ¥or example, we may characterize a particular act of charity as
exhibiting an extremely high degree of benevolence and therefore being

specially morally good, when in fact the donor was motivated solely by self
interested concerns (e.g., a desirve to see his name on the outside of a
university building, or to improve his reputation).”’ Indeed, we may even
convince ourselves that we are acting benevolently toward another when in
fact we are motivated by an objectionable kind of paternalism that has more
to do with what we want than what the other truly needs. But this is a reason
to be cautious (because we may be mistaken about what is motivating
ourselves and others) and forgiving (because other people, like ourselves,
may often be unaware of the motives that are prompting them to act as they
do) in our assessments of moral agents; it is not, by itself, a reason to discard
the theory as unable to help us understond what kinds of considerations
ought ideally to enter into our maral deliberations and what kinds of actions
are in fact morally vight. It is sicuply mistaken to think that this sort of

practical difficulty shows the theory itself to be flawed.

76K ant's "anti-moralistic steain," and accompanying emphasis on the deliberative
processes involved in our first-persen moral activity, scems to be based on a simdiar view of
the difficulty in determining precisely whal moves a person Lo act as she does (see Hill 1978,
Hill 1993 and O'Neifl 1985). On the other hand see Hursthouse, who suggests that our aldlily
to discorn whether a person is exhibiting genuine virtues may be somewhat betier than our
ability to determine whether a specific action-type 1s morally right (1996: 245),

771f we are reluciant to descrile the self-interesled donor as acting wrongly, ar
ageni-based conception of morality suggests that Lhis is because we think that self-interest is,
though not the most admirable of motives, at least not whelly deplorable, and hence that acts
that are motivated by (certain forms of} sell-interest are not, ox not always, impermissible.
Conlractarian moral theorics are predicaled on this possibility, snd a similar thoughl seeins
to undergird the 'cool' theories of virtue to be discussed in Chapter Three.
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24  Oune central reinferpretation
There i a final objection. o the idea of an agent-based approach that
we now need to consider. For such an approack dees require us to reinferpret

the familiar distinction between doing the right thing for a geod reason (or

i {or from a
bad motive); as well as the corresponding distinction betwsen doing the

wrong thing for a bad reason (or from a bad motive), and doing the wrong

thing for a good reason (or from a good motive). This is because an agent-
based ethic implies that when the agent’s reasons are not right (when his

motivations are not admirable), the action as performed in that specific case is

in fact wrong (and vice versa). Since embracing the action/motive distinction
requires us to be able to specify the righiness (or wrongness) of a persori’s
action im a way that is independent of any given agent’s motivations, an
agent-based ethic is unable to fully accommodate it.

Two poinls are worth noting when considering whether a very strong
distinction between the rightness (or wrongness) of actions and the goodness

{or badness} of motives is appropriate. The first is that "events that are not

" (Garcia 1992:
239y, They are not even considered to be morally right or wrong, let alorne to
be morally good or bad, and this already suggests that our judgments of
moral rightness must have something to do with the practical attitades of the
person who performs them. And the second is that when we are inclined to
involke this sort of distinction, it is typically becauvse we want to acknowledge
a difference between agents whe perform the same general type of action, but
who do not appear lo be equally meritorious (or criticizable) in their

performance of that action type, because one agent performs the action from
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motives that ave moraily better {or worse) than the other. An agenl-based
ethic can easily make this sort of distinction, since it will say that the agent
who acts from better motives performs an action that is in fact morally better
(or that an agent who acts from worse molives performs an action that is in
fact morally worse), and hence is more meritorious (or more criticizable) on
precisely those grounds. It seems, therefore, that an agent-based ethic is stil}
able to capture this distinction’s basic point.

Nonetheless, there are cases in which it seems appropriate to many
people to say that an agent "did the right thing" even though we know fhat he
or she did it from rather deplorable motivations. Sidgwick's example of a
prosecutor who punishes criminals o the fullest extent possible under the
Jaw, but does so out of malice, might seem to be & depiction of this kind of

case, and assuming we agree with Sidgwick that malice is not & morally

appropriate motive, an agent-based ethic does imply that such a prosecutor in

fact acts wrongly. Moreover, it imnplies that a prosecutor who performed. the

same type of action - i.e., one who meted out exactly the same kinds of
purishments in similar cases -~ but who did se out of a more achmirable
motive (say, a concern for public welfare) would in fact act rightly. Inter-
estingly, Sidgwick himself is quite sympathetic to the view that "a man who

prosecutes from malice a person whom he believes to be guilty, does not

really act rightly; for, though it may be his duty fo prosecute, he cught not to

do it from malice" (1907: 202, my emphasis). And it should be noted that an
agent-based ethic does not imply that it would be morally acceptable for the
malicious prosecutor not to mete out the punishments that he does, only that

the way in which he does so is morally objectionable, and hence that it would

be morally better for him to endeavor to change his motivations (assuming
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that be could). It should alse be noted that Sidgwick believes that a more
admirable prosecutor would mete out punishments in this same way. For
assuming we agree with Sidgwick on this latter point, I think an agent-based
ethic can make some sense of the idea that it 1s, after all, the malicious
prosecutor's “duly” to prosecute, and hence that there is somothing “right”
about the general type of action he performs, if we are willing to adopt a kind
of two-levels view. But before we can see why, we need to get clearer about
the place of moral principles and rules within an agent-based account.

Virtue-ethical rales

We have seen thal an agent-based ethical theory tells us, at the most
general level, to act in ways that exhibit admirable or morally good moti-
vations, and to aveid acting in ways that exhibit deplorable or morally bad
motivations. Thus "act virtuously and do not act viciously" is its most general
moral principle. And we have also seen that a fully developed agent-based
ethic will include a defense of which motives axe (most) admirable and which
are (most) deplorable. Once that conceplion is in place, therefore, every virtue
will generate a prescription ("act benevolently”), and every vice a prohibition
("do not act malevolently™}. But an agent-based ethic can also generate
“summary rules” of right action that are even more specific than this.”® For it
suggests that when we repeatedly condemm certain broad types of actions
(.2, tving) as morally wrong and commend other broad types (e.g., promise-
keeping) as morally right, we are at Jeast implicitly acknowledging how

extremely unlikely it is that any person's decision to perform the former type
) P ] ‘

78The jdoa that an agent-based ethic can make use of the notion of "summary rules,"
which is familiar from discussions of utiliterianism and s anficipated by Adam Smith (1759},
was Hrst sugpested Lo me by Slote who kindly provided me with some of his earliest written
thoughts i Lhis area.
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of action could ever be attributed to an admirable motivation, and how
similarly unlikely it is that any person’s decision to perform the latier type of

action could ever be attributed to 2 deplorable motivation,

To be sure, the normative validity of such rules is derived from the fact

that they “summarize” the resalts of our normal empirical situation, which js
one in which admirable motivations can be reliably expected to lead o some
types of acts and not others. And because summary rules have no inde-
pendent moral standing, an agent-based ethic leaves open the possibility that
they might not apply, and hence that a specific agent ought not {or at least 1s

not required} to follow them in any particular case. This means that blindly

relying on such principles will not be morally admirable -- a point which care-

ethicists have been particularly keen to emphasize. For example, Noddings
imsists that

Because certain regularities of moral lfe have been established
and observed, we are able to state certain principles, but these
principles are minimally useful ire new and genuinely puzzling
situations. Here we do betier to yely on a way of being, a basic
condition of receptivity or emmﬂw, that conmects us to living
others (1990 28-9; of, 1984: 5; 13}

Yet Noddings also says that “there is no ebjection to the unpreblematic, day-
to-day use of principles as general guides to dependable behavior” (1984: 10),
and an agent-based ethic can make sense of this thought. This is because the
normative validity of such rules can itself be devived from the theory’s
assumptions about which motivations are (mest) morally admirable, and so
an agent who relics on such principles in her day-to-day life will at least be
indirectly exhibiting the kind of motivations that, according to the theory, we
ought fo (strive to) manifest in and through cur various acts. So long as she is

also attuned to situations in which the summary rules are not
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straightforwardly applicable, there is no reason why she should be criticized
within an agent-based accournt.

Of course, Sidgwick’s malicious prosecutor cannot be described in this
way: though his actions may accord with the summary rules of an agent-
based ethic (for example, the “interiorized” version of utilitarianism to be
limned in §2.5), we are told that he performs them from bad or deplorable
motivations and hence an agent-baged ethic commits us fo the view that he
does not act rightly. Nenetheless, I think an agent-based ethic does allow us to
speals, at a highly abstract and impersonal level, of the “bare-permissibility”
of certain actions if they are of the sort prescribed by the ethic’s summary
rules. Such statements about permissibility arve “bare” in the sense that they
are made without reference to the motivations of any actual moral agent, and
in the final analysis, an agent-based ethic commifs us to the view that they are
merely a facon de parler that makes certain kinds of useful comparisons & bit
easter to point out, or that enables us to make highly speculative assertions
about the status of a person’s actions in cases where his or her actual
motivations are sericusly in doubt. But since such bare (im)permissibility
judgments do allow us to point to the salient features that abstract types of
actions have in common ~ namely, that they are the sort of action toward
which admirable motivations orcinarily prompt, 1think we can use the fagon
de parler to say that the malicious prosecutor does the kind of thing that a
person in his situation morally ought to do, even though we know that he

himself does not act rightly when doing it. Precisely because he presertly
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facks a morally admirable molivational state, it is impossible for him to confer
any of his actions with moral value.”¥

To some people, refusing to say that the prosecutor acts rightly even
though he does exactly the same the kind of thing that a more virtuous
prosecutor would do will seem objectionably meddlesome, as though telling
him "what kind of person he should be" in a way that is nobady's business but
his own. But there are both theoretica! and practical reasons to doubt that his
metivations really are nobody’s business. After all, the overall character of the
prosecutor's activity when he takes malicious satisfaction in meting out severe
punishments is likely to be very different from the overall character of a
prosecittor's activity when he views severe punishments as a necessary evil -
different enough, accerding to an agent-based account, to alter the moral
status of each prosecutor’s acts {recall p. 76, above). And at & more practical
level, we have every reason to believe that a malicious prosecuior will e
more likely to overstep the bounds of the Jaw and punish eriminals much
more severely than they truly deserve, Pointing out that such a person does
not really act rightly even when (ex hypothesi} he does not overstep those
bounds is a way of emphasizing the fmportance of paying attention to one's

motivations, so that one will be able to check or redirect them if necessary. 0

7INetico that an agenl-based cthic cannol follow Aristotelians wheo identify right
actions as whalever a truly virtuous person would do. The difference between the virtuous
and the non-virtnous morzal agent les in their motivational states, and according, Lo an agent-
based ethic, it is only by exhibiting an admirable inrer state that an agent can act rightly. To
admit that the non-virtuous can somelimes act rightly is at least implicitly to sllow that
something other than a pood motive (e.g., the ectualization of a value that the virluous
person is in a parbicularly good position o perceive, but that might be brought about more
accidentaily) is what really makes the action right. And it is precisely this conclusion that an
agent-based ethic means to avoid.

808 should also be remombered that to say he acts wrongly is not necessardly Lo say
that he is morally blameworlhy for doing so (see §2.3(i1), above).
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There is, of course, a parallel lind of case in which an agent acts from
good motives and yet may seem to do the wrong thing, and it is sometimes
thought that any virtue ethic (including an agent-based one) can easily be
trapped into having to admit that such cases exist, But Rosalind Hursthouse
has pointed out that this thought is typically the result of concepluel
confusion (1995; 65). As we have seen, a virtue ethic does imply that the same
general action-type can be either morally right or morally wrong, depending

on the motives that induce an agent to perform il. But the traly virtuous agent

who is forced by tragic circumstances to "dirly her hands® and act in ways she
is loathe to do does not thereby act wrongly or non-virtuously ~ that is, she

does not act from bad or deplorable motives like indifference or malevolence
or greed. Rather, she acts with & certain degree of pain and regret, aware that
although the horrible action is the "best" she can do, the action is horrible
nonetheless. To be sure, such an action may not exhibit the agent's inner
virtue to a particularly high degree, bul neither does it exhibit deplorable
motivations on her part (ex hypothesi it is twuly the best she can do), anc
hence an agent-based virtue ethic is forced neither to admit that the agent in
such circumstances is vicious nor that her action is morally wrong 81
Nonetheless, there may be some situations m which a person sincerely
cares about others, wants to help them and tries her very best to do so, but

due o errors in reasoning or ignorance of relevant facts, her wholehearted

$lotice the difference between this case snd the case of the incurably malevolent

agont mentioned above. The malevolent may not be morally blameworthy and may be
incapable of being under moral obligations, bul because his actions exhibit deplorable
moll-iwa.ﬁo-wr‘ nonetheless, they can hfx described as morally wrong. The virtnous agernd i

tragic circumstances, by contrast, exhibils morally good {or at least acceplable) motivations
and 50 acts rightly, even though she performs an action thal, if performed by a less
admirable character (e.g., if performed with indiffercoce and glee), would be assessed as
morally wrong.
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atternpls to help others fail to hit their mark. If we are convinced that the
rational errors are not the result of some hidden resentment or indifference or
what have you, an agent-based approach does imply that such faifures will
not be distinctively moral ones. But acknowledging this does not imply thata
person needs perfect knowledge and/or a complete theory of the human good
in order to act benevolently, (even though a benevolent person will try to
learn as much as she carn abowut conditions of umen flourishing), any more
than kantianism implies that o moral agent needs perfect knowled ge in order
to fulfill the imperfect duty of beneficence, or utilitarianism implies that &
moral agent needs perfect knowledge in order to fulfill the general obligation
to promote aggregate welfare. Indeed, commitment to such a theory might
interfere with the agent's ability to respond o the (potentially idiosyncraticy
needs of other persons, Hence, although it is committed to the possibility that
a benevolent but incompetent person acts rightly in some minimal sense, an
agent-based ethic can still insist that such a person’s actions are far less
morally good than they could or ideally should be. And as we have seen, it
can also allow us to speak ebout the “bare impermissibility” of her action, by
making indirect reference o the fact that it is something a benevolent and
competent person would never choose to perform (using the fagon de parter

discussed above).

2.5  Moral deliberation

But now it may seem that an agent-based ethic is ebjectionable in
another sort of way. After all, virtuous persons are often the first to admit that
moral decisions can be quite difficuli, and the questions of a sincere, yet
genuinely perplexed moral agent typically have less to do with whether

benevolence (or courage, or justice) is called for than with what would in fact
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be the genuinely benevolent {courageous, or just) thing to do given the unigue
particuiars of the case. Yot by tying the rightness of our actions so closely to
our actual motivations, it may seem that an ageni-based ethic is unable to
ilfuminate the process of moral deliberation that even the most virtuous
agents must surely go through when confronted by very difficult moral
issues. Since at least one of the reasons for engaging in moral theory is to
attempt to provide some practical guidance in situations where we ave
genuinely perplexed about what we should do, an inability to shed any light
on the kind of deliberative process that might ideally lead us to the proper
moral conclusions would presumably render an agent-based ethic seriously
fncomplete. And this sort of concern seems to underlie the objection,
mentioned in §1.2, that care-ethicists treat morality as purely instinctive or
non-reflective.

The first thing o notice about this objection is that it can only be a
comparative claim. Teo be sure, theories like utilitarianism and kantianism are

L

frequently said to be more “action-focused,” in the sense that they endeavor

to explain the rightness of actions in & way that is largely independent of the

motivations an agent might have to perform them, and they are frequently

said to be more practical because of this fact. Yel neither utilitarianism nor

kantiamism is likely to generate answers for the perplexed moral agent in any
&

straightforward way: knowing that she should act in such a way as to

promote overall utility, or act only on a maxin that she could will to be a

universal law, does not, by itself, resolve her dilemma. To the extent that
those theories, with their long and {Hustricus histories, are able to provide us
with effective practical guidance, they do exactly what an agent-based virtue

theory, when developed in sufficient detail, would do - namely, provide
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more concrete advice about what kinds of things she needs to know in order
to figure out what benevolence (or courage, or justice) requires.82

I'n the agent-based case, this kind of guidance is made possible because
the cognitive dimension of moral motivation effectively "doubles back" on the
world, directing a moral agent's atiention to specitic kinds of information
(depending on which motives are considered to be most morally admirable).
For example, a theory that directs the perplexed moral agent to figure out
how best to exhibit motivational benevolence is effectively telling her to find
out as much information as she can about how, or whether, the varicus
options available to her would contribute to the well-being of other people in
the world (Slote 1995: 97-100). Since this will typically require her to integrate
a great deal of information, it is not at all surprising that she will often be in
doubt about what is the right thing to do, even if she is genuinely virtuous. 83

But notice that determining the right thing to do does not require her fo

percetve any miysterious “right-making” facts cn this account. For although an

agent-based ethic accepls that there is something essentially correct about the
Aristotelian idea that the rightness of actions ultimately lies in the particalars

of each and every case, it does not seem to be the virtuous person’s perception

82¢onsider, for example, Barbara Herman's (1993) interprofation of Kantian morality
as resting on certain "deliberative presumptions (e.g., agaivst killing, cocrcion and
marnipulation) and incorporating sophisticated. “rules of moral salience” that struclure an
agent's pevcepiion. This goes well beyond the formal structure of the theory. Stmilarly,
consider |.5. Mill's (1863} various concrete demonstratons of what the Principle of Utility,
when the facts are suitably interpreted, mplies about the appropriate moral response to
various sorts of situalions.

8Mrursthouse (1996) points oul that in many situations, a confident answer may
simply be unwarranted; there may be a number of genuinely benevolont (or courageous, or
just) things to do. This does nol mearn the virtuous person (or anyone else) can {oishould)
simply flip a coin in such cases, since the willingness Lo do so would typically betray a
collous moral attitude, and a person lacking in virtue might nol even recogrize that the
sttuation calls for a moral response.




that enables her to choose and perform the right action, but is rather her
admirable motivational state. The ordinary facts, we might say, are
“processed through” har virtuous motive, and it is the expression of that
motive, in a way that is vesponsive o the facts, that ultimately enables her to
do the right thing, And nolice too that this kind of process seems to be
precisely what care-ethicists have in mind when they speak of the importance
of exhibiting a kind of loving attention toward others. Sara Ruddick’s
discussion of “maternal thinking” (1989), for example, explicitly aims to
provide an extremely detailed account of how this process works (See also
Held 1987; Tronto 1993: esp. ch. 4).

Since the virtuous agent's attention will ultimately have to be directed
toward possible consequences of her actions, it might be thought that the
initial appeal to motives is wasteful or unnecessary. But there are reasons to
suspect that this cannot be true. After all, if we judge actions only by their

consequences or effects in the world, thexn it is innpossible to distinguish

accidentally useful or beneficial actions from those that are truly morally good

(Slote 1995; Garcia 1992, And all of us know from practical experience that
the overall character of an agent's action is likely to be at least subtly different
when he acts from one motive than it is when he acts from another, This kind
of point has been emphasized by thinkers like Lawrence Blum (1980) and
Michael Stocker (1976) who nofe the difference between acts done "out of
friendship® and very similar acts done "out of duty." And it seeins to be for
precisely this reason that Annetie Baier insists that certain kinds of obligations
- gich as the obligations of parents to children - are parasitic upon the
possession of “belief-informed, action influencing attitudes” like love or frust

or care (1994: esp. chs. 1-2 and 5-9). An agent-based ethic simply endorses this
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widely-held view by pointing cut thal a difference in motivation can offen be
great enough fo alter the moral status of any specific type of act.

Although an agent-based ethic insists that moral judgment does not
ultimately come to rest in evaluations of {expecled) consequences, it should
also be noted that nothing about this way of thinking about moratity involves
denying that virtuous moetives aim at or are directed toward certain ends. Tor
one thing, any motivation that might plausibly serve as a moral virtue would
presumably have to be one that leads agends to pay attention fo how their
actions affect other people in the world. For another, specification of ends is
crucial to our ability to distinguish individual metives from one another, since
the ends form the intentional content of an agent's practical desire, and so
define the possibility space within which the agent acts. Bul according to an
agent-based conception, what is morally good about any virtuous molive las

ultimately to do with the kind of intentional slate it is, and not anything

supposedly more ethically fundamental about its expectable or actual effects
for human {or sentient) beings. In the last analysis, an agent-based ethic
contends that certain motivations are simply the appropriate kind of practical
attitude to take up toward cur fellows.

Of course, an agent-based virtue ethic suggests that the first step in an
agent's moral deliberation will often be reflection on her own motivations,
and it has sometimes been suggested that such a process is inappropriately
narcissistic (cf. Williams 1985: 10). But this complaint is largely unwarranted
as well.3% Williams may be correct that there are some objectionable kinds of

moral self-reflection. But suppose, for example, that our perplexed moral

! v - . v . ¥ 9 -1 - L v

8411 is also not unique Lo agent-based views: consider Susan Woll's (1979) criticism of
both kantisns and utifilavians for portraying moral agents s being too concerned with their
own “moral purity.”
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agent's doubts over what would be the most benevolent thing to do are nof
the result of inadequate knowledge but of inferior motivation - i.e., that she is
harboring some kind of deep seated resentment toward the person(s) she i
interacting with, and hence that her "confusion” over how to help is in fact
rooted in a deeper conflict about whether she really wants to do what
benevolence is prompting her to do. A theory thet directs such an agent o
reflect solely on the (expectable) outcomes of the various actions she could
perform, or even on the moral pernnissibility of various maxims she ight
reasonably adopt, seems significantly less Jikely to help her uncover this inmer
coniflict than a theory that directs her to examine, at a fairly deep level, her
inner attitudes toward the other person(s) she s responding to (cf. Sherman,
1989: 25.7). But once our agent does discover her hidden resentment, she may
be able to deliberate more clear-headedly about what to do, and even if she
ultimately finds that she is unable to overcome it, she may at least recognize
the need for assistance from someone else in order lo resolve her dilemma. In
sither case, reflection on her own motivational stale seems to be a crucial step
in her efforts to act rightly

That attitudinal changes can indeed be & form of moral activity has
been emphasized by Iris Murdoch.86 And this kind of self-reflection seerns to
be what Diana T. Meyers has in mind when she characterizes “responsibility

reasoners” as reflecting upon which of their choices are compatible with or

B3s51ate points out that we often do think along thee lines (1995: 99}, ciling both vice-
president Gore and Senator Michel) as arguing, during the NAFTA dobatoes, that the trealy
onght to be signed because falure to do so would betray a deplorably fearful and cringing
atitude on the part of U.S, citizens. To give a somewhat more homey example, nolice that
among the many reasons we typically give children for not hitting and not [ying is the stenpre
fact that doing so is "not njce.”

86500 in particular her famons example of the mother-dn-law who comes Lo see her
son's wife in a more favorable light (1971: 175.).
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reinforce desirable aspects of [their] personal identity" (1987: 151), as well as
what Nel Noddings is suggesting when she says that a caring agent's reagons
for acting will make reference lo "a sense of personal ideal® (1984: 3; 96). All of
these accounts ulimately come to rest in certain claims about which (types of)
motivations are (most) morally admirable.8” And that is precisely whal an
agent-based ethic implies about the conceptual structure of our moral
thought.

The sense of duty

Nonetheless, there are at least some situations in which even very

sincere moral agents recognize that they morally cught to do semething ot
than what they are (most strongly) motivated to do. This is typically
described as the experience of conscientiousness or a "sense of duty," and
deontologists in particular ave likely to suspect that an agent-based ethic
simply cannot account for this real and recognizable moral phenomenon. This
is because conscientiousness appears to be a classic case of "acting on
principle” ~ that is, of conforming to the dictates of an acbon-guiding
principle or rule that specifies or identifies which actions are right, in a way
that is clearly independent of one’s motivation fo perform them (because the
clearest example of a sense of duty arises when one is in fact motivated lo do
something else), Since we have seen that any agent-based ethic cannot explain
the goodness of any form of motivation primarily in terms of a commiliment to
acting on principle, it may seem that an agent-based ethic cannot admit that a

eninely virtuous person would ever experienice the kind of inner confhict
. ‘ F

14 4 N 3 | I3 ] «
87500 also Tronto, who hos emphasized that an ideal conception of care “provides a
standard by which we can fudge [Hhe] adequacies” of actual caring activities (1993: 110).
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that a sense of duty seems to presuppose. Yel many people do find a sense of

duty to be morally admirable.

An avent-based spproach doees imply that actions are morally better to
& PI Py )

the extent that thev flow mere seamlessty from an agent's inner charvacter, but
P »

it is mot obvious that defenders of such an ethic need o apologize for this
implication. For if we take sericusty that idea that benevolence (or loving
attention or care) is the kind of practical attitude we morally ought to take up
toward our fellows, then Bernard Williams (among others) seems right to
suspect that a person who is always keeping an eye on moral rules will
frequently have “one thought too many" (1972}, This is because what is
particalarly admirable about those kinds of motivations is the way in which
they “conmect” a moral agent’s inferests divectly to the interests and concerns
of other people, and this means that there will be at least some situations in

which an agent who appeals to mora)l rules like “treat others as ends only and

never as mere means,” or even “promote the general welfare,” shows herself
to be less genuinely benevolent, or less deeply caring than a person who acls
on another’s behalf without needing to appeal to such rules.

Of course, if one does not believe that benevolence and caring are
morafly admirable then one may not be particularly impressed by this point.
And whether the example given by Williams, in which a man can either save
a total stranger from drowning or save his wife, is one of those cases will
depend on what one takes the most admirable form of motivation to be.®8 Bat

89 A ethic that endorses more partial forms of care seems Lo suggest that ik wonld be
“one thought to many” for the man to check on the permissibility of saving his wile, because
it contends that a diveck concern for those with whom one is in some kind of ongoing
relationship legitimately overrides a concern for total strangers in situations of this sort. Bul
an ethic that endorses more wniversal forms of berevolence suggests that il would be entirely
appropriate for such a situation Lo give the man pause (even if he ultimately opted to save his
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many people are convinced that there is at least something right about
Williams® example, and in the context of the autonomy /caring debaic this
point takes on a great deal of importance. For it suggests that there is also
something right about Nel Noddings's claim that “principles function to

separate us from one another” (1984: 5, emphasis mine), and hence that the

insights of the care-orientation cannot be explicated within a principle-based
ethic. Given the distinction I made in §1.3, it might at first seem that

Noddings is conflating the methodological debate about the place of moral

rules with the much more overarching separateness/ connectedness debale
about the primary moral values. Hence, it might also seem that there is no
reason for her to reject a principle of beneficence or utility, Once we recognire
that even moral agents who rely on connection-based moral principles will
frequently show themselves ko be less fully cormected to other people than
Noddings (like Williams) presumably believes we morally ought to be,
however, it turns out that care-ethicists do have understandable reasons to
reject more traditional moral views. Ta the extent that they are correct o insisl
that certain kinds of deep interpersonal conmections are morally appropriate,
it seems fairly clear thal an agent-based ethic will be in a much better position
to capture the moral significance of those connections thaw any more rule-
governed account.

Even if we agree that it is betber fo act benevolently tham from a sense
of duty, however, we must surely also adnuit that it is betler to act from &
sense of duty than to act malevolentty. Hence, an agent-based ethic must be

able 1o explain why a sense of duty leads to acts that are at least minimally

wile ir the end) since his direct concern for his wife would compete with his direct concern
for the strangers.
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morally permissible, even if they are not especially “noble” or “fine” (as
Aristotle would say). But given what we have seen aboul the way in which an
agent-based ethic generates a derivative sccount of moral rules, itis in fact
possible for such an approach to endorse a sense of duty in at least a
conditional way.39 And if we think cleasly about what makes a sense of duty
morally admirable, this conditional understanding is not obviously inappro-
priate.

The first thing to notice is that a purely conventional sense of duty is
not particularly admirable, as Jonathan Bennett peints out in his arficle on
whether to disclose the whereabouls of his friend [im (an escaped slave), it is
a sense of duty that appeara to be telling Huck that he ought to alert the
authorities, and some other motivation (benevolence, friendship, fellow-
feeling, or some such) that is prompting him not to do what his conscience
says. Some people may think that Huck ought to bave followed his comscience
in this case, but most of us believe he is to be adimired for disobeying it ~ a
judgment that is presumably based on the further judgment that Hauck's
beliefs about what duty requires were simply false, But if we are prepared to
say that, then it seems that when it comes fo the admirability of a sense of
duty, simply acting on principle is not what is im portant; rather, what is
important is acting en the right sort of principle (namely, a morally
appropriate one}.

Given this fact, a deonitologist may want to insist that because Huclk

had false beliefs about morality, he did not in fact possess a sense of duty at

Gy v ' : . _—_— a0 et
89Here again, T am grateful to Michael Slote for providing me with his as yel
unpublished writings on this {ssue.
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all. To do this is to adopt a more specialized notion of duty, of which Kent's
notion is surely the most famous. But Kant's idea that duly is a matter of
adherence to autonomously made faws that are subject fo procedural
categorical imperative checks is surely not the only way of understanding our
sense of duty %0 To return to Bennett's example, therefore, we might also want
to say that Huck did in fact have a sense of duty, and one that (almost) led
him astray.?? And if we are prepared to say that, then we are well on the way
to understanding how a sense of duty can be morally admirable according to
an agent-based view.

We have already seen that an agent-based virtae ethic does provide us
with a derivative account of which sorts of principles are morally appropriate
{in the form of summary rules). Hlence, [ think we can say that an agent who
sincerely believes, for example that universal benevolence is the most
admirable moral motive, and who consclentiously abides by the “sunumary
rules” of a benevolence-based ethic in situations where she is not moved by
benevolence more directly, will exhibit a motivation that is surely good
enough to make her actions morally permissible. Peeling the pull of one's
sense of duty in the face of motivations to do otherwise will certainly be less
admirable than feeling the pull of admirable motivations more directly or
more overwhelmingly. But if one does feel the former sort of pull, then one's
overall motivational state does al least seem o be subject to the sorts of
motivations that, according to an agent-based ethic, ultimately make one’s

actions right.%? Of course, an agent-based ethic will only find an agent’s
H opwe this point to Nancy Shermarn.
T ulia Annas says this about the “Tero” in the novel Bffi Briest (1988).

‘ e -y . . i P
92 owe this point to Michaet Slote. See also Garcia (1990: 85(6), who suggests thal the
conscientions agetit has two reasons Lo sck: the virtuous motive which {on Garcia’s agent-
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recognition that a certain action is “the right thing to do” o be admirable if it
is based on her (tacit) acceptance of the summary rules endorsed by a
particular agent-based account.?* But unless we are utlerly convinced that the
deontologist's moral principles are in fact correct, there is no obvious reason

why we should reject this way of understanding what is admirable about a

sense of duty.

26  Sidgwick's eversight’

If the foregoing is correct, then there is nothing particularly im-
plausible about the care-ethical claim that a moral agent's reasons for acling
will often make reference to “a sense of personal ideal” (recall Ch. 1, p. 24,
above}, Nonetheless, many philosophers seem convinced that asswomptions
about the admirability of certain motives are too complex and unstable to bear
the kind of foundational weight they are given within agent-based views.
Since that claim has to do with the formal structure of the theory, we need fo
understand why it toe is unwarranted. And the best way to see this, 1 think, is
to see why Sidgwick's criticisms of James Martineau ultimately fail to hit their
mark. %

In the second velume of his Types of Efhical Theory, Martineau develops
an exiremely detailed scale of human motivations that places reverence for

God at the apex, followed very clesely by compassion, and proceeding

based account) grounds the jadgment that a certain aclion is wrong, and the conscientions
desire not to do what is wrong. It his view, this shows that conscientionsness is nol the
highesl moral phenomenon, sinee the conscientious agent requires more reasons to act
niorally than the more virtuous person.

931 do not mean that agenls must be moral philosophess in order Lo possess a sense
of duly. Bul the agent must al least believe, for example, that benevolence fs an adwrirable
mokivation, and that the action which she is motivated Lo perform would exhibil a deplorable
lack of benevolence, in order to “recognize” that she ought o do something clse.

Miior discussion and historical context, see Schneewind (1986, Chap. 8).
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through lower motives which include, in this order lave of power for oneself,
reserttment toward others, love of gain for oneself, love of ease or sensual
pleasure, and vindictiveness towards others. Ilis defense of this ranking is
based on a particularly odd bit of moral psychelogy; in his view, we always
experience our inmer motivations in pairs.® By reflecting on the various pairs
of motives we experience at different tirnes, he argues that any individual will
eventually come to embrace the same ranking he provides, and he contends
that if people disagree about his rankings, this is becaunse they have not yet
experienced enough pairs of motives (1891: 37-48). In addition, he argues that
an action is always right if it is done from the better {or higher) of the two
motives that are inciting the agent to action at the moment of moral choice,
and that an action is always wrong 1f it is done from the lowey of the two
motives (Ibid.: 270). Even the best of morel agents may still be subject to
"rational” or "prodential" errors while attempting to delermine the most
effective means for realizing their highest motives. But that sort of error is not,
in Martineau's view, the distinctively moral one, and hence, the moral value
of the action lies solely in the quality of its motive (Ibid.: 232-5; 275).
Martineau's rigid ranking of motives entails that, with respect to any
pair that might be "co-present” within an agent, one of them is always the
better motive to act from (f.e., it is always better to act from compassion thar
fram resentment, always better to act from love of gain than love of ease). 1tis

this latter claim that Sidgwick finds implausible, insisting that *it is impos-

95 Altheugh the assumption pairs of motives is edd, the basic paint is nof: Martineau
is attempiing to distinguish "voluntary” actions, which do admit of meral assessment, from
"spontaneous" ackions which (in lus view) stem lrem a single molive and therefore do not
(1891: 356f). Agents need nol have explicit knowledge of the ranking of motives in order to
act morally, however; they need only "s fecling, true to the real relations of duty, that this is
wortbier than that” (Thid.: 58).
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sible to assign a definite and constant ethical value to each different kind of
motive, without reference to the particular circumstances under which it has
arisen, ... and the consequences to which this [motive] would lead in any
particular case" (1907: 369). More specifically, he argues that "it is by ne
tmeans to be laid down as a general rule that compassion ought to prevail'
over resentment jn all cases (Ibid.: 371), and similarly, he suggests that "love
of ease" might sometimes be legitimalely regarded more highly than "love of
gain." Interestingly, however, he does not innmediately say that the problen
with Martineau's ranking lies in its Jack of sensitivity to the results of a
person's acting on various motives in peculiar circumstances. | Rather, his first
objection is to Martineau's failure to appeal to the right sort of motives:

[ think that though the struggle might begin as a duel between
resentment and compassion, or between love of ease and love of
gain, it would not be fought out in the lists so drawn; since
hwrlnm" motives would inevitably be called in as the conflict went
on, regard for justice and social well-being on the side of resent-
ment, regard for health and ultimate ei‘.hmemy for work on the
side of [ove of ease; and it would be the intervention of these
higher motives {*Eml, would decide the struggle (Sidgwick, 1907
372, my.

This suggests that the problem with Martineau's approach has less to do with
his attempt to begin with an assessment of human motivations, than with the
specific motives he takes to be ethically basic. In Sidgwick's view, he fails to

realize that resentment may sometimes be an expression of a more over-

arching or "supremely regulative" motive, like "regard for justice” or "c

for social well-being." Once we realize this, the real question is whether

compassion or regard for justice is the befter motive.%

YN otice thal the pair of "supremely regulative” metives Sidgwick picks out seems Lo

exemplify the "separatences/ connectedness” lension thal, as 1 suggested in Chapter One,
characlerizes a great many normative debates in weslern morel thought. It is thus not
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Put another way, Sidgwick's point {s not so much that resentment is in

fact something we judge to be better, as a motive, than compassion (a claim
which T think would be highly unintuitive), but that given Martineau's
assumption that molives always come solely in pairs, it is impossible for him
to give place to the "regerd for justice” that Sidgwick deerns necessary to
ground our judgments in this kind of case. [t is important to notice, however,
that it is the fact that it appears to be betler to act from compassion rather thar
resentment only on some of the occasions when these two motives are at odds
that makes Sidgwick wonder about the need to inveke a higher or more
supremely regulative motive in order to settle conflicts at lower levels.”? And
the same seems to be true with the motives of “love of ease” and “ambition.”
Hence, Sidgwick's criticisin tells us something important about the motives on
Martineau's list — namely, that they do not seem to be the most ethically
significant or overarching motivational phenomena. But this does not yet
show that it is impossible to defend a ranking of these more overarching
motives, without thereby producing counterintuitive conclusions about the
relative value of lower motives and hence the (derivative) righiness of specific

acts, 98

surprising that he finds it difficult 1o detormine which of these two candidates is the trost
admirable.

' Whether resentment should in fact be viewed a5 an expression of justice has
received considerable atlention of late. Joffrie Murphy defends the position Sidgwick seems
to be holding, and Jean Hamplon argues against it, in their joint vohame, Forgiveness and
Mercy (1988: especially Chaps. 1-2). Sec also Nussbaum. (1993), who argues that justice
always requires us to exhibit compassion,

9BSehneewind points out that this is precisely what Sidgwick thinks he must show,
His disagreement with Mortineau fs "over the issue of whether what is central to a meral
theory is consideration of the goodness or badness of the chavacter of moral agents, or
consideration of the righiness or wrongness of the acle morel agents perfornt.”
Contemporary moral philosophers have terded to assume that if either position is correct, il
ts the Tabler, But "Sidgwick did not think the matler entirely obvious," and held that
"Tartineau's position must therefore be judged as [any} theory is judged, in terms of its

87




Hidgwick goes an to insist that "if a serious question of conduct is
raised," he cannot concelve of "deciding it morally by any comparison of
motives below the highest" (1907: 372). It is casy o see why it would be
attractive to find a "supremely regulative” motive of this sort, though it is
perhaps not as obvicus as Sldgwick takes it to be that we should expect to
find one.? In any event, he does not stop to consider the possibility of «
pharality of regulative motives. And what is especially important for our
purpoeses here is to notice that Sidgwick immediately interprets the idea of
regulation by a supreme motive in a consequentialist fashion:

the comparison witimately decisive would be not between the
lower motives primarily conflicting, but between the .
the different lines of conduct to which these lower motives
respectively prompt, considered in relation to whatever we
regard as the ullimate end or ends of reasonable action (Ibid.;
emphasis mine}.

The suggestion here is that it is (achievement of) the goals of the "supremely
regulative" motive (whatever it ultimately tums out to be) that will ultimately
fix the motive's value. And this is simply assumed without argament. But as a
great deal of worlk in moral psychology has recently emphasized, there are
many kinds of motivation that we do, in fact, admire without necessarily

believing that they help to achieve any kind of "ultimate end," and indeed

there seem to be a number of motives that we admire even while thinking that

ability to account for the data and to meet the other regquirements which theories must meet"
(Schneewind, 1986: 247, cf. 256).

9Note that Kant seems to think of the "motive of du ty" as supremaly regulative in
this way. As we have seen, however, he interprets the idea of regulation by a supreme
motive in terms of the agent's commibment to the Moral Law, and so his view is also not
entirely agent-based,
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they are in some sense counferproductive or likely to produce less than
desirable effects 100

It is, of course, a fairly small step from Sidgwick's suggestion to the
cladm that conflicts between lower motives can be resclved directly, by
reference to their "ultimate ends" - a step which Sidgwick himself jm-
mediately takes. And feom there, it is perhaps sn even smaller step to the
claim that actions themselves can be evaluated in ferms of their effects,
thereby obliterating the need to make any reference to molives at all. But
consequentialism produces notoriously counterintuitive conclusions in many
cases, and Sidgwick has not yel shown that it is necessary to rely on a rigid
ranking of motives (as does Martineau), nor to evaluate motives solely in
terms of their consequences (as does Sidgwick himself), in order to resolve
potential conflicts between motives and develop a more unified account of
what the moral life is like.1 For if we could articulate and defend a more
everarching motivational ideal, or "ideal of moral character,” we could then
avaluate potentially conflicting motives {or complexes of motivations) in
terms of how well, or to what degree, each of them exemplifies or serves as a

necessary constituent of that ideal.

190 Annette Bajer (1991) interprets Fhome as defending a theory of virtue inchnding
numerous motives of this sort; less historical discussions are found in Flanagan (1991), Hool
(1983), Slole (1983), Willams (1981; 19853), and Welf (1982). OF course, many of these motives
may not be morally admirable. The point here is sirply that there is no reason to accept
Sidgwick's assumption that if we constder a motive to be good, we must do 5o on the hasis of
further assumptions abont whal ends are good.

W Althou gh he is generally sympathetic to Sidgwick's criticisme, Schneewind points
oul Sidgwick never quite comes o grips with Martineauw's claim that only the assessment of
motives is "a matter of distinctly moral concern” (1986: 255-6}.
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The concept of a motivalional ideal

To see this, consider the implcations of a theory treating universal
benevolence as an ideal of moral character. On such a view, the most
admirable form of meral motivation would be a deeply felt concern for
human (or sentient) beings generally. More limited (complexes of) motiva-
tions such as compassion and kindness would then be evaluated directly i
terms of the extent to which they approximated universal benevolence, and
actions would be judged derivatively tn terms of the relative value of the
(complexes of) motives that produce them. Such an approach may seem too
monolithic for our pluralistic age, but it would certainly be no more
monolithic than utilitarianism. And indeed, it would seem to serve as a Kind
of “agent-based analog” of the wtilitarian meral cutlook Sidgwick himself
seems to prefer, 102

Meanwhile, [ think it is a mistake to conceive of universal benevolence
~- ot any other ideal of moral character that might be proposed - as a unitary
form of motivation, and hence [ suspect that an agent-based ethic of universal
benevolence would twen out to be much less mornolithic than utilitarian moral

!

views. For a motivational ideal is best conceived as an overarching

attitude that would presumably be the result of a highly complex set of moti-
vations, and while it serves as a touchstone by which an agent-based othic
evaluales various motivational states, in much the same way that the ideal of
utility serves as a touchstone by which a utilitarian ethic evaluates various
states of affairs, it seems clear that the motivational ideal might very well be
constituted or realized in different ways by different moral agents. There are

presumably some core motivations that would have to be character traits of

10261080 (1995: §4) offors a much more thorough discussion of this point than | can
provide here.
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anyone who was genuinely possessed of a specific ideal (e.g., compassion and
kindness in the case of universal benevolence), but there may well be a large
number of motives of which it is important for every moral agent to have at
least some, but of which it is by no means necessary, or even possible, for any
given moral agent to have every one. In other wovds, while the nolion of a
motivational ideal sets certain theoretical constraints on the sorts of motives
that are thought to be involved in moral activity, it allows that the specific
pattern of motivations which enables actual moral agents to live up to or
realize any given motivational ideal might differ significantly from one
person to the next.

In addition, notice that the claim that the particular moral virtues are to
be specified in terms of their relationship to the complex metivational ideal is
not the a:tflaadm that the particular victues are all and only forms of that ideal.
Some character traits might sitnply be possible supports of the ideal: courage
or fortitude, for example, might be thought necessary to live up to the ideal of
universal benevolence in many cases, and so count as genuine virtues, even
though it seems undeniable that acting courageously will not always or
inevitably be an actual expression of benevolence. Similarly, other traits
might be highly situation-specific expressions of the ideal: more partial forms
of care, for example, might count as genuine vistues insofar as they are
occasionally compatible with a more universal benevolence, even though an
agent-based ethic of universal benevolence inplies that it is better to act on

more universal forms of concern whenever possible. For both of these

reasons, we might require an extremely detailed virtue-theory (recall the

distinction in §2.1) in order o fully characterize the particular virtues that are

cruciatly involved in the overarching ideal (and to distinguish them from one
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another), let alone to characterize all the other character traits that might be
related to the motivational ideal in some people but need not be present in
every virtuous agent. But an agent-based ethic does not (like Martineau's
theory) require us to defend a vigid ranking of motivations or fo assume that
motives will always come in pairs, and peither dees it assume that any single
motive is "supremely regulative’ in the way that the kantizn motive of duty,

or the utilitarian cominitment to producing aggregate welfare, is commanly

taken to be. Rather, it insists that any given complex or pattern of motives that

makes up an agent's motivational state cen be assessed in terms of how fully
they exemplify (or enable the agent to "Hve up to") the more overarching
ethical ideal.

In light of Sidgwick's doubts about the ability of Martineau's theory to
resofve conflicts between various motives, it is worth mentioning bﬁ"ﬂ@ﬂ};f how
an agent-based ethic that was grounded in the ideal of universal benevolence
would effect such a task. Since universal or generalized malevolence - that is,
a practical desire to harm other people ~ represents not only a failure to live
up to the regulative ideal, but & motivational state that is in fact antithetical to
it, it would clearly be considered the most deplovable form of motivation,
with malevolence toward specific groups (e.g., racial or religious com-
munities} being only slightly less problematic, followed by malevolence
toward specific individuals, Meanwhile, bensvolence directed toward any
specific individual (including oneself) would be assessed in a fairly positive
fight, but benevolence towards larger groups of individuals would pre-
sumably be even betier, and universal benevolence would of course be
considered the best motivation of all. Meanwhile, since motives like courage

seern to contribute to the overall goodness of any benevolent motivational
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state, but might equally well contribute to the overall badness of any
malevolent motivational state, they will not be assigned a definite moval value
independently of the other motives that are present.

I may seem to some people that assessing molives by how well they

"approximate” an ideal of moral character is unacceptably vague. Interest-

ingly, however, recent work in the philosophy of mind lends credence to the
view that this is in fact what we are doing when we make any kind of
judgment. According to the views I have in prind, deliberation proceeds by
comparing new exemplars of a phenomenon to a stored protolype in order to
see how closely they resemble one another, or by “seeing that” a decision with
which one is confronted is analogous to a paradigm case or instantiates a
certain pattern.t% And if these accounts are corvect, then it may not be
possible, even in theory, to specify the necessary and sufficient conditions for
judging that a particular motivation is morally admirable. Meanwhile, even if
it ultimately does turn out to be possible to specify such conditions in theory,
they will certainly be highly complex ~ complex enough to nmake it very
unlikely that any moral agent is able to rely on them when confronted with a
new and difficult case. For practical purposes, therefore, it seems entirely
appropriate to use the notion of "approximating an ideal" as & touchstone for
our evaluations of various motives,

Justifying motivalicnal ideals

Critics sometimes complain that any virtue-based ethic inevitably treats
a particular theorist's own (idiosyneratic and/or culturally conditioned)

beliefs about what sorts of motivations are most morally admirable as certain

H0310r some recent discussions of how these process might be involved in moral
judgrment, see Churchland (1996), Dworldn (1995) and Johnston (1996).
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and fmmune to correction in a way that is intellectually offensive as well as
morally troublesome. Dut this serl of problem is also not unigue to virtue-
ethical theories (Hursthouse 1991 228ff). Consider the debates among
utilitarians about whether morality requires us fo maximize or simply
satisfice with respect to the general welfare, or whether the principle of utility
should be applied to &p@«:ﬂfﬁ.ﬂ: acts or to general rules; and among kantians over
how much information can and should be lncluded in an agent's maxims, or
about what kind of categorical imperative test to employ in assessing the
moral permissibility of those maxims. In many cases, these sorts of
intratheoretic disagreements (like disputes about what general theory-type is
best to adopt) seem to be generated by pretheoretic disagreements about what
sorts of conclusions a moral theory needs to be able to generale, and those
latter conclusions are thereby taker to be "mmune to correction,” refative o
other parts of the theory as a whole. Virtue ethicisis are no more exempt from
these difficulties than proponents of any other type of moral theory. But if
they differ, as a group, from proponents of other approaches, it is surely only
with respect to their views about what types of judgments are most morally
basic (namely, judgments about motives rather then judgments about action-
guiding principles or states of affairs} and not with respect to their
willingness to test those juclgments and revise them if necessary.

In fact, agent-based theories are able fo test their ground floor assump--
tions about moral motives in two distinct ways, First of all, any claim about
moral motivation must be compatible with our knowledge of human
psychology more generally. Empirical evidence cannot, by itself, tell us what
motives we ought to admire, but facts about the types of creatures we are —

including facts about our natural sociabilily as well as our existence as
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separate individuals - do place certain limits on the ideals of character that
can be set forth as humanly possible, as well as on the specific motives we can
reasonably expect to be able to cultivate in ourselves and others (cf. Flanagan,
1991: especially Chap. 2). And secondly, since an agent-based virtue ethic uses
its judgments about motives as a basis from which to derive claims about
right and wrong actions, those derivative claims can in turn be used io test the
validity or reasonableness of its grounding assumptions. Sometimes, the
theory may generate "answers" fo certain cases that are simply impossible for
us to accept without radically revising a great many of our moral attitudes
and beliefs. Other times, the theory may generate the *right" answer but seem
to do so for the wrong reasons, or for reasons that would only be accepted by
people who share additional and extremely localized normative commit-
ments. In either case, the theory will have to be adjusted, by altering its
grounding assumptions, or by providing additional arguments to show that
what looks like the wrong answer is actually based on mistaken beliefs.
However, the fact that our views about which motives are most morally
admirable will need to be tested for their ability to explain our deepest
intuitions about which sorts of actions are morally right does not show that
the relative value of various sorts of metives can simply be reduced to the
kinds of actions they tend to produce, and does not show that claims aboul
what sorts of motives are most morally admirable can be dispensed with
altogether as being irrelevant to our evaluations of specific acts, for reasons
we have already discussed {see also Garcia 1990},

Finally, it should be noted that there are three options that any agent-
based theory might pursue in its evalaation of specific motivations and

actions. First, it can insist that actions ave wrong unless their molives totally
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approximate, that is, are actual instances of the motivational state that is held
to be supremely regulative. Second, the theory may adopt a more satisficing
view, according to which acts are permissible if they reflect a motivationaf
stale that well-enough approxinates to the motivational ideal. Each of these
options enables an agent-based theory to distinguish between permissible and
impermissible actions; the second seems somewhal better able to capture our
sense that some acts are supererogatory. But, and this is the third option, a
theory could also adopt a scalar view according to which there is no baseline
threshold of moral permissibility, and acts are simply jadged as better or
worse according to how closely their motives approximate to the theory's
ideal of character. It might even turm out that some of our moral judgments
are scalar in character, while others are much more rigid. But whichever
option ultimately torns out to offer the most satisfactory explanation of
morality and moral agency, it seems clear that there is an approach to ethical
theory that Sidgwick, despite his detailed and systematic comparison of
alternative moral conceptions, simply overlocked. While an agent-based
ethicist's claims about the admirability of certain motivaiional stales may be
somewhat more complex than the consequentialist's claims about the
goodness of certain states of affairs or the deontologist's claims about the
normative validity of certain principles, it is simply not clear that this degree

of complexity is unwarranted,

2.7 Caring as a motivational ideal

We are now in a position lo see why an ethic of care is most plausibly
interpreted in agent-based terms, Such a view is quite similar to an agent-
based ethic of aniversal benevolence, but the two are not identical. For rather

than exhorting us to be concerned about the welfare of people generally and
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to exhibit and express this fairly undifferentiated concern through our actions,
an agent-based ethic of caring exhorts us to concern ourselves first and
foremost with the welfare of those persons with whom we are in some kind of
concrete relationship. By "concrete relationship,” I mean one that is consti-
futed by something more than the fact that the parties stand in some abstract
relation to one another (such as being fellow members of the moral com-
mumnity), for an ethic of caring also assumes that, other things being equal, the
more concrete the relationship (the more specific details of the parties

involved that are impeoriant to the characterization of the relationship), the

more morally important it is that the relationship be enhanced or sustained. In

other words, an agenl-based ethic of caring insists that a degree of partiality is
morally justified, but not for the sorts of reasons that have fraditionally been
given in favor of keeping one's moral activities fairly close (o one's heart and
one's home. In particular, the theory does not imply that friends and family

| (a5

are legitimately viewed by a moral agent as being of greater mora
opposed to personal} imporiance than other individuals, and it does not rest
solely on the empirical claim that an agent's caring tends to be more effective
if it is directed toward those who are relatively near and dear. Instead, it

insists that & degree of partiality is morally justified because there is

en for and

sense of connectedness with other persons that is most clearly exhibited

within fairly close and enduring personal relationships like friendships,
romantic partnerships, familial relationships, and so forth. The value that is
commonly attached to broader and more impartial forms of moral concern

(like universal benevolence) must then be explained in terms of the ways in
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which those attitudes serve as more or less imperfect instances of or
approximations to the more overarching ideal of caring.

Sinee it is Nel Noddings who has engaged in the most systematic
attem pt to develop an entirely care-based ethic, it is her views that 1 want {o
focus on here. The bull of her worls is devoled to "characterizing the ideal” of
caring, and it is clear that she understands it primarily as what | have been
calting an ideal of moral character. She points out, for example, that the value
of an agent's caring fies in the attitude it expresses as well as in the actions to
which it leads, and she contends thet it is impossible, and even wrongheaded,
to attempt to formulate a precise set of "action criteria” for caring, insisting
that we must examine the ideal “from the inside” (1984: 9-16). And she
describes the psychological capacities involved in this motivational ideal in
great detail (1984, especially Chaps. 1-3). The caring ageut is open and
receptive: she is willing to take facts about the "patires, ways of life, needs
and desires" of other people into account in determining what she should do
in any particular situation {Jkid.: 14}. Like the benevolent individual, she will
not fail to notice when she encounters ancther person who is in some kind of
distress, and this includes psychological or emotional distress that may not be
immediately evident to the more casual observer (Ibid.: 31-35). The caring
agent is also responsive to the condition of others and committed fo protecting
or enhancing their good, and she iz more likely than many people to (strive
to) cultivate her own capacily to discern and alleviate the hardships of others.
But she can be distinguished from the benevolent individual by her "longing
for relatedness,” or desire to establish deep emotional connections with other
persans (Fbid.: 6; 104), and it is because of this that she focuses her attention

primarily on the good of people with whom she is in some kind of relation-
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ship. These need not be ongoeing relationships: Noddings is eager fo point out
that a moral agent who possesses a sufficlent degree of imaginative awareness
can become deeply, emotionally engaged with another person whe, moments
carlier, was a complete stranger and whom she may never again encounter.
But genuine caring does require some sort of "face-to-face" interaction with
the other (Tbid.: 47-8; 85-6). In Noddings's view, an agent can be described as
caring onty if her attention is directed toward specific, concrete individuals, as

opposed to "all sentient creatures” or "all retional beings" (cf. Benhabib 1987},

This restriction on the scope of a genuinely caring motivation enables
Noddings to emphasize the moral significance of what she calls "motivational
displacement."1% She contends that "caring involves stepping out of one's
own personal frame of reference ieto the other's" (1984: 24; of. 34), and what
she seems to find especially admirable about the caring agent is her ability to
care so fully about the other person’s interests and goals that she is "impelied
to act as though in [her] own behalf, but in behalf of the other" (Ibid.: 16}. In
other words, caring agents not only consider the other's point of view, bui
become so emotionally engrossed in the other person that their own feelings
track the other's joys and sorrows, hopes and fears, satisfactions and
dissatisfactions, etc., and hence that they become motivated to do for the other
person what the other is motivated to do for bim- or herself. At the same lime,
Noddings s careful to insist that the caring agent does not relinguish herself

completely as a result of this process: thoueh she puls her motive energy "at
, . & I 4

1% his seems Lo be an exlreme form of what other care-ethicists call "loving
atlentiong” in addition to preventing one's own needs, biases, ete. from obscuring one's
perception of the other person's needs, motivational displacement involves actually putting
oneself in the other's shoes and feeling his or her motivations, For conternporary delenses of
this capacity and its role in moral agency, see Gordon (1996), Goldman (1995; 1996) and
Peigh (1995},
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the service of the other," she must always consider whether acting on the
other's behalf is compatible with her own commitment to caring (i.e., i
compatible with her commitment to the other people she is related to in
various ways), and so canmot excuse herself for what she does (or fails to do} |
io one person in the name of some other person's good 108 The caring agent
will also have to consider whether what the other person wants for himself is
ratiomal or will indeed contribute to his well-being (a genuinely caring 1
mother, for example, will not buy candy for her child every time the child :i
desires it).100 In other words, her moral deliberations will be guided by her %
commitment to caring as an overarching motivational ideal. 5

Noddings's restriction of caring to actual encounters Wr’iﬂm specific other ,
persons also enables her to call attention o a "special affect” that arises out of 1
some kinds of caring relationships and represents "a major reward" for the '
caring agent (Ibid.: 132). It is this affect which she calls “joy," and she is

careful to distinguish it from the more practical desire that motivates the
motral agent to engage in caring activity. Caring ifself is always directed
toward other concrete individuals, and involves an assessment of how theix
fives are presently going as well as what might be done to enhance their good.
But when one experiences joy, there is no clear object of one's consciousness or

appraisal of either one's own situation or the situation of others. There is

18N oddings dees net sey quite as rouch as one might like about low a caring agent
who is experiencing "motivational displacement® can streultaneoualy retain her own
motivational stales and so nse her own commmiimeent Eo caving as a reference point from
whiclh to assess the needs and interesis of others. For some useful sugpestions as to the kinds
of psychological mechardstns that might be al work, see Gordon (1996).

1061 ke the universa Iy benevolent agent, a caring agent must consider both objective
and subjective features thet contrituto Lo amother person's good. Hence "when | care; .. iy
molive energy flows Loward the other and perbaps, although not necessarily, loward his
ends" (Noddings 1984.: 33).
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simply a "sense of connectedness, of harmony, ... of being in tune” with
another that is "linked" to both oneself and the other, but is “focused
somewhere beyond both" (Thid.: 144; 137}, Noddings believes that this joy
points to the deep significance of relatedness in human life, and helps to
sustain us in our moral endeavors. And she repeatedly suggests that an
agent's caring is morally better to the extent that this sense of connectedness is
experienced. But she nsists that joy is not a necessary feature of moral
activity, and is not by itself a morally worthy motive. Moral activity, in her
view, flows directly from an agent's caring for others, and everyone is
obligated to care regardless of whether they are experiencing this special joy.

The main reason that Noddings restricts caring to the domain of face-
to-face encounters, however, stems from her conviction that the "ethical
goodness" (or admirability) of caring ultimately lies in the "natural goodness"
of actual caring relationships, and in particular, of the very deep kind of
relationship that is typically ~ or at any rate, ideally - forged between mother
and child (1984: Chap. 4).107 All of us, she insists, have fond memories of
caring and being cared-for, and it is by drawing on those memories that we
can see the point of ethical caring and motivate ourselves to care for others in
situations where it does not come so "naturally "108 While this may be an
accurate psychological claim about many people, however, there are

wndoubtedly some (and unfortunately, there may in fact be a great many

107 he significance of the mother/child relations hip for both moral and personal
development Is a persislent theme in the wrilings of most cave-ethicists, and s the focal poinl
of works by Ruddick (1989) and Held (1987). For discussion of its psychological
underpinnings, see Benjamin (19688) and Chodorow (1978). Greenspan (1989} and Stern (1985}
have all epaphasized the signilicance of a much wider variely of affective bonds in human
life.

98¢t vThe source of my obligation is the value 1 place on the relatedness of caring”
(Noddings 1984: 84).

v




people) who have few, if any, of the requisite memories. Hence, if a person's
obligation o act as "one~caring" arises solely out of that person's memories of
nartural caring, it is simply not clear that those who lack such memories can be
under the same obligations as the rest of ws.10¢

An agent-based ethic avoids this difficulty by insisting that the moral
value of caring lies solely in the kind of practical attitude or motivational state
that it is -- namely, an attitude that, while particularly attuned to the special
joys that can be found only in and through relaticnships, is nonetheless
directed toward, and responsive to facts about, the well-being of specific other
people primarily for their own sakes. 19 This does not mean that there are no
reasons that can be given to explain the value we attach to caring (and
derivatively, to caring activities). Annette Baier has emphasized that "we
begin as helpless children, ... at almost every point of our lives we deal will
both the more and the less helpless, fand] equality of power and interdepern-
dency, belween two petsons or groups, is rare and hard to recognize when it
does ocour (1994: 28, and [ think that much of what we admire about actual
caring agents stems from their keen awarenass of these facts, as well as their
ability to discern and respond to the specific ways in which others are needy

and vulnerable, without demanding or even expecting that those others (will)

eciprocate their actions completely. 11t In addition, Noddings is surely correct

that we admire a caring agent's openness and receptivity: in allowing herself

1% Thare i, of course, a good deal of ampirical evidence that victims of abuse
amd/ or neglect ave often facking in varicus moral capacities, and there is certainly no reason
Lo think that such persons uhmﬁd he blamed for their (deplorable) characters, Bul only in
extreme cases does il seem appropriate o say that they are wnder no moral obligations
whalsoever.

10CE Lawrence Blum's (1980) discussion of the maral value of all the "altruistic
emotions."

iy, Chapter Three 1 shall atlerapt Lo defend this claim more fully.
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to be emotionally engaged with other people, such a person demonstrates a
kind of clear-headed acceptance of her own inevitable vulnerability to at least
some others that avoids both excessive paranoia, on the one hand, and more
maive kinds of trust, on the other. She also demonstrates a willingness to take
other people's thoughts and feelings seriously, without worrying about
whether the claims that others might make will threaten her own sense of
what is valuable or somehow jeopardize her own pursuits. These sorts of
traits have obvious practical value, since being too quick to judge, or to
interpret another's experiences in one's own terms, can often lead an agent to
respond inappropriately to another even when the agent is otherwise well-
meaning. And they are crucial to the development of close personal
refationships that most of us find to be especially worthwhile. For all of these
reasons, caring seems to be a highly appropriate attitude to take up toward
our fellows.

Using these sorts of psychological facts to help to explain why we
admire caring and why we ought to engage in activities that exhibit or
express it does not entail that we are under any general obligation to let
ourselves be cared-for. But conceiving of care as a motivational ideal does
allow us to insist that even a person with few memories of genuine caring
ought not to act in ways that exhibit a failure to care (even if we can be sure
that, as a result of the persor's unfortunate upbringing, it is quite likely that
ke or she will not), and it also helps o explain why we typically praise
persons who succeed in caltivating a caring atiitude toward others even
though we do not always blame persons whao lack such attitudes.

Three further fmplications of Noddings's relational ethic are even more

problematic. First, if the goodness of the caring relationship is used to explain
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our general obligation to actively care for other people, it would seem to

follow that we must also be under a general obligation to receive caring from
& &

other people (Slote 1995: §5). Noddings insists that "for (A, B} to be a caring
relation, both A (the one-caring) and B (the cared-for) must contribute
appropriately” (1984: 19, my emphasis). The plausible assumption is that both
confributions serve as necessary constituents of the best and most personally
rewarding (most “joyful"} kinds of human refationships. But if this is the
ultimate ground of our moral obligations, then the duty to act as cared-for
will presumably be every bit as strong as the duty to act as one-caring, and
there is surely something odd about the thought that we ought to be seeling
out ways to be cared for by others. An agent-based ethic that takes caring as
its most overarching motivational ideal avoids this problem, since it entails
that persoms who are conlent throughout their lifetime to simply receive care
from others without acknowledging and /or reciprocating that care jn any
way are justifiably criticized for exhibiting a deplorable lack of other-regard,
and in particular, a lack of engagement with and gratitude toward the spocific
persons who contribute to their lives in various ways.

Noddings's own view is thal it takes surpuisingly lithe effort to
discharge our duties to receive or "complete” another person's care: we may
respond with an appropriate attitude such as recognition and/or gratitude
(Ibid.: 19; 65), or we may sixgply show evidence of the personal growth and
development that the "one-caring" intended 1o bring about (fbid.: 69; 74; 151},
But this raises a second Jind of difficulty. The claim that the person being
cared-for must "complete” the caring in order for the agent's activity to be
considered fully morally good leads Noddings to the conclusion that an agent

will be “ethically diminished" if her attenpls to care are unsuccessiul, or if she
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finds herself in relationships with others who fail to acknowledge, let alone
reciprocate, her care for them in any way (1984 1131200112 And as numerous
commentators have pointed out, this is simaply too demanding. 11 Noddings
does say that the caring agent "properly pays heed to her own condition”
(Ibid.: 105) and may legitimately withdraw from relationships that threaten
her own caring abilities, yet she repeatedly suggests that the need to do so i‘.
betrays some kind of motivational lack on the agent's part, and hence that a
caring agent who wants to avoid this diminishment must continue caring for
the other until she finds some way to get the other to respond and "complete”
the caring relation. Noddings may be right that many people withdraw leom
relationships too easily when they could provide genuine care. But the other
person's failure fo respond does not always indicate that the agent's motiva-
tions are lacking. 114

It is important to distinguish the kind of case Noddings has in mind,

where a caring agent acts on behalf of another who does nothing to recipro-

201 *The fearing agent] considers always the pessibility that the one-appearing-
to-do-evil is acteally in a deterioraled state, that he is acting under intolerable pressure or in
error. She retains a responsibility, then, to relieve the pressure and to inform the error
indeed, she remains responsible for the actualization of the other's ethical ideal” (Noddings, |
1984: 116, emphasis mine). :

P This criticism is raised by nearly all the contributors to the Review Symposium on
Noddings's original book in Hypatia (1990: Yol. 5, no. 1), and is particularty explicit in
Hoagland (1991: 250.52). Virginia Held, who relies hoavily on the mother/ child velationship,
points out that such relations can become oppressive for both parties, and suggests for this
reason that reliance on the economic-exchange model that is famitiar from social
contractarianism may also be a useful source of morakinsight (cf. 1987: 114-17). Stmilar

258-46), as well as Annette Bajer's fnlorest in relationships constituled by teust and
trustworthiness (1994: Chaps. 6-9). In Baier's view, all partics must be both trusting ewd
trustworthy in order for a relationship lo be morally gocd.

Y144 is smportant to distinguish epistemological concerns from sirictly theoretical
claims about what makes an agent's motives and actions morally good and/or right. The fact
that the person being cared for fails Lo complete an agernl's "caring" may be a sign that the
ageat was not in fact motivated by genuine caring and so was nol appropriately responstve,
but such evidence is seldom definitive.



cale or complete her care, from the kind of case discussed near the beginning
of §2.2, where an agent was imagined to possess deplorable motivations but
not 1o be responsible or blameworthy for them. If the person being cared for
in Noddings's case is abusive over a long period of time, this may have the
effect of "diminishing" the agent it the sense of evoding her capacity for, and
willingness to care. This is, T thirk, an important psychological truth that
Noddings is correct to call our attention to. But Noddings's approach seems to
commit her to the view that an agent always acts wrongly in some sense if
others fail to "complete” her care, and there is no reason to think this is true.
Claudia Card (1990) has raised the related concern that agents who

exhibit motivational displacement will be unable to resist evil, in the sense of
being unable to avoid complicity in the evil deeds of others (cf. Houston
1987). Her worry is that since caring has the consequence of supporting other
people in their projects and attitudes, the caring agent may lack the ability to
adequatety distinguish the projects and attitudes (of others) that ought to be
supported from those that cught not. It is clear that Noddings wants to avoid
this difficulty by making reference to the caring agent's persenal ideal. Hence
she says that if another person has attitudes or projects that vielate the ideal) of
caring, those attitudes and projects can and should be considered by the
moral agent as wrong, 119 And she alse suggests that an agent who is
genuinely caring will simply be unable to endorse uncaring attitudes, will
make every effort to convince other people to give them up, and will certainly
not endorse other people's uncaring projects "as it they were her own.

However, it should be noted that some of Noddings's examples do suggesta

Fi38g0 also Tronto (1993: ch, §, esp. pp. 137-45) for a fairly detailed discussion of
whean genuine caring shades indo "oulpalbile ignorance” and other movally problematic nner
states,
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disturbing willingness, on the part of the caring agents she depicts, to allow
objectionably uncaring {abusive, sexist and racist) attitudes to be continued to
be held by others, and occasionally even o act in ways that do seem to
endorse or validate those alttitudes (see esp. 1984: 10900). And I think the
reason for this also stems from Noddings's view that to reject those attitudes

would require the agent to give up the value of an (otherwise) caring

relationiship.

An agent-based ethic can capture what seems correct about Noddings's
project without being committed to these more troubling claims. For example,
promoting the "actualization® of the caring ideal in other pecple can be said 1o
exhibit an admirable kind of caring on the part of moral agents, since
cultivating another's moral capacity is surely one way of enhancing their
good. 16 Moreover, it seems likely that anyone who is genuinely commitied to
caring for others and who recognizes the limits of her own time and energy
will be motivated to cultivate other people's capacities for caring so that they,
in turn, will be able to care more effectively for at least some of the people
that she herself is simply unable o reach, or to make up for her occasional
and inevitable mistakes. But an agent-based care-ethic does not force us to the
conclusion that an agent is "ethically diminished" when, try as she may, the
other persons she is interacting with fail to "complete” her caring in any way.
So long as the agent exhibits genuine caring, not only her motives but also her
actions will be assessed as morally good. In addition, since refusing to
criticize a friend's uncaring (racist or sexist} attitudes would betray a

deplorable lack of concern for the other people those attitudes might hurt, @

T6Consider Aristotle's discussion of “viriue-friendships® (Nicomachean Fihics: Book
VI, esp. chs. 3-4. And notice that while this sssumes that virtue is indeed a personal good, it
doos not imply that virtue is the only personal good.
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truly caring agent would presumally be able to aveid the complicity in evils
about which Card is concerned.

Card suggests that these examples lluminate a gap within Noddings's
specific account of caring - namely, that it "does not explicitly include the
idea of valuing individuals for themselves" (1990: 106). And this points to the
third problem that results from Noddings's relational approach: it suggests
that the moral significance of persons Hes primarily and perhaps even
exclusively in their potential fo contribute to neturally or ethically good
relationships. As a result, Noddings often suggests that caring agents should
(continue to) support people they are already or inevitably in some kind of
relationship with, even if doing so leads them to disregard the needs and
interests of other people with whom they are niot (so closely) bound up, and
even if doing so leads them to discount many of their own needs and interests
that are not fulfilled by the relationship. Noddings also concludes that we
have no obligations whatsoever to distant strangers: though we may choose to
do something for the sake of, e.g., starving children in Africa, and though it
may often be good to do something for them, we are not obligated to do so
because there is no possibility for developing a meaningful, ongoing,
relationship with starving African children without being forced to leave our
friends and family and so "abdicate" our caring for them (1984: 86). Yet there
is something very odd, as well as morally disquieting, about these soxls of
restrictions. After all, the same sovt of imaginative awareness that enables the
caring agent to respond in an emotionally engaged way to a stranger she

actually encounters can surely enable her o respond in a less specific fashion

108




to the plight of distant others.117 Of course, we do frequently distinguish
between the very deep ki nd of care and responstveness that most of us feel
and exhibit toward {only} a fairly select group of people, and a broader kind
of concern that is directed toward human beings generally. But while our

depth of concern for a few people often seems to conflict with our broader

concern for humanity, there is no reason fo think that these motivational stales

are not constituted by extremely similar psychological capacities. M9 Indeed, it

seerns extremely plausible, phenomenologically speaking, to suppose that ay
we narrow the scope of our atfention toward a smaller number of people
whom we can know about in greater detail, we tend to experience a grealer
degree of emotional engagement with them. Onece we see this, Noddings's
restriction of caring to the domain of face-to-face encounters appears to be
morally arbitrary.

An agent-based ethic of care can still tncorporate the insight that the
distinctively moral task is not a matter of finding vniversalizable reasons for
acting but of exhibiting a kind of "loving attention” to the concrete reality of
individual persons. But while such an approach implies that enhancing the
good of our family and close [riends should be given general priority over
caring for people we interact with on 2 less regular basis or with whom we
have not formed particularly deep, affective bonds (e.g., our professional
cofleagues and fellow citizens), and while those forms of caring will, in turn,

be given priority over humanitarian concern more generally, an agent-hbased
o) o v P

b L . P . + R . R . . - . 4 . Ev o 1
N7y irginia Fleld notes that a starving child in Africa is still a particular individual,
and we do not need to know all the specific details of his concrete reality in order Lo

recognize ways in which we might improve his welfare. Moreover, there are many things we

might do without sacrificing our ongeoing relalionships in any way (1987: 118).

118 This point has been made explicitly in recent work by Slote {1998, forthcoming).
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ethic of caring does not entail that we have no obligations to sirangers:
complete indifference toward any person is simply antithetical to the caring
ideal. As a result, an agent-based ethic can acknowledge that there may be
situations in which an agent can be meaningfully said to exhibit more caring,
by helping a stranger {say, someone who has just been in am accident), and so
morally ought to do so, even if that means missing a personal engagement

with a long term friend. Indeed, so Jong as the "floor" of humarnitarian

conicern is not set too low, such an ethic could presumably deal with questions

of justice and basic moral rights in a distinctive end plausible way (Slote 1995:
§5: 1997).119 In other words, while an agent based ethic of caring evaluates

motives and action types in a way that Neddings (and other care-ethicists) is

(are} likely to find congenial, it is based upon the ground floor admirability of

caring for others as individual persons (rather than as potential contributors
to a caring relation), and so entails that a complete lack of concern or total
disregard for anyone will always be morally crificizable.

H should also be noted that an agent-based ethic of caring is signifi-
cantly less monolithic in its conception of value than Neddings's own, Her
view suggests that moral agents ultimately care about the creation and
maintenance of those close personal relationships that are often accompanied
by joy, and this has led some critics to object that she ultimately directs vs to

"care about caring."1 Part of the objection is that this is simply unrealistic:

11€ i . | Tk . 1et | - !

19 should be noted that Noddings's more recent writings have conceded that she
needs to incorporate some ground floor concern for everyone within her approach.

F20 s criticism ds particularly explicit in Urban-Walker (1989: 128-9) whe poinls
out that although the womoen Carol Gilligan identifies as relying on a "cave-orientation” Lo

movality do possess an "overriding concern with relationships” and recognize "the continuing,

importance of attachment in the human life eycle" (Giftigan 1962 16; 23), it does not acers
enlirely appropriate to describe therm as caring ahout care itself. They often invoke values

110




even if caring is something that all people should value to some degree, and
even though many of the most significand hwman goods, such as friendship
and love, are achievable only in and through relationships, participation in
such relationships is surely not the only thing we do value, nor the only
contributing factor to the goodnese of individual human lives. But the
objection also stems from plausible concerns that an agent who cares first and
foremost about maintaining and/or enhancing her ongoing relationships with
others will be likely to overlook the possibility that both she, and the other
person(s) with whom she is involved, might also benefit from more individu-
alistic pursuits. This represents a serious stumbling block for any effort to
understand morality solely in terms of the goodness of certain kinds of
relationships (Davion 1993). But notice that once caring is conceived as an
overarching motivational ideal that directs an agent's attention toward
individuals with whom we are (or could be} in relationships, rather than
toward relationships to which other persens potentially contribute, then to
care about caring just is to be commitied to the good of other persons and
capable of responding to them in an emotionally engaged way. Because those
persons may themselves be commitled to a wide array of moral values,
including the value of choosing and pursuing projects and goals of their own,
the agent who hopes to care effectively for and have meaningful relationships
with others will need o appreciate the significance that values other than
caring can often have in individual lives.

Nonetheless, those other values still et into such an account only in a

derivative fashion: an agent-based ethic of caring exhorts us to pursue goods

such as equality, honesty, authenticity, personal growth, and even self-preservation (Ihid.:
64, 64, 52, 111, 129, 159).
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like autonomy, for example, only to the extent that is necessary to care
effectively for others, sustain "joyful" relationships with them, or enhance our
own capacity to care. In other words, an agent-based ethic of care still gives
moral priovity to what I earlier called the values of interpersonal connected-
ness (§1.3), and it is not clear that this is entirely appropriate. Indeed, theta
value-orientation grounded in care and connection is morally appropriate is
precisely what more sutonomy-based ethics deny. Hence, we now need to
explore the more overarching separateness/ connectedness tension in a bil

maore detail.
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CHAPTER THREE:
"SEPARATENESS® AND "CONNBCTEDNESS" IN WESTERN MORAL PEHILOSOPILY
“Separateness” versus “connectedness” is, in my view, the most

significant difference in the “theme” between the two moral ovientations
Carol Gilligan identified (recall Ch. 1, pp. 401}, and in this Chapter, [ want to
show how this distinction can be used fo classify some of the most influential
philosophical conceptions of moralily as well, 1t should be noted from the
beginning that nearly all normative ethics acknowledge the significance of
both aspects of human living, and that there are many other differences
among moral theories which this classification will simply gloss over. 141 It
should also be noted that "seperateness-based" and "connectedness-based"
moral theories do not necessarily disagree about what kinds of situations are
morally problematic, nor about what kinds of activity we ought to engage
or what types of institutions we ought to set up (although they at least
sometimes disagree in these ways).!% But theories do disagree about the
fundamental values that make certain situations especially problematic or that

justify certain action-types as constituting the most eppropriate moral

response. While some idealize values like autonomy (broadly construed to |
include the capacity for setf-sufficiency and seif-reliance, as well as the
capacity to adjudicate between competing moral principles or ideals),

versonal liberty or respect for individuel rights, others give pride of place to
}L & ) - L

12 hese include the differances in mothodolegical structure which can also be used
Lo differeniiale between Gilligan's two moral ovienlations, end were the main focus of
Chapter Two.

Y227 his also fite with Gilligan's findings. In most of the hypothelical exarmples
Gilligan's intarviewees are asked to respond Lo, males and females ultimaiely arrive at the
same decision. The normaltive concepts they eppeal to in justifying those decisions, however,
are quite distinct. See especially the famous “Heinz dileruma” (Gilligan 1962 25-31), snd the
examples discussed in Gilligan 1967,
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various forms of interdependence and to activities grounded in benevolence,
fellow-feeling, caring or trust.

Because Gilligan's work stresses the correlation between a person's
conception of the self, and his or ber conceplion of morality, debates about the
refative moral adequacy of these two normative orientations are frequently
coniflated with metaphysical debaies aboul whether the self is inherently
"separate” or "social." But I think it is a mistake to focus too exclusively on
questions about the essential nature and /or constitution of the self. For one
thing, 1 doubt that either pesition in the mefaphysical debate is tenable in any
pure form,?3 For another, [ doubt that resolving the debate at the
metaphysical level would be sufficient to vesolve the debate al the normative
one, Bven if we were fully convinced that each of us is nothing more than the
product of our social interactions, it might still be worthwhile to (strive to}
achieve as much independence from others as is possible for beings like us,
and /or to create social conditions that make it more likely for individueals to
develop with highly distinctive personalities. And even if we had good
reason to think of our "true selves" as completely, metaphysically separafe
from one another, we might still prize friendship, love and participation in
various sorts of group interaction over more individualistic forms of activity,
and we might still think it was morally important to cultivate various
affiiations and emotional attachments o one another. In any evenl, exploring,
the metaphysical debate would take me well-beyond the scope of this

dissertation, and it is only the moral significance of separatenecss and

connectedness in haman living that I shall be concerned with in what follows.

123600 Flanagan (1991: PL 1) and Pettit (1993) for helpful recent discussions in this
aren.
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I shall understand separateness and connectedness as two general
assumptions about what is of primary value in the moral or more broadty
ethical life. To say that a (set of) value(s) is "primary” — or "basic" or

tundamental” - in the sense intended here is not necessarily to say that it is

the "highest" or most important (set of) moral value(s), nor is it to contend that

all other values must be justified by or derivable from the primary one(s). Bul
it is o contend that the primary (set of} value(s) is the most overarching, In
the sense that any other values must stand in seme kind of non-accidenta!
relationship to it, and that absent some kind of baseline coremitment to the
primary (set of) value(s), it is exiremely unlikely that any other moral values
can be achieved. Put another way, it is to insist that the (set of) value(s) is
primary for moral understanding, in the sense that it structures an entire
moral outlook or moral theory, and thereby establishes what that outlook or
theory is most centrally concerned with or about.124

Demonstrating that the separateness/connectedness tension is
embedded within the western philosophical radition will help to explain
why the contemporary Justice/ Care Debate has heen so infractable. A
seeing some of the variations within each broad type of moral theory will
shed further light on the way in which the ethics of care differ from other
connection-based views. But the main aim of this chapier is to show that both
ways of thinking about morality are objectionably “one-sided.” Theories
which give priority to individual separateness portray moval agenis as being
detached from other persons in ways thal can cause significant moral harms:

not only do such agents deprive other people of important sources of (moral)

y i ' . . } P P
12403 this broader notion of "primary” ethical concepts, sce Arnnas (199%: 7-10), who
argues that ancient moral philosophers made primacy claims, if ot all, in only this broad
seTEe,
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value, they themselves are cut off from those sources, and far from preserving
what is valuable about our autanomy, this can foster a debilitating sense of
anomie. Meanwhile, precisely because they place so much significance on the
values that arise through our attachments to or affiliations with others,
theories which emphasize inlerpersonal connection threaten to absorb moral
agents completely in relationships, leaving them with too litfle time and /or
energy to pursue their own, more autonomous or individualistic pursuits, and
perhaps even compelling them to remain involved in relationships that are
personally debilitating. The upshot will be that we need some way of
integrating these two ways of thinking, and in Chapter Four, I shall argue that

the ideal of sharing is able to do just that.

3.1  Anancient debate

Because the separateness/connectecdness tension is particularly evident
within modern moral disputes, and because it is modern moral theories
(including their contemporary variants) that care-ethicists have been
particularly keen to criticize, it is those thecries I shall mainly focus on. Butin
§3.3, we will see how a very similar tension arises within “agent-based”
conceplions of morality (including the ethic of care), Meanwhile, the
separateness/connectedness tension is already evident within ancient
philosophical disputes between thinkers like Plato and the Stoics, who
encotrage agents to cultivate the tnmer strength and self-sufficiency of their
individual souls, and Aristotle, whose conception of the virtuous life tends o
presuppose a pre-exdsting network of interpersonal connections, and who
seems to have recognized, more than any other ancient thinker and & great

many modern thinkers as well, the distinctive value that relationships have in
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human fife. 1% Henee, it is useful to see why the tension is not quile so
pronounced in this case.
Much of the reason has to do with what some have called the "formal

self-cemeredness" of ancient theorizing - the fact that the ancients begin by

reflecting on the question of "how one should live" rather than on the question

of

how one should act" towards other people. As Julia Annas has empha-
sized, this does nat mean that questions about what we should or should not
do to and for others play no role at all in ancient ethical thought: a great many
of their debates concern the precise ways in which both self-regard and other-
regard will figure into the best human life, and very few ancient thinkers treal
the latter as a mere species of the former (Annas 1993: chs. 10-14). 5till, there
does seem to be a kind of self-oriented weighting that atlaches to all their
discussions of virtue (Cottingham 1996). For example, while Aristotle praises
the "friend of humanity" (Nicomuchean Ethics: 1155a16-22) and characterizes
*areat souled” individuals as being magnanimous as well as healthy and wise,
he also says that the honor that is due to such individuals stems from their

ability to accomplish more for themselves than is the norm for human beings

(1122b29-1124a25, emphasis mine). 120

In addition, while most ancient theories do acknowledge virtues like
friendship, generosily, and even mercy, an emphasis on care and compassion,
and in particular, the thought that these might serve as distinctively moral
ideals that ought to govern our interactions with ene another, seems to have

125500 Nussbaum's discussion of Aristotle's commitment to "relational goods” (1986;
ch. 12), as well as Sherman's discussion of his emphasis on "the sha red Hie" (1991: ch. 4},
Axistotle's views have also had a good deal of influence on contemporary comrranitarians,
most famousty Alasdair Maclntyre (1987 1988).

126800 Sherman (1988) for constructive criticisms of this element of Aristotie’s
thought.
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emerged most clearly only in the wake of the fudeo-Christian tradition. )’
Thus, while Aristotle does not necessarily think that the rest of us are to be
blamed or criticized in comparison to the most virtuous people, neither does
he portray his "great-souled" individuals as necessarily feeling or being
obliged to raise the less fortunate up to their level. Some people, e suggests,
will simiply not do as well as others, and this stands in fairly sharp contrast to
the biblical command to "be your brothers' keeper.” In other words, while
Aristotle clearly gives a certain primacy to interpersonal connections, the
implications of this are somewhat less demanding or other-regarding, within
his moral outlook, than they tend to be within modern moral views.128

To turn to the opposite kind of case, notice that while the Stoics
oceasionally spealk of a "brotherhood of all men" and encourage us to give the
same concern to "the remotest Mysian® that we are typically more inclined to
give to ourselves, this is very different from the Christian mandate to "Jove
thy neighbor as thyself."129 This is because the Stoic recommendation is based
on the view that we should "extirpate” all those passions that lead us 1o be
excessively concerned with achieving any sort of external goods for ourselves

or any other person, and this includes the sorts of "attachment emobions”

127 his fact is emphasized hy Anscombe (1938), who famously argued that modem
ideas aboutl moral obfipation depend on the notion of & "divine law," and that conterporary
philosophers who age no longer willing to appeal to beliefs in a divine lawgiver must tarr
their attention away from deontic concepts like duty and obligation in faver of aretaic
concepts like virlue and vice, Le., 1 favor of the sort of theory the ancients preferved. See
also Hursthouse (1995; 1996) on this point.

128 otice that I do nol elaim this fe inappropriate. Below [ will explore ways in
which conmection-based views tend to be objectionably other vegarding, but whether
Axistotle is able to escape this charge without going too far in the other direction is nol @
question I will explicitly take up. For discussion, see Arnnas (1993: cr. 12), Nussbaum (1986:
ch. 12), and Sherman (1988; 1991: ¢k, 4).

129Note, however, that the Roman Stoics have a conceplion of mercy thal anticipates
Christiarity in certain ways. See Nussbaum's discussion of Seneca (1993 98{f}.
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which might lead us to be deeply moved by the plight of others. As a resuli,

the concern we are to give the remotest Mysian is restricted to a fairly

detached acknowledgment of his basic humanity — his {capacity for)
rationality and virtue. And their emphasis on goods like self-sufficiency and
self-reliance aligns the Stoics more closely with the "separateness-based” side
of the western moral tradition (along with thinkers like Kant, upon whorn

they had obvious influence},

32  Modem theories of separateness

When we turn to modern moral philosophy, the practice of treating the
separateness of persone as morally primary while giving interpersonal
cormections only a secondary moral role is probably most clearly exemplified
by Thomas Hobbes. He viewed moral agents as independent centers of
activity who naturally endeavor to direct their capacities and resources to the
fulfillment of their individual interests,1%? and he assumed that what is of
value - moral or otherwise - is whatever an individual agent desires or
vrefers. Accordingly, there is nothing that moral agents ought to strive for
beyond the things that will in fact satisfy their individual preferences, and
there is nothing that morality encourages or demands beyond the satisfaction
of indivicual interests.

Hebbes took this to mean that we can only make sense of moral activity
if it can be shown that the agent has interests that such activity is likely to
serve, And the explanatory power of this way of thinking about morality

stems frons his argument that there are at least some interests that any

1307Consider men as if bk even now sprung out of the earth, and suddenly, Iike
mushrooms, come ko full maturity, without all kind of engagement with each other”
(Hobbes: The Citizen, p. 205).




individual can reasonably be expected to have. He begins by pointing oul that
all individuals have a natural desive for self-presecvation, and notes that in a
world with Jlimited resources, we must acknowledge that there ave at least
sote cases in which the specific desires of separate individuals are likely to
conflict. Once we recognize this, Hobbes suggests, we are forced to conclude
that every individual is at least a potential threat to the interests of every
other, and to acknowledge that the desire for self-preservation, if left
unchecked, would eventually lead to "a war of all against all" (1651: ch. 13).
Because such a war is obviously undesirable from every individual's point of
view, Hobbes argued that the desire for self-preservation eventually leads
each of us to develop the further desire for social peace (Ibid.: ch. 14). This, in
turn, makes it rational to form a social contract, agreeing to abide by a system
of rules designed to (1) guard against the likelihood that destructive conflicts
of interest will arise, and (2) arbitrate in those siiuations where such conflicts
are simply unavoidable (Ibid.: ch. 15). It is those rules, on a hobbesian
account, that constitute the most basic moral norms, and they are presumed to

be morally binding on everyone insofar as they can be shown to be

compatible with each individual's natural desire to satisfy the interests and
goals that flow from his separate personality.

The contractarian elements of this approack make it possible to build in
certain features of morality that point to cur inevitable connectedness with
one another, and although he is often criticized for portraying us as mveh
more self-sufficient than we actually are, Hobbes does at Jeast acknowledge
that there are some benefits to social cooperation. But he is commitied to the
view that there is no specifically moral value to be found in actively caring

about others' welfare or in promoting others' interests, nor in cultivating
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ongoing relationships with them, unless this can be shown to satisly
individual preferences. This does not quite mean that relationships can only
have value as the means for achieving more egoistic desires, since specific
individuals may in fact desire various kinds of human connection simply for
their own sake. But it does mean that there is no reason to enhance or even
maintain our conmections with other people beyond the contingent emotional
sentiments that any specific individual may or may not feel. Hence, any
values that are found only in human relationships seem to lie squarely outside
the moral domain.

Hobbes's suggestion that we need not think of ourselves as connected
to one another in any morally significant way has a number of troubling
implications, To begin with, there seems o be no obligation to directly
consider the welfare of other people when one is deliberating about whal to
do; at most, there is the acknowledgment that the benefits agents veceive for
themselves by constraining their individual pursuits in ways that are
conducive to social peace will frequently coincide with similar benefits to
others. Though Hobbes assames that separate individuals ave in a position of
roughly equal power vis a vis one another, 1% he does not pertray persons as
being entitled to a basic level of moral concern from their fellows, and is
notorious for the claim that "a human being's worth is his price” (1651 ch. 10).
As a resull, the widely held belief that morality at least occasionatly stems
from and may even require a direct concern for others' welfare, and stmply
for their own sakes, is not one that his approach seems easily able to

accommodate. Hobbes's approach also suggests that there will be fow, if any,

W peminist philosophors have been especially keen to point out thel the assumplion
of "egual power" is highly questionable unless we severely Himit the class of moral pessons.
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50 called "positive dulies" to help the less fortunate members of any social
group. Since the very young, the weal and the infirm cannot pose any serious
threat to the people Hobbes set forth as the human norm, it appears that there
is simply no reason to establish or abide by moral rules that constrain our

interactions with them.*?2 Finally, it is commonly thought that even the

"negative duties" of non-interference that do seemn likely -
social contract are placed on a relatively weak foundation. Constraining our
more individualistic pursuits in situations where ignoring the moral rules
would clearly be a more effective way o salisfy our long-term inferests and
goals is simply irrational from & Hobbesian point of view, and it is not
entirely clear whether (or how) his theory allows him to criticize such
opportunistic activity as morally questionable. Indeed, because Hobbes
himself thought the epportunities and temptations to break the social contract
would be far too great unless people were willing to grant an absolute
sovereign the authorily, and the power, to enforce the moral rujes (1657 Part

Twa), he is sometimes viewed as a better political than moral philosopher. 13

1321 45 this feature of hobbesian contractarianism that contemporary care-ethicisls
(among others) find especially disturbing,

133 sore recently, David Gouthier (1986} has sought Lo show that Hebbes's rather
pessimistic conchasion is wimecessary, bocause certain types of "mutually advantageous”
cooperalive ventures afford each of their pavticipants benefits that none of them could expect
to achieve on their own, Although he contends that we are dependent on others in order fo
achieve "The fullest realization [of human aclivily] that is possible for each of us" (1986 357),
however, Gauthior still doos not present the fact that we are interconmected in this way as
grounding any of our moral obligalions or as motivating ove moral activity, and he remains

"committed Lo showing why an individisal, reasoning from non-morel premises, would
accept the conglraints of morality on his choices” (1986: 5). Because he follows Hobhes in
sgualing "reasoning from non-moral premses” with reasoning egoistically, his argumentl
hinges on the empirical claim that the benefits of co-operative ventures are pervasive
enocugh, and our ability to delect cheaters is sophisticated enough, that there are in fact 1o
situalions in which an individual can meore effectively advance his or her own (long-term)
self-interests by breaking the meoral rules. Like many commentators, T fine it highly unlikely
that this is true.

122




Hobbes also believed that the benefits of having a moral code made it
rational to agree to this sort of arrangement, though many of his contem-
poraries expressed serious doubts about this. As John Locke famously pulit:
"This is to think that men are so foolish that they take care to avoid what
mischiefs may be done to them by pole-cats or foxes, but are content, nay,
think it safety, to be devoured by lons" (1690: §93). In any event, one way 1o
avoid these sorts of difficultties, while still glving priority to individual
separateness, is to rely om the Lockean notion of individual rights.134 On this
approach, persons are still conceived as separate individuals who naturally
endeavor to satisfy their own interests, and moralily is still thought to serve
the natural interest in self-preservation that all human beings share, as well as
the more idiosyncratic interests that distinguish us as separate personalities.
But because Locke identified moral activity with activity that protects each
person's natural rights to life and liberty (which he takes to inclode the
pursuit of property), he was able to bulld in the idea that we are obligated to
treat one another in certain ways even before any kind of secial contract is in
place:

FEvery one as he is bound to preserve himself...; so by the like
reason when his own Preservation comes not in com petition
[with others], cught he, as much as he can, o preserve the rest of
mankind, and may not unless it be to do Justice on an Offender,
take away or impair the life, or what tends to the Preservation of
the Life, Liberty, Health, Limb or Goods of another (Locke 1690:
§6).

Notice, however, that deing "as much as we can” to preserve the rest of

mankind actually amounis to fairly ittle on a Lockean view: we are specifi-

B34\ ote that Grotius (1583-1645) seems to have been the first to hold that every
person, simply in virtue of his nature as an individual, possesses rights which must be
respected by everyone and which therefore give rise to natural obligations.
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cally told not to take away or impair the life, liberty, or goods of any other,
but we are not specifically told to actively concern ourselves with the good of
others. And notice that thexe is still very Hitle recognition that interpersonal
connectedness is morally valuable in its own right. The reason agents are
given for "preserving” the life of other people is very similar fo the reason
they have for "preserving" themselves: namely, the recognition that all people
are naturally "bound" by self-preservation, and hence that each person has

rights that are simoly inalienable - that is, impossible for the individual to
2! A P

surrender or for other people to ignore. In other words, while this approach
does acknowledge that any individual's actions will almost inevitably have an
impact on the fives and welfare of at least some others, the fact that others
may sometimes be dependent upon an agent's assistance is not presented as
the feature that obligates the agent to "preserve® them, Not surprisingly, even
thinkers who defend a fairly positive conception of individual rights (that is, &
conception of rights as requivements to actively help those who possess themn)
are stil] committed 1o the view that whenever an agent's own rights come into
direct "competition” with the rights of othess, the agent is always morally
entitled to act on his or her own behalf. In this way, the separateness of moral
agents is given priority over their connections to others.

Locke's own writings leave it sotnewhat unclear just how much
assistance we morally ought to provide to other people. However, many
conternporary rights-based thinkers, including John Hospers (1971) and
Robert Nozick (1974), arc quite insistent that so long as an agent does not
directly infringe upon another person's life or liberty, he is under few
obligations to attempt to improve their situation or alleviate their suffering,

even if doing so would require the agent to make little or no sacrifice. Ful




another way, their view is that morality directs our attention to other people
primarily insofar as thelr rights serve as constraints on what we may do for
curselves; it can never compel us fo promote or enhance others” welfare, nor
does it encourage us to engage in more affiliative pursuits. Of course, nothing
prevents moral agents from belping others if they wish to do so, but this sort
of activity is thought to lie cutside the domain of morality proper. Hence, this
libertarian strand of rights-based thinking might be said to attach even less
moral significance to interpersonal conmectedness than contractarian views
which at least acknowledge that certain benefits can be achieved through
cooperation with others.

Kant emphasizes the separateness of persons in a slightly different way
when he locates the source of our moral obligations in our {capacity for)

autonomy (1785).135

He held that this capacity gives human beings a special
kind of "dignity" since, rather than simply being compelled to pursue ends
that are given to us by nature or nuriure, we are in some sense able to "will"
our own ends. !5 At the very least, we decide which of our competing ends to
prearsue, and how to achieve as many of those ends as possible within a single,
coherent life. Even more importantly, the capacity for autonomy makes moral
activity possible for us, because if enables us to be literally self-legislating,
and so to recognize the impermissibility of certain kinds of actions ~ namety,

actions that violate the Categorical Imperative to "act only according to that

135600 espocially the discussion of "Antonomy of the Will as the Supreme Principle
of Morality" (1785: 44041}, Page relerences are Lo the standard Prussian Academy version of
Kant's lext; my cilalions are from the Bnglish tramslation by Sllington (1983),

136w rhe di guily of humanily consists jusl in its capacily to legislate vriversal law,
though with the condition of humanity's being al the same time itself subject to this very
same legislation® (1785: 440).
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maxim whereby you can at the same time will that it should become a
universal law" (1785: 421).157

Kant calls this universal law formulation the "only categorical
imperative” (Ibid.). Yet to many people, it seems to work best as a procedure
for testing the moral permissibility of the acts we propose to engage in after
we have already formulated a more specific maxim; it is not very helpful in
uncovering moral actions that might not otherwise ocour to us, or in helping
us to determine the best thing o do from among a range of permissible
alternatives. However, autoncimy also figures into Kant's theory in a more
substantive way, as is brought eut by his "practical imperative" to "act in such
a way that you treat humanity, whether in our own person or in the person of
another, always at the same time as an end and never simply as a means”
(1785: 429}. On a minimalist Interpretation of this end-in-itself formulation,
the autonomy of persons functions privmarily as a constraint on how we may

act toward others: we must never act in ways that force other people to treat

our autonomously chosen ends as their own. Yet Kant also recognized that we

aye finite rational beings: that we are vulnerable fo various sorts of hardship
and harm, and that we frequently depend upon various kinds of cooperation

and assistance from one another in order o achieve many of the ends we

1370 course, existentialists such as Sartre reject the idea thal there ave any maxims a
genuinely aulonomous agent would necessarily choose, and there is a bil of & purzle about
whether Kanl's idea of an autonomous will that is nonetheless constrained by o "natural"
moral law can be made coherent (for one recent attempt, see Herman (1993 ch. 10} who
conlends that the constraints Kant places on practical rationality amount to a conceplion of
value). F do not include existentialism in the brief strvey above because, while it certainly
emphasizes the values of individual separaleness, ik #s more often posed as a challenpe to
normative ethice than a9 a particnlsr view about the content of moral rorms. Bul notice that
tnsofar as it does embody a moral conceplion, it is one thal gives primacy to the valaes of
individual separatencss while at the same time rejecting the view thal moralily i ultimaiely
grounded in principles and rules.
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autonomously choose. And or a more positive interpretation of this formula,
it seems that morality requires us, al least on occasion, to take up the (morally
legitimate} ends of other people and to actively promete their ability to
successfully achieve the various ends that they cheoose.

It is worth emphasizing that Kant is not simmply defending a set of
reciprocal obligations: he does not argue that we ought to hely specific others
because they have helped us in the past, or only when we know we will
almost certainly depend on those others at some point in the future, Rather,
his claim is that the fact that an end has been autonomously chosen by another
(finite) agent gives that end a special kind of value, and one that provides the
rest of us with at least some reason to pursue it This does not necessariiy
mean that it gives us a sufficient reason to do so, since there may be other,
competing ends that we have autonomously chosen and that we may pursue
without violating the universal moval law. However, it does provide the basis
for a wide, imperfect duty of beneficence: "For the ends of any subject who is
an end in himself must as far as possible be my ends also, if that conception of
an end in itself is to have s full effect in me" (1785: 430). To go through life
without ever being actively committed to achieving the good of any other,
Kant suggests, is to fail to fully respect their autonomy, and so to fail to freat
humanity, "in the person of another,” in the way that morality commands.

This goes even farther than other separateness-based views in
suggesting that we are morally required to concern ourselves directly with the
lives and / or welfare of olthers, and sitnply for their own sakes. Yet it still does
not treat the bonds that occur between individuals as having basic or
fundamental moral value, and while it may allow our relationships with

various others to influence the content of the specific maxims we act o, i still
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does not treat our connectedness as grounding our obligations o one
another.138 In other words, a kantian conception still suggests that moral
activity has less to do with the establishment and maintenance of
interpersomal relationships than with the cultivation of and respect for
individual autonomy.13? In so doing, it portrays moral agenis as being
psychologically detached from one ancther in ways that make it very diffic ult

to acknowledge the moral significance of inherently mutual goods, such as

ship and love, that depend for their realization on a complex tying
together of thoughts and emotions that two or more people share. As a resull,
more affiliative endeavors, in which the ends of any one individual canmot he
clearly distinguished from the ends of all the others, seem to drop out of the
moral domain (cf. Bajer, 1994: ch. 2). And this stands in marked contrast to

eonnection-based" moral views.

3.3 Modern models of comuectedness

Modern moral philosephers who give primacy to the connectedness of

petsons have emphasized this feature of human living in two main ways. One

way is by adopting an expliciily causal or consequentialist model which

stresses the fact that the actions of any individual will inevitably have an

138 gy axample, although Barbora Herman says thet the regulative priority of the
duty molive (the motive that moves an autonomous will) dees not translate into the valnze
priority of that molive over varions "motives of connection,” she also insists that mrotives of

conmeckion have no independent moral value and must always be constrained by the molive
of duty in order 1o be morally geod (1993: ch. 9, esp. 188£1). See also Baron (1984), who
arguoes that all olher motives must be filtered through the motive of duty in order to have
moral worth,

1391 the Doctrine of Virtue Kant portrays ovr moral aclivity as a kind of unsteady
balance between "the principle of mutual love" which direcls ws "constantly to appreach one
another," and. ‘the principle of respect” which divects us "o keep |our]selves at a dislance”
(1797: §24). And see Wood for discussion of Kant's more gonaral picture of human beings as
characlerized by an "ansociable sociabikity™ (1991},
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impact on the lives and/or welfare of at least some others and exhorts us to
premate the common good. The other way is by embracing a much more
psychological model which emphasizes our "natural sociability" and the vaiue
we place on various emotional attachments, as well as the role of those
attachiments in motivating maral activity. The first model is familiar from
classical utilitarianism, which identifies morality with activity that produces
"the greatest good for the greatest number® of human (ar sentienty beings.140
And the second approach is most clearly exemplified by the 1 8th century
moral sense theorists such as Francis Hutcheson, Adam Smith, and David
Hume. But elements of these two models are often combined.

The moral sense theorists were united in the conviction that people
posses various kinds of benevolent affections which create what Hutcheson
calls a "secret chain between each person and mankind," and dispose us {o
morally *approve" of those actions which "are generally imagin'd 1o tend to

the natural Good of Mankind, or of some Parts of #t" (1725: 121}, They also

insisted that both moral motivation and moral judgment were built on this
feature of our psychological make-up. In support of this view, they pointed
out that we frequently morally praise people for exhibiting qualities that can
be of abschately no benefit to us, but that do contribute to the good of other
people. If we did not care about those additional others, why would we
bestow our moval praise in this way? They further suggested that iff we

sincerely reflect on owr own natures, we will find that we oftern care as much,

140 g ctually, the moral serwse Theorist Francis Hulcheson may have been the fiesl to
articulate the grealest happiness principlo (Schneewind 1992: 8643, However, in his view this
principle is derived from the more basic idea of a benevelent moral sense thal naturelly
approves of the Lypes of actions thal universally benevolent persons perform; in
utilitariatism, such a principle is ethically fundamental and is itself the basis of our "moral
sernse, "
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or more, about achieving goods for other people as we do about achieving
goads for ourselves. In other words, it is not simply that our benevolent
affections give us (nom-moral) pleasure; we morally admire ourselves for
being this way and are morally glad to find that we have these sorts of
sentiments toward others (Schneewind 1992 8624, 141

The moral sense theorists were alse convinced that the moral point of
view is entirely distinct from the point of view of individual self-interest: it is
the point of view of an impartial and universally benevolent "spectator” who
is able to "sympathize" with the motives and actions of other people. Hence,
they all made a distinciion between the particular moral sentiments (such as
benevolence, compassion, and generosity} which are crucial to our role as
moral agents and literally "connect” our ewn interests to the interests of
others; and the "moral sense,” or sympathy mechanism by which we malke
moral judgments in our role as moral spectators chserving the maoral activity
of others. 142 Because both of these capacities were seen as prirnarily
emotional, the relationship between them can be difficult to disentangle. 43
But while the former are portrayed as motivating reasons which presuppose

some sort of affection or disaffection toward their object {e.g., a persom in

possess these qualitios, since they are typically associated with "women's morality” among
thinkers - both past and present - who defend a correlation between meral orientation and
gender (Baier 1994: ch. 4; Tronto 1993: chu 2).

1427 s distinclion in sharpest in Huicheson, who argued that the moral sense,
having been implanted in us by God, is analogous fo the other five senses and enables us Lo
grasp moral qualities immediately and ron-inferentially, Hume and Smith were more
scientificatty-minded and hence relaciant to posit a moral sense i addition to the more
farmiliar and obvious psychological capacities, but both believed that hmmans posses a
ratural capacity for sympathy, which is niob ilself a mioral sentiment, but which serves as a
mechatism by which we may enter into the sentiments of othors. And like Hutcheson, they
both insisted that it was this capacily (as opposed to inslrumental reason or ratiotial
antonomy} that andergirds our morel judgment.

143 g0 0 very detailed discussion specific to David Hume, see Snare (1991).
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need), the latter appears to be more reflective or responsive faculty which
"sympathizes with" or "endorses” the morally good motivations of other
people, and is made "indignant by" or "hates" the morally bad ones. And
while the moral sentiments were believed to be dependent on an agent's
specific interests and attachnents and so to be exercised by different
individuals toward different particular objects, the moral sense/sympathy
mechanism was considered to be a universal capacity which opevates in
substantially the same way in all moral agents, and whose approvals and
disapprovals were wholly independent of "any advantage or Joss to redound
to" the spectator (Hutcheson, 1725: 124).14 In other words, the moral
sense/sympathy mechanism is what enables us, according to moral sense
theory, to determine which sorts of motivating reasons are justified, and
hence what sorts of activity people morally ought fo engage in, in the abstract.
However, it is not typically invelved in our first person moral activity; in their
view, we act morally simply by acting from our moral sentiments. 145

This conception of morality is distinctive in the conviction that cach of
us morally ought to cultivate and act from the sorts of emotional interdepend-
encies that make it difficalt, it not impossible, to distinguish our "own" needs
and interests from the needs and interests of all the other persons we are
connected to. For example, Hutcheson argued that our various moral

sentiments (i our role as moral agents) could be sorted into three main kinds:

1441y me believes we morally approve of things which are useful or agrecable to
ourselves or Lo others, but agrees with Hutcheson (and Smith) that "the minds of all men are
stmilar in fheir feelings and operations" in this regard (1740: 575-6). That is, all three agree
that the moral sense approves of qualilies thal are beneficial (useful or agreeable) to
humanlkind generally, and give no special moral weight Lo gualilies that are beneficial to the
self,

145 A dam Smith seems Lo be something of an exception here, as discussed in my Lext
below.
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(1) "particular passions,” like love or pity, that establish an emotional
connection between the moral agent and a specific other person; (2) "kind
affections,” like friendship and patriotiso, that Hink the moral agent to the
needs and interests of a much broader group of individuals; and (3) a more
"universal benevolence" that ties the moral agent's concern to the welfare of
hwman beings generally. As a result of these sentiments, moral agents suffer
when others suffer, feel pleasure when others feel pleasure, and generally
desire to see others do well. Hence, they are directly motivated to act on
others' behalf. Of course, the moral sense theorists did not suppose that the
needs and interests of all the other persons a moral agent was emotionally
connected to would inevitably complement one another, and it is important to
notice that they were not simply suggesting that we should act on behal! of
the persoms we are immediately inclined to care about (e.g., persons who are
relatively near and dear). Indeed, the morally best individual, in Hutcheson's
view, was the one in waom the sentiment of universal benevolence prevailed
and regulated over the other two kinds. And in a similar vein, both Hume
and Smith portray the central moral task as that of "eliminating the conflicts
that would inevitably arise for individuals who were aware of both their own
and their fellows' desires and needs, including emotional needs" (Baier 1994
56; see also 1991),146

H might be thought that the moral sense theorists portray us as much
more widely altruistic than we actually are.’4” But Hutcheson seems to have

146 Although Bater is only explicitly concerned with the moral theory of Flame, her
characterization applies equally to Hulcheson and Smith.

1470m the other hand, recont research on Hu ropean "Rescuers” of Jews during World
War U, as well as Gilligan's work, lends credonce to the view that at least some people do feel
themselves to be cormected fo the lives and welfare of others, and are directly motivated by
this fact. "Claire" is quoted by Gilligan as equating morality with the sense thal any "other
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believed that in many cases, a degree of partiality could in fact be understood
as the appropriate expression of a more universal benevelence:

"This yniversal Benevolence toward all Men, we may compare
to that Principle of Gravitation, which perhaps extends to all
Bodys in the Unjverse; but, the Love of Benevolence, increases
as the Distance is diminish'd, and is strongest when Bodys come
to touch each other. Now this increase of Attraction upon nearer
Approach, is as necessary (o the Frame of the Universe, as that
there should be any Atlraction at all (1725 198-9).

Hume also argued that there was no confradiction between “the extensive

thy, on which our sentiments of virtue depend, and that limited

EARLLY Y
generosity which [he had] frequently cbserved to be natural to men” (1740:

481). To be sure, Hume was more concerned to show that we are able to avoid

bias in our spectator judgments, despite our natural tendency toward self-love

{(and hence the likelihcod that we will morally approve of people whose
actions benefit us or owr friends). Bul Smith Jater argued that we could
eventually learn te use these spectator judgroents to guide even our own
moral conduct: once "internalized,” they served as our moral conscience, 146 At
this point, the moral sense theorists part company, for while Smith does not
clearly distinguish between the moral value of acts motivated by conscien-
Housness and those motivated directly by moral sentiments like benevolence,
Hatcheson is guite explicit that enly the latter have true moral worth, and

Hume seems happy 1o endorse moral motives that come in a wide variety of

persort is parl of the giant colfeciion of everybody™" (1982 57}, And many of the Rescuers
{(who risked their lives for others) insist that they were not strack by the thought that il was
their duty or even " the right thing" to do; rather, il staply fell ike the only thing to do given
the circurastances (Bham 1994: ch. 6; Badbwer 1995; Monros 1996).

M43 his process was thoughl to be itself motivatad by our desire Lo not only be
judged (by others) as acting "properly," bul also to merit such judgmerds (1759: 1375; 2621f).
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different forms (as well as the natural "talents” which support them}.14% Gtiff,
none of these thinkers assumes that morality is always a straightforward
expression of natural altruism, and they all acknowledge the need o "correct”
those sentiments that might otherwise attach us to the needs and interests of
some people while completely disregarding the needs and interests of others.
This way of thinking about morality presupposes that theve are at least
some "first order” desires or basic human needs for benevolent moral agents
to be responding to. And the distinction between the particular moral
sentireents and the universal moral sense, which was needed to explain why
different individuals exbibit different patterns of moral activity, also makes
room for the separateness of persons in thelr role as moral agents insofar as it
acknowledges that the moral sentiments of one individual may differ from
those of another. But the moral sense theorists were convinced that our
emotional conmections are morally valuable in ways that go well beyond their
instrumental use in satisfying any other, purportedly more basic human
needs. 150 The desire for connection just is a basic moral interest, in their
view. 15! Hence, when we cultivate and act from our moral sentiments, we are

nok simply respecting or responding to the interests and needs of separate

149 4 compilation of the virtues endorsed to Hume's Treatise can be found in Baier
(1991 199£1) .

150 wy r s ) .

130 vgeful or a grecable” is Hume's phrase. Note thal on some readings, Hume even
seerns to suggest that a motive or characier lrait in any given individual -» even a motive ke

benevolence - could nok count as o genuine or complete moral virtue unless and until it was
"syrmpathized" with by another: " is the nature, and indeed, the definition of virtue, that it is

a quality of the mind agreeable to or approved of by cvery one, who considers or
contemyplatos it" (1752 68n; cmphasis wi
a second level, See Baxter (1990) for discussion on this point.

15lef. Adam Smith (1759: 9): "However selfish soever man may be supposed, there
are evidently principles in his nature, which interest Iir in the fortune of others, and render
their happiness necessary Lo lim, though he derives nothing from. it except the pleasure of
secing it,"

1a). This would make his view "conmection-hased” at




others, but are also fulfilling at least some of our own desires at the very same
time. That is why it makes sense to say that it is the connections between
individuals, as opposed, for example, to actions done to or for individual
others, that are seen as primary within this conception of moral life.152 This
makes it possible to give ground floor significance to interpersonal relation-
ships, but it also leads to two sorts of difficulties with their view.

To begin with, it leads to a fairly demanding and/or other-regarding
conception of morality - not, as we have seen, because it rests on unfounded
assumptions about the extent of our natural altruism, but because it threatens
to absorb moral agents almost completely into relationships with other
people. As Rawls has pointed out, the equation {most evident in Smith's view)
of moral activity with the type of activity that would be chosen by an
impartial and universally benevelent moral spectator results in the "conflation
of all desires into a single system of desire” (1971: 188}. The problem is not
that the agent's own needs and interests carry 1o meral weight within this
"single system,” but that they have only the weight of one person among
many. As a result, they are likely to be overwhelmed by the needs and
interests of all the others, and the sense that there must surely be at least some

limits on what awy individual can be morally requnmro:—*d to do for other people

s difficult to explain. Moreover, although activities riendship and love,
which create and sustain the moral commpunity, are treated as possessing, a

very high degree of moral value in the abstract, the concrete attactoments that

F52Note that our capacily for emolional connections is alse treated as absolutely
central Lo the processes of (third person) motal judgment: whereas Rawls's ideal moral
agents were portrayed as completely detached from any and all particnlar others and hence
being concerned only with the abstract inferests that all human beings can be presumed Lo
share, the moral sense theorists' ideal spectator is porlrayed as actively sympathizing with
the concrete concerns of as many people as is humanly possible, atlempting to bring their
actual interests into harmony.,
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help to shawe any particular moral agent's separate personality turn out to

_ . 5 ‘_ 3
have relatively little moral significance in actual sitnations (since they must
always be tempered by a more universal benevolence). And even Hutcheson's

suggestion that it is often morally proper for agents to keep their benevolence

close to home falls prey to this sort of difficulty. Fer it still gives an agent's
affiliations with others a certain moral priority over all of his or her more
individualistic projects and goals, and it is far from clear that such an absolute
ranking is appropriate or even desirable, 153

The portrayal of all birman needs and interests as part of a "single
syster of desire" alse admits the possibility that the welfare of any individual
a moral agent may be responding to will need [0 be sacrificed for the "Good of
Mankind." Hence, the second difficuity for moral sense theory is to explain
why we frequently think lying, theft and other "injustices” are wrong ever in
cases where they are plausibly motivated by benevolence toward at least
some "Parts” of humanity, let alone toward humanity as a whole, Hume's
response was to argue that justice is an "artificial" virtue, and s beneficial
only because it makes our social world, and hence the types of activities and
relationships we naturally value, more secure. Put another way, whal s
useful is the system of justice, which includes rules (against lying and thefl)
which everyone is to follow, even in those cases where doing so may not be

immediately "useful or agrecable” to either oneself or others (1740: 587-9).

1% dead, it is this aspect of connection-based moral thinking that leads many
ferminists to ballc at the ethics of cave. For, it tends to encourage the stereotype of wormen os
wives and mothers — that is, as people who are very good at caring for and supporting
others, and who perhaps oughl to be admired for this aspoct of their moral personalitios, but
who are nonetheless incapable of purswing more independent lives. And it seems
objectionable for a moral theory Lo insist that eny (group of} person(s) should accept such a
Tieniting, social assignment, ever £ that is indeed o Tife that many people would in fact choose
il left to their own devices,
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And Smith similarly held that in the case of justice, we are acting from a
regard to general rules which "summarize” the results of our sympathetic
judgments regarding our own and other people's conduct, and so counteract
any tendencies toward injustice on grounds of self-love or distorted
perceptions of what our genuine motives are. But it remains very difficult to
show, as Hume clearly saw, that exhibiting the artificial virtues would be
useful and agreeable to huweankind generally in every instance, and hence
difficult to explain why one should not be a "sensible knave" and take
advantage of all the exceptions. ™ I short, if there are fundamental
comstraints on how any individual may treat any other, it is difficult to see
how this approach can accommodaie them.

These sorts of difficulties are, of course, tamiliar from contemporary
crificisms of utilitarianism - a fact which is hardly surprising given that it
followed directly in the moral sense theorists' footsteps. 155 But utilitarienism
emphasizes the connections between individuals in a somewhat different way
by simply insisting that moral agents should (strive to) promote overall well-

being, regardless of what thelr natural, artificial and/or "corrected” moral

PN atural virtues, for Flume, do not simply erise naturally, but are also useful or
agrocable bo humenldnd in any circumstances. Artificial virkues, by contrast, are only useful
or agrecable once cortain social conventions have been established, and even then there
might be cases where brealdng, them will be even more useful and agreeable (1751: Appendix
(1133

Sputcheson in porticular is frequently cited as o ransitional figure who "set the
stage" for ulilitarianisme, for while he contends that universal benevolence is the morally best
of hueman motives, he also contends that actions are to be svaluated as betier or worse i
terms of how well they further the goal(s) of henevalence (end not in termes of whether, or the
extent to which, they exhibit genuine benevolence on the part of the agent who performs
them). Fhis view thas represents an interesting hybreid lying belweon an agent-based {heory
that takes benevolence as the most overarching moral idesl, and classical wiilitarianism., And
if my argument in §2.6 is correct, the consequent rise of uiililarianism fs something of an
higtorical - or al any rate a conceptual -- accident. Tatcheson's view might just as casily have
been developed in s purely agenl-based faghion. -
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sentiments may prompt them to do. This 1s true of most contemporary
variants as well as the classical formulation of the theory, for they all insist
that the moral value of any action ultimately lies in the aggregate amount of
human {or senticnt) 'W«:J;Jll---'be_&i.mg that is (reasonably expected to be) produced
in the world, and is only indirectly affected by the way in which it is
distributed among individuals, or by the emotional attachments that might
lead agents to (strive to) produce it.

This does not mean that utilitarians attach no moral weight to

individual separateness. After all, Jeremy Bentham's famous slogan that "each

counts for one, none counts for mere than one” insists that the happiness of

every individual must be given strictly equel weight in the overall utility
caloutus. In addition, the happiness of any given Individual is typically
assessed by a standard that is fairly sensitive to his or her subjective point of
view, But as Bernard Williams has pointed out (1973}, utilitariavism still
abstracts from the separateness of persons in lwo main ways. Most obviously,
it abstracts from their separateness as beneficiaries of moral action, since what
matters is whether the action maximizes (or optimizes, or can be reasonably
expected to maximize or optimize) the benefils to persons overall, but not that
any particular pexson was in fact the one to benefit, And it also abstracts from
their separateness as moral agents, since what matters is that overall
happiness was (or could have reasonably beer expected to be) produced, but
not the fact that any particular individual was the one who (attermpled to)
produce it.

Ome way for utilitarians o minimize this sort of difficulty is o adopt a
version of rule-utilitarianisin along the lines set forth by J.5. Mill (1863), or the

more "ideal" utilitarianism G.E. Moore (1912). But these formulations still
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have notorious difficulties explaining our moral convictions in the area of
justice and rights, as many eritics, including rule-deontologists like W.1. Ross
(1930}, have pointed out. For it is difficult o explain why anyone whose
moral outlook was shaped by a fundamerital concern for the general welfare
would refuse to sacrifice the rights or autonomy of one person if, for example
that were the only means by which the welfare of a significant mamber could
be greatly improved, or why such a person would keep a promise to one
individual in when breaking it would make it possible to help several others,
Yet many people are convineed that we morally ought to avoid rights
infringements and promise-breakings at all costs. The situations that are
problematic for utilitarians may be fairly rare, but it is surely the case that
they sometimes arise. Nof surprisingly, some utilitavians have wanted to
supplement their approaches with an independently grounded account of
basic individual rights. 1% And the refusal to make any concessions to the
separateness of persons may help to explain why LLC. Smart’s view that
when our commen maoral beliefs conflict with the dictates of utility, it is "so
much the worse for the common moral consciousness” (Smart & Williaras,

1973) has fairly Hmited contemporary appeal.

34  Implications of the modern debate

This brief survey may not be sufficient to show that there is no way for
separateness- or connecledness-based theories to overcome the one-sidedness
with which they are associated. Buf it does at least suggest that there is no
obvious reason to favor one way of thinling about morality over the other,

and that neither is fully satisfactory. It also suggests that moral theories

156001 & concise, recent defense of such a modified ulilitarianism, see Rachels (1993).
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cannot be criticized for beirg objectionably partial simply because they
emphasize the values of interpersenal conmectedness, for we have seen that
both ruoral sense theory and utilitarianism give impartial concern for human
beings a kind of general pricrity over concern for those who are relatively
near and dear. And it further suggests that separateness-based views are not
the only ones that tend to limit the role of the emotions in moral deliberation:
though moral sense theory and communitarianism both allow agents’
emotional attachments to others to play a crucial role in their moral decision-
making, classical utilitarianism demands that moral reasoning be fsolated
from more emotional pulls,

This survey also helps to explain why Gilligan’s original distinction
often leads to confusion about which domain of moval activity is under
consideration {recall £1.2). For the most influential wodern theories of
separateness do tend to focus more on political concerns and o have fewer
difficulties in the area of justice and rights. In addition, the survey indicates
that the assumed link between a separateness-based value orientation and
reliance on moral principles may not be entirely accidental. Precisely because
they do not give meral primacy to our more emotional connections to others,
such views rely on meral principles as & way of building a (derivative} kind
of other regard into their theories. Interestingly, however, this survey
suggests that the ability to justify what are commonly called deontic
constraints may have less to do with the formal structure of moral theories
than with whether or not they ave separateness-based, for all of the
connection-based views discussed above tend to have difficulties in this area.

In the context of the awtonomy /caring debate these are very important

results. For we have seen that an agent-based approach to moral theory is able
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to make sense of the basic concepts and distinctions that are often considered
to be the hallmarks of principle-based thinking (recall §§2.4-2.5), and this
sugoests that an agent-based ethic that incorporated notions of individaal
separateness might be able to overcome the sorts of problems that plague an
agent-based ethic of care. Of course, an agent-based ethic that treated
individual separateness as primary is likely to have difficulties of its own.
Hence, we now need to consider how this tension plays out within an agendt-
based approach to moral theory, in order to see if they are any better at

avoiding the forms of one-sidedness that plague modern moral views,

35  Cool vs. warm ideals of character

In §2.1, I pointed out that the historical record does not give us many
clear-cut examples of agent-based theorizing. But it does include a great deal
of philesophical reflection on the admirability of various motives and
character traits, and it suggests that such reflection tends toward two general
types of motivational ideals. We have already seen that Martineau takes
compassion to be second only to reverence for the deity in terms of its moral
value (recall p. 84, above), and if we set aside his religious assunmptions, his
entire scale of motivations can be said to reflect an vnderlying conviction that
any motive which falls under the general rubric of concern for others will be
better than a motive that does not reflect such concern (this includes motives

that reflect excessive concern for oneself — e.g. "love of ease” and "love of

power," as well as motives that reflect outright malevolence towards others —

e, "windicHveness" and "resentroent'), Similarly, Augustine claims that all
virtues are instances of love of God, and if we recall that Augusting's God
commands us to love our neighbors as curselves, he can be plausibly

interpreted, in a more agent-based fashion, as suggesting that motives are
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better to the extent that they reflect the agent's love for specific others, This
fine of thought can also be found in more secular thinkers. Schopenhauer, for
example argued that compassion is the only moral motive, and Hutcheson
claimed that virtue consists whelly in varicus forms of benevolence,
Contemporary claims about the moral value of caring seem to be the mest
recent manifestation of this general point of view, albeit one that places a bit
more emphasis on relalionships with others than the desire to do things for
others {in this way, care-ethicists are closer to Aristotie).

Plate, on the other hand, bases his ethical views on a markedty
different sort of claim - namely, that virtue {or admirable motivation} can be
understood in terms of the beauty, health, harmony, and/or "inner strength”
of the individual soul. 3% The Stoics seem to be expressing similar convictions

when they defend an ideal of autarkeia in terms of ataraxia -~ a freedom from

disturbance that requires detachment from or "indifference” to worldly goods.

This, in turn, requires cultivation of one's rationality in a way that renders the
virtaous individual far less vulnerable to various hwmean infirmities, as well
as 1o tragic fortune, than his or her fellow human beings. V¢ And Nietzsche,
too, is impressed by our capacities as individuals, exhorting us not to take
pity on the wealker and less fortunate, but rather, to exercise our own "will to

power." Although Nietzsche in particular is esger to jar people out of a kind

of complacent and unthinking altruism that he sees as ultimately debilitating

57 This is particularly evident in the his Republic, §§407, 444, and 591,

58 Tha Stoics' notion of "indifference” s not our ordinary ene. Briofly, they hold that
anything lacking in infrinsic goodness is "ndifferent,” and this includes everything excepl
one's own inner virtae and/ or rationality. However, within the {extramaly lavge) class of
indifferent things, many instrumental goods (such as health and to a lesser degree, even
woaltly) are Lo be "preferved” (cf. Annas 1995: 159-79, 388-417; Long and Sedley 1987: 254-59;
and Nussbaur 1995).
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toils I‘@dpﬁemts as well as to the altruistic agent (cf. Bergmanm 1985), he does
not quite say that we should be solely concerned with ourselves. In fact, we
will see in a few moments that all of these thinkers are able to give a
surprisingly firm grounding to the morality of other-regarding activity, Hence
what unifies them is not so much their devaluation of motives like benevo-
lence and compassion, but their level of esteemn for human character traits that
fall under the rubric of self-aufficiency’®® and self-reliance, 160

Perhaps the most intuitive way to describe the difference between these
two main historical strands of thinking about human character is that the
former idealize agents who sve "warmly" motivated whereas the latber
idealize those who are relatively "coal" towards others.161 And while this js a
distinction to be made within agent-based theorles, it is quite clearly an
instanice of the more general separateness/ connectadness distinction. "Warm"
agent-based theories emphasize connectedness, in the sense that they make
benevolence, compassion, and/or concern for others basic to moral motiva-
tion (in contrast with ulilitarianism, for example, which explains the moral

significance of an individual agent’s connections to others solely in terms of

P9Note that "self-suf ficiency," as 1 shall understend if, is meant Lo signify an
admirable motive {(or complex of motivations) that exhibits an agent's inner strength, Self-
sufficlency was also used as a standard marker for the notion of the "final good" from Plato
onward, but when thinkers like Aristotle supgest that the complefe and "selfl-sufficient” life
will include friendships and political relalionships, they arc using the term in a very different
sense than § am velying on hare,

160t will bo noted that Aristotle - althou gh one of the most famous virtue-ethicists -
is conspicuously absent frow this scheme. This is because his normalive orienlation is quite
difficult to classify. On the one hand, he @ clearly interested io fomer havmony and self-
sufficiency, and his discussion of “magnanimity” anticipales much of what Nielzsche says
about generosity. On the other hand, he places greal emphasis on the {guasi) virtues of
friendship and political affiliation, and thinks exterpal goods are extremely imporlant to the
best human life. Laler on {esp. in Ch. 6) 1 shalt suggest that his view may be an early

expression of the ideal of sharing, But I do not atlempt Lo defond this explicitly.
1617 he torminology s Slote's (1995),
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the fact that his or her actions will inevitably have some kind of effect on their
well-being). Similarly, "cool” agent-based theories emphasize separaleness by
insisting that self-sufficiency and self-reliance are basic to moral motivatiorn
{instead of beginning with claims about the rights and autonomy of moral
agents, in the manner of most modern, separateness-based views). Characler-
izing agent-based theories as "warm" or "cool" is a way of emphasizing that
they make the moral value of actions derivative from the inner attitudes and
motives of the agents who perform them, but in the same way that modern or
"action-focused" theories tend o portray one broad type of value as derivative
from or of secondary importance to the other, virtue-ethicists typically portray
one broad type of motivation as being devivetive from or of secondary
importance to the other. And this leads to familiar problems for both poinis of
view,

Cool agent-based ethics

It might be thought that any "cool” ethics of virtue will be completely
unable to account for our ordinary sense of justice, and hence that they are
importantly unlike modern theories of separateness in this respect. Wouldn't
the willingness to run roughshod over the interests and rights of other pecple
exhibit at least as much inner strength as the willingness to restrain one's own
pursuits when they conflict with the legitimate pursuits of others? Thirkers

like Plato and the Stoics seem to have thought otherwise, however, and if we

focus our attention on certain aspects of Inner strength - in particular,
volitional and intellectual forms of self-rellance ~- "cool" ethics of virtue can go

surprisingly far in grounding the general obligation to avoid infringements on

others' rights, as well as more specific daties like truth-telling and promise-
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keeping. 162 After all, part of what we are atiributing to a person we describe
as self-reliant is a practical desire to (learn how to} take care of and do things
for herself, and the agent who acts out of this sense of self-reliance, as
opposed ta a kind of motivational parasitism or practical desire to be taken
care of, exhibits a degree of independence with regard to other people that we
typically admire. Indeed, if we did not value this kind of self-reliance {or
'sense of industry'), if would be difficult to explain why independently
wealthy people often choose to work rather than simply live off their trust
funds, as well as why the rest of us think mere highly of them when they do
S0,

Itis noteworthy im this context that the moral force of the charge of
"parasitism" or "dependency” attaches to one's motive rather than some kind
of achievement. For example, we typically think more highly of people who
exhibit a practical desire to talke responsibility for themselves than those who
are willing to be taken care of by others regardless of how successful they are;
in this sense, the physically weak and socially valnerable merbers of scciety
can often be just as ‘self-reliant' in their motivations as the more able-bodied
and well-to-do.16% And our admiration for this form of inner strength helps to
explain why, for example, lying and failing fo keep one's promises is morally
objectionable. As Kant rightly emphasized, the deceitful promiser is
frequently motivaled by a desire to manipulate or use another person in order

to gain some kind of advantage for himself, and insofar as this is in divect

10925101e (1993} offers a much more detailed discussion, with a particular emphasis
on the way in which such an approach might be used to ground a theory of social and
political justice. However, ha no longer belioves such a view is adeqguate.

1635k0te (1995: 90) points out thal we admire handicapped persons whe sirive Lo be
at independent as possible even if thefr efforts are often [rustrated and oven though they
may be unable to achieve lhe same ends as the more able-bodied,
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opposition to the desire to malke one's own way in the world or a sense that
one is able to do so, it does seem to betray & deplorable "parasitism" or lack of
inner strength.

Intellectual selt-reliance also seems parlticularly important o our
understanding of human dignity. This does not viean that the most (morally)
admirable person will never allow herself to be influenced by the beliefs and
opinions of others, any more than the admirability of self-sufficiency implies
that people ought to strive to evoid the practical and emotional dependency
on others that is involved in cooperative endeavors and is necessary for the
achievement of human goods like triendship and love. To the extent that we
are creatures who do, In fact, depend on other pecple in order to live rich and
meaningful lives, attempts {o avoid or rebel against necessary kinds of
reliance on others serve to undercut, rather than enbance, the inner strength

that any of us may be capable of. At the same time, individuals who siwply

"buy" their beliefs and opinions wholesale from cthers seem to be lacking an
apprapriate sense of personal identity or integrity (Erikson 1968; McFall
1987). And the ability not only to make one's own way in the world, but also
to choose, for oneself, what sorts of activities to engage in and care about,
seems 1o explain (as well az anything does) our conviction that every
individual bas a vnique kind of value simply as the particular person she or
he is.

Notice, however, that the concaption of human dignity at worl in this

model is a variable one: individuals have dignity to the extent that they

possess the various motivational states that are constitutive of a strong and
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self-sufficient inner life.164 By itself this may not be objectionable, since
theories that insist on an invariable notion of dignity have notorious
difficulties explaining what we should say aboul, as well as how we should
treat, those persons whe fail io meel the standard of dignity cven if this
failure is through no fault of the person's own. On the sort of agent-based
view under consideration here, even children and the insane presumably
have minimal dignity insofar as they have some unrealized capacity for self-
sufficiency and self-reliance, though they clearly de not have the sarae dignity
as those who possess and exhibit the kinds of inner strength that ceol virtue
ethics portray as the most admirable forms of human motivation. However,
the variable notion of dignity becomes somewhat more distressing when we
notice that such an ethic seams to direct ao agent's moral attention primarily
teward facts about his own fnner life rather thar toward facts about others.
Indeed, it might be thought that thinkers who espouse “cool" ethics of
virtue must have Jittle or ne interest in the morality of other-regarding
activity. But one aspect of inner strength that receives considerable atlention
in all the thinkers mentioned above is what we might call self-sufficiency with
respect to the good things of this world, and this kind of motivation does
enable them to justify a certain kind of other-regerd. Both Plato and the Stoics
instruct s to "rein in" our potentially insatiable appetites as well as our more
unruly passions, and the "most noble type of man® is characterized by
Nietzsche not as constantly desiving or seeking more power and other good
things for himself, but as possessing a sense of "superabundance" (1886: §260).

The suggestion is that the truly strong individual will, other things being,

16461500 & variable comceplion of dignity is particularly evident in Plaio's farmous

"myth of the metals" (Republic: Boolk V).
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equal, tend to be fairly moderate in his desires simply because he is satisfied
with what might not be encugh for others. And perhaps the most intriguing
element of Nietzsche's efhical thought is the suggestion that the strongest and
most self-sufficient individual will not only malke the rest of us seem necdy
and greedy by comparison, but will feel that he has more than enough to
spare, and so will naturally tend to exude or exhibit his inmer strength
through acts that have a beneficial impact on others, Of course, Nietzsche says
that such a person "henors whatever he recognizes in himself," and in that
sense, his actiom amounts to a kind of "self-glorification." But the truly noble
individual does not give good things to others in order to glorify himself; {o
do that would befray a neediness on his part.16® Rather, the noble individual
is prompted by "the feeling of plenitude, of power that seeks o overflow" and
"the consciousness of wealth that would fain give and bestow" (1886: §260).
Fleewhere, Nietzsche indicates that the person who is motivated by a sense of
superabundance "imparts" values to the actions he chooses (1887: §55; of. §61
and §382), and in this way he gives a very agent-based account of generosity
as an expression of the ideal of inner-strengih. The claim is that the most self-
sufficient individual will be motivated to "bestow" excesses in his material
goods, time or emotional resources on those who are less fortunate or more
needy than the agent himself, and that we think of his actions as merally good
because of the way they exemplify his admirable inner stremgth.

Nonetheless, because such an approach dertves the moral significence
of acts of beneficence and genercsity from the self-sufficiency of agents who
perform them, it does not seem to imply thal we have any ground floor duties

1651y | oyfif Wisdom, Nietzsche describes the superabundant individual as possessing
"a bravery without the desire for honor" {1887 §55).
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to care about or even respect other people in their own right. Moreover, while
it does suggest that we ought to be aware of situations in which we have

enough to spare for others, and while it does contend that the morally best

(and most strong) individual will often be moved by that kind of awareness to

engage in acts of overflowing beneficence, it is simply not clear that the self-
sufficient moral agent will in fact be good or sensitive enough to discharge
such duties effectively (ITursthouse 1993). My concern is not that such agents
will be too selfish; it may very well be true that the most completely self-
sufficient agent will not be moved by any self-regarding desires for personal
glorification or honor. But neither is he clearly moved by the desire to help
the other people he "bestows" personal excesses upon, or by anything more
than the very minimal awareness of others that erables the agent to recognize
when he has "enough to spare.” This increases the likelihood that the self-
sufficient agent will make erronecus choices about how best to distribute
excess goods, giving them fo people who don't really want or need them. And
move bmportantly, I think, even if he does choose the most effective methods
of distribution, the self-reliant agent may be "detached" from the persons he is
helping in ways that diminish the moral quality of his acts. It is far from clear,
for example, that he will express, or even feel, the regret or sadness at the
plight of the less fortunate that enable the beneficiaries of his overflowing
generosity to retain a healthy sense of self worth; but unless the moral agent
does express those sorts of other-regarding emotions, the beneficiaries of his
actions are likely to feel that they are mere objects of the agent's supera-
bundant desives, rathey than individuals whose needs and interests mater in
their own right. Similarly, it is not obvious that a self-reliant moral agent will

convey an attitude of respect toward other people when he refrains from
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interfering with them; he may simply be "doing his own thing" in such a way
that thoughts about other persons canmot get a foothold in his deliberations.

In saying this, I am not denying that "doing one's own thing" may
frequently be permissible. But an agent-based morality of inner strength
suggests that it is betier to be more concerned with our own (ability to achieve
our} autonemeusly chosen goals and pursuits, than with how things are going
with others, and that, [ think, is too strong. To begin with, the expression of
varjous inherently other-regarding attitudes on the part of the agent
frequently confer added benefits to the persons the moral agent is responding
to. And even where these benefils are not obvious (e.g., in situations where
the moral agent is morve accurately described as interacting with others than
responding to their needs), the possession of those attitudes increases the
agent's moral sensifivities and is a sign of the agent's general level of "moval
sincerity."166 Mareover, such an agent is unlikely to experience the special
affect of joy" that, as Noddings points out, arises out of a sense of deep,
emotional connectedness with others. Without such other-regarding attitudes,
in other words, the moral agent may remain psychologically detached from
other people in a way that can cause tremendous moral harms: not only does
she deprive others of important sources of {moral} value, she also cuts herself
off from such values in a way that can foster a debilitating sense of anomie.
These attitudes may not be whelly incompatible with motivational seff-
sufficiency and self-rellamce, but they are certainly not entailed by those forms
of motivation, and so a morality of inner strength will give them, af best, a

kind of derivative value that obscures their actual moral significance.

1660m the notion of "moral sincerity, " see Willlams (1973: Ch. 18). Sherman (1990;
1994) and Nussbawm (1990) have also discussed the importent role of various emotional
altachments to others in moral motivation,
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Wanm agent-based ethics

"Warm" agent-based theories neatly avoid this kind of ene-sidedness,
by insisting that some degree of emotional connection to others is basic to our
conception of moral motivation, and hence fundamental to our understancing

of morality and its requirernents. They particularly emphasize the fact that the

pussession of such attitudes can ofien confer added benefits on the recipient of

moral activity, since acts are evalualed as morally better to the extent that they
more fully exhibit and express the agent's concern for and commitment ko
others' well-being. However, warm agent-based views threaten to make
moral agents so completely responsive to the siiuation of other people that
they have very little time and/ or energy to engage in their own, more
individualistic pursuits. And in the worst case scenario, they encourage moral
agents to be self-abnegating in ways that are morally objectionable: (cf. Tl
1997: Chs, 1-2).

The first sort of difficulty is illostrated most clearly by an ethic of

universal benevolence. We saw earlier (§2.6) that such a view, like utilitari-
anism, is self/ other symmetric: if an agent acts ot of a coricern for himself in
a situation where he is in no position to benefit anyone else, his act will be
evaluated just as highly as if he acts out of a concern for some ather indi-
vidual in a situation where he is in no poeition to benefit anyone else
(including himself). However, because it gives moral priovity to a concern for
human welfare overall, such a view entails that an agent's actions are morally
better to the extent that they exhibit a greater or stronger practical desire to
improve human well-being, both in terms of helping as many people as

possible, and in terms of responding as fully as ore can to each person's

concrete needs and desires, Opportunities Lo benefit others ave, of course,
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pervasive, and though the universally benevolent agent's concern for his own
well-being is treated as no less significant than his concern for the well-being
of any other individual, the mere fact that there are so many other people

means that his legitimate self-concern will seldom be exhibited and exprassad

in his acts, or at least, in those acts that are assessed by the theory as especially

maorally fine, In other words, since the moral value of self-concern is derived
from (or treated as an instance of) the more overarching value of concern for
the general welfare, attention to one's own needs and interests will inevitably
play a minimal role in the universally benevolent agent's deliberations. As a
result of this feature, an agent-based morality of universal benevolence is
committed to an extremely demanding conception of moral agency, anc has
difficulty explaining our conviction that, at least in ordinary circnmstances,
there must surely be limits on what morality can require any individual agent
to do.

An agent-based ethic of care can also be said to be demanding in this
way: though the emphasis on caring deeply for specific others suggests that
an agent's legitimate self-concern is somewhat less likely to be lost among her
concerns for vast numbers of other people, there are still no (deontological)
restrictions on what she can be required to do for others. And as we have
seen, an ethic of care encourages agents to care for as many people as they
(effectively) can, and to accept a great deal of responsibility for promoting the
caring capacities of others.1%” But an ethic of care is especially prone to the

second kind of difficulty mentioned above - the problem of self~

gt o LT " r . 3 - r
1671 jrbhan-Walker has suggosted that "the fact of human comectedness That makes
for endlass vistas of responsibitity (bolly wille respect to any person and with respect Lo all)

(1989: 130), accounts for the strain that is often heard in the voices of Gilligan's female
respondents.




abnegation. 168 This results from its emphasis on what Noddings's calls
"motivational displacement." To be motivated in this way is to care about
others so deeply that fulfilling their needs and interests takes top priority in
one's life and in one's deliberations about what to do. Hence, an ethic that is
based on the admirability of this type of metivation implicitly treats the well-
being of the other person{s) o moral agent is (or could be) responding to a5 in
some sense more moralty important than the well-being of the agent horself
(Houston, 1987 117), and correlates with a highly extra-regarding conception
of morality, in which an agent's motives and actions are evaluated as morally
better to the extent that they exhibit more care and concern for other people,
but agents are only said to be morally justified in formulating and pursuing
their own good after the needs of others have been met. Similarly, it seems to
entail that agents are obligated to promote the good of others, but have no
corresponding chligation o promote their own good beyond the point which
is necessary to fulfill their {more basic) obligations of caring for others. But
this produces a tension deep within the theory. On the one hand, the theory
suggests that morality has centrally to do with enhancing the quality of
individual human lives, yet an the other hand, it suggesis that morality
directs each person o pay very little attention o the quality of his or her cwn
life. And one does not have to reject the idea that interpersonal conmections
are valuable to find this a bit odd. Even if we agree that moral agents must

never make special exceptions for themselves or be predominantly concerned

168N ote that this differs [rom the problerm of "complicity in evils." That problem
reflected the concern that a caring-moral agent will support the evil projects of people with
whom she is in relationships. As we are about to see, the problem of self-abnegation stems
from the likelihood [hal a caring agent {as charactedized by Noddings) will always pul the
establishment and maintenance of ongoing person relationships ahead of more
individualistic pursuils,
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with promoting their own good, why should agents be forced to treatl their
own good as in some sense less morally significant than the good of all
others? It is in this way that warm virtue-ethics are most obviously “one-
sided,” implying that other people should take on a kind of moral import
within an agent’s deliberation that the agent himself presumably lacks.
Care-ethicists are not unaware of this difficulty. In attempting to
overcome it, Noddings has emphasized that her ethic does place limits on
what anyone can be morally required to do for others: people are "excused”
from caring whenever they recognize that being motivationally displaced
poses a danger to their physical or ethical self. But she also says that people

form their ethical identities by being other-divected (1984: 14; 49-51; 99}, and

s0 it is reasonable to aslk, as many feminists have done, whether a caring agent
will in fact be able to recognize threats to her own well-being (Houston (1987);

Shogun (1988); Card (1935)). Noddings also points out that her ethic is meant

to be universal: everyone ought to act as "ones-caring," so a caring agend
should receive as much support trom others as ghe is willing to provide to
them. Still, nothing in Noddings's ethic guarantees that this will occur: it is
perfectly possible that a moral agent will find herself involved only in
relationships where she is the one caring and others are confent to be cared
for. Similarly, Noddings emphasizes that the best relationships are "doubly
caring,” that is, that they are ones in which it is very difficult (and perhayps
makes no sense to even try) to delermine which persor is acting as the "one-
caring" and which person is the one who is being "cared-for” (1984: 69{f}. H is
in these relationships that caring is most likely to be accompanied by the
special affect she calls joy, and in which the ideal of caring is most fully

achieved. But here again, there is no guaraniee that every moral agent will
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find herself in such joyful relations, and as we have seen, Noddings does not
allow moral agents to withdraw from relationships simply because they are
mot joyful.

Michael Slote has attem pled to avoid the one-sidedness of warm,
agent-based view in a slightly different way, by advocating an ideal of
"balanced caring” (1995 §5; 1997). This differs from a morality of omiversal
benevolence, because rather than attempting to derive concern for self and
concern for other(s) from a more undifferentiated concern for the general
welfare, Slote treats them as two distinct modes of the most overarching
motivational ideal, And it also differs from the ideal of caring, because rether
than treating concern for strangers and distant others as a sorewhat less ideal
form, or highly situation-specific expression, of the very admirable kind of
caring that is typically exhibited toward those who are relatively near and
dear, it divides the class of others into (roughly} two groups: those with
whom the moral agent is in fairly concrete relationships (friends, family,
colleagues, etc.); and strangers and distant others with whom he is not. The
motivational ideal, in Slote's view, amounts to a three-way balance befween
care for aneself, care for the class of people who are near and dear, and care
for the class of distant others, where the latter two groups are portrayed as
factoring into the agent's motivations in sensu composilo rather than in sensu
diviso.1%? This means that the clalns of those persons with whom one is
engaged in ongoing relationships will be far less likely to be outweighed by
the sheer numbers of distant others, although there may still be situations in
which the extreme neediness and vulnerability of strangers and distant others

(when taken as a group) will counterbalance the interests of the agent’s

169.0¢ discussion of this distinction, see Slote (1992: 229-30),
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colleagues, friends and loved-ones (also taken as a group). And similarly, it
means that the agent's concern for his own well-being or desire to engage n
more individualistic pursuits will be somewhat Jess likely to be outweighed
by the sheer numbers of both near and distant others, though the fact that ho
must balance his own concerns against two groups of other people means that
any self-regarding concerns will need Lo be fairly weighty in order to tip the

scales in the agent's favor. 170 Tn this way, Slote hopes to acknowledge whatis

admirable about a caring motivational state, without suggesting that moral
agents shoulld be completely alienated from their own interests or welfare
when they are engaged in moral deliberation. 171

Slote's ethic seems significantly less likely to result in the kind of self-
abnegation that plagues other care-based views, and it also has the advantage
of avoiding the objectionable “detactiment” of the self-sufficient agent without
implying that agents should devoie all of their motivational energies to care
and concern for others. As a result, it seems somewhat better able to
acknowledge the significance of both separateness and connechedness in
moral life. The balanced-carer, one might say, is "neither a parasite nor a
pushover."172 Yet however appropriate a degree of self-concern may be, it
does not seern quite as admirable as a sense of self-reliance/self-sufficlency,
and insofar as the former attitude stems from a recognition of hurman

neediness and vulnerability, a “balanced care-ethic” still seems to give a

certain primacy to the connectedness aspect of our natures, Moreover, because

17080p 5 more detailed account of how this balancing process occurs than T can offer
_ : &7
here, see Slote (1992 Ch.6; of. forthcoming).

BT, . e . . ) - : s s

171Note that Gilligan may have been the first fo suggest thal "balanced caring" 15 a
moral ideal (1982: esp. ch. 6}.

" o 1 . 1 * il
1726)0te himself does frequently sey this, af least in conversation.
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it suggests that moral situations are typicelly ones in which agents must strike
an appropriate balance between doing things for the other persems they are
connected to in various ways, or doing things for themselves, it also tends to
obscure or push to the background what is perhaps the most distinctive
element of the "care-orientation” Gilligar identified - namely, the way in

which relationships themselves were morally valued,

3.6  From sutonomy ve, cacing to shaving

In somme ways, Noddings's more relational ethic may be better able to
capture this idea. Her claim that the morally best human relationships are
doubly caring is meant to suggest that in the best case scenario, to act morally
is to engage with others on the basis of & mutually held commitment to caring
for the other. And when Noddings describes the object of a caring agent's joy
as linked to both oneself and the person(s) one 1s caring for, yet as being
focused somewhere beyond both, I believe she is pointing to the distinctive
value of a "sense of harmony™ with others that arises when agents engage in
genuinely shared activity.!” However, because Noddings restricts the
domain of mutually held commitments that constitute morally good
interactions to the commitment to caring, mutual engagement and mutial
responsiveness are treated as a kind of epiphenomena to moral activity, rather
than as being morally significant in thelr own right. My own view is that
these are in fact crucial moral-motivational capacities. Hence, [ want to
suggest that sharing, (rather than caring} is a more appropriate candidate for

our most overarching moral ideal.

173 similar phrases have been nsed by Narey Sherman, who alse emphasizes the
moral value of sharing (1993; 1997 ch. 5 see also 1991 ch. 4).
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Interestingly, a related point has recently been made by Chiristine
Korsgaard, who acknowledges her inteliectual affinity with separatencss-
based thinkers like Rawls, Nozick and Kant (Korsgaard 1993). Noting that
"“moral philosophers have persistently assumed that the primal scene of
morality is a scene in which someone does something fo or for someone else,”
she argues that it is in fact a scene "in whicl we do something together" (Tbid.:
24). Her idea seems to be that in the primal moral scene, concern for self and
concern for others cannot be dearly distinguished within the psyche of any
individual agent, and there is no need to "balance” the two sorts of concerns,
because they are not in essential competition with one another. As Korsgaard
puts it, the task of moral agents "is to find the reasons they can share” {Tlyici.:
25).

Korsgaard herself believes that this realization "[brings] us back to
Kant" (Ibid.: 49). And although I believe that a principle-based account of
moral agency is inadequate o capture the extremely rich moral psychology
that is involved in gemaine sharing (this will be the subject of Chapter Four), 1
do net think it is surprising that the ideal of sharing has been alluded to by
proponents of both separateness-based and connection-based views. This is
because the psychological featuves involved in sharing include both "warr®
and "cool" forms of motivation: a kind of openness and responsiveness o
others that is accompanied by & sense of superabundance or desive not 1o be
merely a parasite on other people. In order to be genuinely sharing with
another person, an agent must of course be responsive to that other’s needs.
But the agent must also bring something of him or herself to the interaction as
well - that is what makes sharing different from caring (and other more

purely altruistic activities).
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The moral psychology of sharing not only integrates motives from both

sides of the separateness/ connectedness tension, however; it also seems 1o

transcend that tension altogether. For there is something to Noddings's
suggestion that the affective joy that one experiences when engaged in shared
activity is focused somewhare “beyond” one's attitudes toward self and other;
the sharing agent is unique not so much because she lacks a baseline concern
for either herself or for others, but bacause she also possesses an additional
kind of concern for "us." It is that sense of mutualily that is most clearly
expressed through the sharing agent's acts, and I believe that it gives us a
basis from which to explain the special value that seems to attach to moral
reasons, and the special status that such reasons seem. to have by compartison
with more prudential or egoistic reasons to act. In any even, a normative
outlook based on the ideal of sharing seems to be in a much better position to
avoid the forms of one-sidedness that plagus both separateness-based and
connectedness-based moral views than any of the ideals discussed in this

chapter.




CHAPTER FOUR:
e WIELL TO SHARE

I began this dissertation by suggesting that the contemporary
Autonomy/Caring Debate has been so intractable in large part because its
participants tend to conflate two distinct tensions, both of which have
historical reots within the western philosophical tradition. The most general is
a tension in "value-orientation" or the substance and focus of moral concern,
and I argued (in Chapter Three) that we have no good reason to view either
the values of individual separateness or the values of interpersonal
connectedness as morally primary. In this chapter, L endeavor to show how
the ideal of sharing infegrafes these two sel(s) of values, providing us with a
much more unified way of thinking about morality and the ethical life.

The second tension has to do with the structure of moral
understanding and corresponding methods of moral deliberation, methods
which ethical theorists typically claim to be explicating, and an ideal version
of which they are ultimately hoping to defend. In this respect, the
Autonomy /Caring Debale roughly paratlels the dispute between defenders of
more principled or "action-focused” accounts of moral judgment (including
both deontological and consequentialist moral views), and defenders of more
virtue-ethical or "agent-focused" accounts. And here [ sided more clearly with
defenders of the ethics of care, suggesting that they are correct to insist that
individual agents need not be "acting on principle” (neither explicitly nor
implicitly) in erder to be acting morally. Even move radically, [ argued that it
is in fact possible to defend an entirely "ageni-bagsed" account of morality and
the ethical life, and that the ethics of care become significantly more plausible

when undesstood in agent-based terms, Accordingly, argued thal we {(can)
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understand the moral status of actions as being entirely derivative from the
intrinsic, or independently grounded admirability of the motives and
character traits that are exhibited or made manifest by the agents who
perform those actions, and that moral deliberation can best be understood as
an exercise in what has been called "reflexive self-monitoring” or

"responsibility reasoning” - that is, of cheesing to act in ways that reflect

one's (most) admirable motivations, or at the very least, refraining from acting

in ways that are prompted by one's (most) deplorable motivations.

Of course, this way of thinking aboui morelity and moral agency
presupposes some conception of what types of motivations are in fact best
(i.e., of what motivational states count as genuine moral virtues), and so any

agent~based ethic that hopes to have normative irport will have to say

something about the character of the moral-motivational ideals we should
strive for and against which more imited or imperfect (complexes of}
motivations and character traits are o be assessed. Defending a particular
motivational ideal is a specific way of answering the question aboul the
appropriate substance or focus of moral concern, and this means that even if
care-ethicists are correct (as [ believe they are) to insist that the righiness of
any action depends crucially on the value of its motive, they may still be
wrong to insist that "connection-based" motives fike care and responsiveness
have, or should be granted, general primacy over all other sorts of
motivations, not the least of which include the forms of self-sufficiency and
self-reliance that are typically emphasized within mare "sepavateness-based"
views. And in fact, [ have argued that care-ethicists are wrong about this, for
"warm" agent-based ethics (including an ethic based on an ideal of universal

benevolence and an ethic based on the more partial ideal of caring) are
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objectionably one-sided in the direction of the other people to whom the
caring agent is morally connected, and idealize forms of moral agency that
can be excessively demanding or even self-abnegating, I also argued that
"cool" agent-based ethics of the sort that might take their inspiration from
Plato, the Stoics and Nietzache are objectionably one-sided in the other
direction, and idealize the character of agents who are in fact "defached” from
other people in ways that can cause significant moral harms. It may seem,
therefore, that adopting an agent-based approach to moral theory brings us no
closer to resolving the more substantive tension in value-orientation, and
hence that defending this structure of moral understanding has relatively
little practical bite.

If the argument of the present chapter is correct, however, then that
conclusion is perhaps a bit foo hasty. For in the process of demonstrating that
the ideal of sharing unifies - and in a certain sense, even transcends - the
separateness/ connectedness tension that is deeply embedded within both

ordinary and philosophical moral theuglt, I shall also be suggesting thatit is

best understood in agent-based terms. More specifically, T shall contenc that
the practical desive or "Will to Share" both things and experiences with other
people is a basic moral attitnde that lies at the core of an unmistakably human
form of moral agency, and that the infrinsic admirability of such a Will can be
used as a basis from which to explain and fustify the other types of moral
judgments that we make. It turns oul, in other words, that the best way of
overcoming the fension in value-orientation may be to think about morality in
agent-based terms.

The complete argument for this claim will extend into Chapler Five,

where I explore the implications of an agent-based ethic of sharing in the
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individual moral realin. This chapter lays the foundation for that further

inquiry by identifying the central features of a Will to Share, suggesting thai it

is deeply rooted in human sociability and so is psychologically possible for us
to callivate and act from, and defending the claim that such a Will is

intrinsicalty admirable.

41  Two modes of shared activity
Tn order to understand what is morally good about sharing and shared
y8 &
activity, it will be useful to distinguish between two main aspecls or modes.

The first and perhaps most obvious is the "distributive mode" which can be

used lo characterize children sharing toys, roommates sharing an apartment,

or parvents sharing responsibility for raising a child. But there is a second, and
in my view much more distinctive "experiential mode" which is charecterized
by various forms of mutaality. Here thers is no conmotation of dividing things
up, but rather of doing things together, or of going on what Nancy Sherman
has aptly described as a "shared voyage" (1993; 1997: ch. 5. I believe itis this
mode that distinguishes genuine or full-blown sharing, of the sort that is
morally good and preper, from the "mere” or accidental distributior: of things,
and I shall ultimately argue that the experiential mode is what accounts for
the intrinsic admirability of the Will to Share and explains the special value
we typically attach to moral activity. But before we can see why, we need o
get clearer about what each mode of sharing involves.

Disteibuwlive sharing

Even the very short list of examples just mentioned indicates that the
"objects" of distributive sharing can be quite diverse. Sometimes the object is a

divisible good, such as a toybox full of bullding blocks or an apartment with

e amme .
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several similarly sized rooms, that people can simply divide up into separate
portions for each to enjoy or make use of on his or ber own, Othey times, itis a
non-divisible good, such as the only swing on a playground, or the coziest
armchair in an apartment; in these circumstances, people engage in distribuo-
tive sharing by taking turns. The "object” of distributive sharing can alsc be an
activity, like reading a bed-time story, and people can and often do engage in
distributive sharing with respect to relatively undesirable objects of this sort,
such as when roomamates take turns performing menial household chores, oy
parents take turns changing diapers or getting vp early 1o see the kids off 1o
school. But it is also important to notice that many objects of sharing are not
like any of these cases.

When parents share responsibiiity for ralsing a child, for example, the
responsibility seems fo be something that each parent has in full and all the
time regardless of what the other parent thinks cr feels or does. Though they
may of course take turms performing specific acts on behalf of the child, one at
least hopes that they each take responsibility for parenting in a way that is
independent of considerations about whese turn it is 1o read a bedtime story,
attend an after school sporting event or planoe recital, or what have you. And
they may also share thelr parenting responsibilities without engaging in any
explicit turn-taking or dividing up of specific tasks. Indeed, it seems that
parenls who share their respensibilities most fully are not primarity
concerned with how those responsibilities are distributed between themm. Puk
another way, sharing parental responsibility seems to have less to do with
dividing things up than with coordinating one’s activity with another person.

In using this example, I do not mesn to suggest that it is impossible to

be a good parent without sharing one's responsibility with someone else, nor
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do I mean to suggest that parents must continue to be romantically involved
with one another in order to share responsibility for their children. As
Sherman has pointed out, a divorced couple may engage in activity that is
"highly orchestrated as part of an overall plan to promote their daughter's
welfare," and this may include "joint deliberation in the planning and
reliability in its exercise; a devotion to a common cause and shared values in
its realization” (1993: 281). Sherman also points out that if the pavents po
longer have any warm feelings for one anether, certain values that typically
characterize shared activity will be lost. Ishall retnrn to this further claim ina
moment. For now, my point is simply that parents who can be described as
Eg;errmjmeﬂy sharing theixr I"@E‘ép(}inSﬂi)]‘ll.ﬁi.tﬁ@ﬁ with ore ancther will (need to)
things.

The case of parental responsibility is particularly fnstructive in this
regard becatise it also makes clear that even distributive sharing freq uently
involves something more than simply having interests and concerns in
common. It is unfortunately ail too obvious that merely having a child in
common with someone else is not encugh o ensure that one will share

responsibility for raising that child. 174 And it seems that even having common

17476 he sure, we oflen say that a "dead-beal dad" shares responsibifily for his
children wven though he refuses to lake it, and more penerally, we attribute moral and Jeg pal
responsibility for a child’s upbringing on the basis of biclogical parenthood. When we use the

fetm ‘shaxing' in this way, we do seem to be mercly pointing out that people have something
interesting or imporlant in common (e.g., 'being a biological parent of Chris'). Nothing fn m y
account of shared activity is meant Lo dc‘ ny such usage or requires that we rejoct i, bul my
focus here is on the somewhat narrower sense of the lerm 'sharing’ thal connotes active

agency. Thal is, T am inlerested in what an agenl is consciously or ul neonscionsly doing
(thinking, fecling or aiming, at) when she or he is sharing with somcone else. Hence, Lo share
parental responsibility (or any other aclivity) it the sense [am interested fn here requires that
one be actively involved in a child's apbringing and engage in that activity with someore
clse
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interests in the child's welfare, common goals for the child's upbringing, or
comman beliefs about how best to ensure the child's good may not be encugh.
For example, a divorced parent or jilted lover who is extremely vindictive or
resentful toward the other parent may do everything possible to prevent that
parent from being involved in the child's upbringing, despite the fact that
they share strikingly similar parental goals, It might be thought that the
vindictive parent lacks at least ore crucial belief that the other may very well
have - the belief that the other parent has a right to be involved in the child's
life, for example, or that the child will be better off if both pavents are
involved in his or her upbringing. But even thia is not necessarily the case. An
ex-husband may very well recognize that his ex-wife is a capable mother who
has a legitimate interest in spending Hime with her kids, but nonetheless
prevent her from seeing them as a way of punishing her for whatever it was
that led to their divorce, Alternatively, & woman might fail to even tell an ex-
lover that he does have a child, simply because she can't bear the thought of
having to coordinate parenting with him, while still being aware that his

participation might benefit the child in various ways, and/cr knowing that he

would want to be involved in the child's upbringing.!”® In short, while a
common interest in protecting and nurturing a child may be a necessary
condition of their shared parenting, it alone does not seem sufficient. The
parents muaet also af least be willing to cocrdinate their activities if they are
going to share their responsibilities in any mearningful sense, and while this

does not require that they be in love, it does require that they take up certain

nractical attitudes toward one another as well as toward the child who is the

i . ‘ v \ )
17503 course, the father in this Jatter case would Jack the knowledge that he has a
&.i
child. But even if he did know about his child's existence, the mother might still fail 1o share
parenting responsibilities with him,
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more central object of, or basis for, their mutual concern. Bach of thent must
have some interest in parenting with the other person.

Similarly, when colleagues share the success or fatlure of their firm's
most recent business venture, or when teammates share the glory of winniing
or the agony of defeal, our judgment that they are engaged in shared activity
seems to have somewhat less to do with the ways in which they distribule or
divide things up than with the fact that they can be meaningfully described as

doing something, together. This notion of 'doing things together' is rather

difficult to specify with precision,'”¢ ai least in part because it seems to be a
phenomenon that admils of degrees. For example, a group of colleagues who
can all be reliably counted on to perform thelr specific tasks and who are ail
careful to ensure that their own contributions fit 'W]i.f:'hu;m the overall business
plan, but among whoin only ene or two have any interest or involvement {n
structuring that plan, seems to share the firm's success or failure fo a much
lesser degree than a similar group of cofleagues who also engage in joint
strategy sessions and work out the business plan together. Similarly, most of
as recognize the difference betwean a sports leam made up of "showboaters'
all seeking to be the highest scorer or MVP, and one made up of players who
not only admire each others' mlents, but also share a common love for the
game and genuinely enjoy the activity of playing together regardless of
whether they win or lose. Margaret Gilbert (following a suggestion by Charles
Taylor) has also pointed out that a fairly radical change seems to occur when
two strangers walking side by side in a desert begin to communicate with one

another: although the fact that it is very hot is surely common knowledge

176 0r some recent discussions see, in addition to Sherman (1991: ch. 4; 1993; 1997
ch, 5y, Bratmen (1992; 1993), Gilbert (1994; 1989}, May (1992), Nagel (1979), and Tuomele
(1988). And see my own text beginning on p. 169, below.
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before they speak, when one says “it's hot” and the other replies “you bet,” E
that fact becomes something “entre nous” in & way that was not clearly E
;
evident before (1994: 12). And despite their mutuel interest in their daughter's ;
welfare and concern for their daughtex's good, the divorced parents in ]
Sherman's example are unlikely, as she peints out, to "interact with the
spontaneity and enthusiasmn of sharing in each other's thoughts and feelings"
(1993: 281), and so seem to be doing things together to a lesser degree than
couple whe continues o enjoy sharing their lives and experiences with one
another (perhaps including, but certainly not limited to, the experience of !

helping their children grow}. The difference, in the cases that invelve a higher

degree of sharing, seems largely independent of the fact that they possess

e

comrnon interests or are seeking jointly-held goals, and involves a unique
kind of mental and /or emotional ﬁ‘n,ﬂte‘n"dep@:ndemcﬁW Hence, these Idnds of }
examples point to the second, and fe my view much more distinctive,
"experiential mode" of shared activily.

Experiential sharing,

In order to genuinely share their responaibility, success or failure, plory

or agony with one another, parents, colleagues and teammates must be

about whether the others are willing and able to fulfill specific tasks. And in

order to be at all successful in their shared endeavors, they must also be

1775 hepman takes tiis to show that "t is not just formal features thet are decisive” in
determimations of when (or whether) sharing, has cccurved (1993: 287). And this kind of point
ig also emphasized by Gilbert (1994; of. 1989), who characterizes 'doing things together' as the
mosk highly "social” form of humen aclivity, arguing that sociality is a "philosophicatly
significant calegory" that, while oft overlocked, is indispensable for an understanding of the
human condition (and cannol be further reduced).
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mutually responsive: each must coordinate his or her own activities in ways

that "mesh" with the activities of the others, and each must be ready to make
necessary adjustments and fill in as needed if, for some reason, the others fafl
down on the job or are unable to fulfill theic particular role. This “meshing”

process does not require that all of the participants have exactly the same

goals or intentions.}”® But it does seem to require that each of the participants

wants or intends for the whole group to perform the shared activity in & way
that will not thwart any of the participants” more individualistic “sub-plans”
(Bratrman 1992: 332; of. 1993). And as we will see in §4.2, it is this kind of
practical desire to do things together that distinguishes full-blown sharing
from the “mere" or accidental distribution of things.

We are now in a somewhat betfer position to see why “doing things
together” is a phenomenon that admits of degrees. For it seems that fairly
minimal kinds of mutual engagement will frequently take place for the sake
of more personal goals, such as when colleagues develop a business plan
together so that each of thew can carve out a desirable niche for themselves
within the firm. A somewhat richer or more substantial form of mutual
engagement occurs for the sake of a jeintly-held goal, such as winning a
tournament. But, and this is especially important, the ends of mutual
engagement can also be internal to the shared activity itself, as when friends
simply enjoy "hanging out" together, or when tearomates play together even
after the tournament has been won {(or losty simply for the fun of the game.
This is characteristic of the most highly mutaal or shared forms of human

activily, and in these situations, "inderaction that shows matual interest and

17850 an attempt ko make this "meshing” process explicit soe Brabman (1992; 1993),
P BANG s
but note that his account is limited bo what he calls "shaved cooperative activity” - activily

thal. is instrumentally valuabile and engaged in for the sake of some further, jointly held goal.
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responsiveness is valued sim ply for its own sake" (Bherman 1993: 279; see also
Adams 1988). |

Sherman points out that children seem to value this sort of mutual
engagement from a very early age, seeking playmates who are not only fair,
sympathetic, and willing to play by the rales, but with whom they can "invent
2 shared world" (1993: 280).179 And experiential sharing chavacterizes the best
sort of adult interaction oo, as is the case with good conversation:

In the ideal and perhaps inspived case, there is the thrill of being
in conversation with another, of seeing the other's point, of ber
seeing yours, of hitting on salience fogether, of acknowledging

that the discovery is not proprietary to me or you but to us, of
realizing that even if it is proprietary to one but not the other,
the real pleasure is in sharing, in making it public to the other
who acknowledges a comparable pleasure in ils apprehension,
and then, of going somewhere with it, together (Ibid.: 279).

Put more generally, the experiential mode is perhaps most clearly exemplified
in situations where two (or mere) people can be described, if only
momentarily, as sharing a point of view. In such situations, the object of
sharing is something that neither person would or conld have if each
possessed only a portion of i, or even if each embraced a very similar point of
view without being aware that the other emubraced it as well. This is because a

shared point of view is inherently mutual: part of what makes it the point of

view that it is stems from its being the case that each person recognizes and
cares about the fact that the other has beliefs and attitudes that are strikingly

similar to his or her owr, and that each person appreciates the other's

179N ote that the sarme kind of point was made by Jean Piaget, who observed in the
19305 that the back and forth social vhythm of taking tucns on e swing often seems o bye: just
4s enjoyable for young children as the back and forth physical thythm of actually bedng on
the swing,.
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appreciation of this similarity. 18 This typically gives the peint of view a
special kind of significance or value for each of the persons who share it that
would otherwise be lacking; indeed, it is this fact that makes sharing a point
of view something quite different from simply baving the same point of view
in common with someone else. And notice that this value is highly distinctive:
it is a value that no person can achieve or experience for herself without the
active participation of others, and that no persen can provide to or bestow on
other people simply out of a desire to benefit them (Adams 1988: §IV). It
seems appropriate to characlerize this mode of sharing as "experiential,”
therefore, because what is shared in the purest case is a unigue kind of
experience - not just of tracking and being responsive to another person for
the sake of some further end, but of "being in tune” with another's feelings
and thoughts.

Talk of 'sharing experiences’ and being in tune' often has associations
of intimacy, 87 so it might be thought that experiential sharing can only occur
between people in relatively close and ongoing personal relationships. But
"the mutual tracking that goes on in good conversation doesn't presuppose the
bonds of enduring friendship or previcus affiliation" (Sherman 1993: 280),
and a sense of being in fune can occur in a brief moment and often quite by
SUrprise;

There are shared voyages we take simply by being drawn info
casual conversation with others, by playing with another
through verbal vepartee, by singing together the same tune, by

W0rarations of this mutuel appreciation may go on indefinilely (each party may
appreciate thal each appreciates the other's appreciation, elc, eic.), depending on how
deeply the point of view is shared.

Wlgae, for example, Thomas Nagel's famous discussion of the role that geultiply
iterated levels of mutual awarcness plays in sexual atbraction (1979},
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knowing that others endorse brand x over brand y, by putiing
weight on the same point and acknowledging it through a
shared glance or head nod, by concurring about some matter of
taste or fact, and acknowledging the consensus (Ibid.: 282},

Here too, “the value of affiliation is conspicuous apart from the specific ends it
promotes” ([bid.: 280). And as these kinds of examples make clear,
experiential sharing is a pervasive and commonplace event in most of our

lives. 182

42  The primacy of the experiential mode

The fact that the experiential mode is such & commonplace may help to
explain why the moral significance of sharing has not been fully appreciated.
For if we focus too exclusively on the disteibutive mode, it may seem as
though the moral goodress of sharing can be explained in terms of each
agent's commitment to move familiar ideals of justice, or by the fact that their
actions conform to principles of "fairness" or "equality" with respect to the
distribution of things. And if this line of thinking were correct, then the ideal
of sharing would neither be particularly distinctive, nor the most ethically
basic or overarching ideal we seem to rely on or to be able to articulale. But
we have seen that the mutuality that characterizes experiential sharing is
highly distinctive, and [ believe that this mode grounds the moral goodness of
distributive sharing as well. Indeed, the experiential mode is crucial for
determining when {(or whether) genmine sharing has occurred (thatis why 1
characterized the disteibutive and experiential as two modes of shared

activity, rather than as two discrete types),

1827 he jmportance of “betng i tune” Lo personality developmerd has been
_ P 5 P ¥
emphasized by child psychologists. See especially Greenspan (1989) and Stern (1985).
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We can begin to see why if we consider the difference between what
child psychologists call "parallel play," aud the meore interactive forms of play
to which (following Sherman) [ earlier referred. As an example of paralle
play, imagine two childven whe have each teken their favorite vehicle cut of a
toybox: one is happily driving a fire-truck around the room, while another is
happily driving a sports-car. There is no animosity or envy between them
(assume each is perfactly content with his own vehicle and has plenty of room
to entertain himself), but neither do they lake any particular interest in cne
ancther; they are simply off in thelr separate fantasy worlds, playing side by
side.

Many people would be reluctant to describe these two children as
genuinely sharing the toys: it is not clear at this point that either child is even
aware (let alone cares) that the other child is enjoying himself, and there is no
obvious sense in which the children can be described as even dividing things
up (let alone as doing something together). Each child is simply "doing his
own thing," and while it just so happens that there were enough suitable toys
to go around in this case, there might have been quite a fight if there was only
one toy in the toybox, or if both had desired te play with the same vehicle. It
ie this type of situation that I have in mind when [ speak of the "mere"
distribution of things, and | submit that owr yeluctance to describe these
children as sharing !5 shows that the fact that an object has been distributed
in a parbicular way is not enough to explain what is involved in genuine or

full-blown sharing. In order for people lo be truly sharing with one another,

1841 we do describe the paralle] playems as sharing the loys, it is only in the more
passive semse in which we say that inamimale objecls share o property (being a liguid, being
blue), and has very lttle to do with what the children are in fact doing or the aims and
structure of their agency (of. footnole 174, above).
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something distinctive must be going on in each of their minds - something

that the parallel players appear to lack.

What is this something? Following, Michael Bratman (1992), T want to

suggest that some minimal level of mutuality (of the sort that cheracterizes the

experiential mode) must be present in ovder for full-blown sharing to
occur. 18 Even when people are engaged in what he calls “shared cooperative
activity” - activity in which participants divide up tasks in order to achieve a
further goal — “each person’s intention must favor the other’s participation as
an intentional agent” (bid.: 333) and each must “treat the relevant intents of
the other as end-providing for [him or] herself” (Ibid.: 335). As a result, each
person feels obliged to consider the efficacy of the others” activities as well as
of his or her own (Ibid.: 333), and each is committed to finding some way of
doing the activity {or distributing the tasks) that satisfies the other people’s
ends as well as his or her own. That feature accounts for the unique kind of
mental and/or emotional interdependence noted sbove, and enables us to
determine when people are genuinely doing things together.

Bratman points out that the mutvality reguirement explains why a
kidnapper and his victim cannot share the activity of going to New York
together, For even if the victim is largely cooperative, this is surely because he
views the trip as the best means fo secure his personal survival, and not
because he wants to see the kidnapper’s intentions satisfied. Indeed, the
victim is likely to thwart those intents at the first (reasonably safe)
opportunity] Similarly, opposing soldiers on a batfiefield cannot really be

sharing, despite the fact that they may be highly attuned to one another’s

184 Bratman notes that his account is “broadly individnalistic,” in the sense that it
fries to understond shared activity in terms of the attitudes and actions of The individuals
irvolved. For a less individualistic account, see Gilbert (1994).
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activity and responsive to one another’s moves. Because each soldier intends
to hurt or kill his adversary, neither can seriously treat the other’s intent as
end-providing for himself.

[n this way, the mutuality requirement enables us to distinguish
genuinely shared activity from activity marked by compelition and coercion.
Although agents engaged in the latter may be highly attuned and responsive
to one another’s moves, their engagement will be “egoistic” in the sense that
each agent participates for the seke of his or her own good. And itis
important to notice that truty rafual engagement differs from reciprocal
altruism as well. Reciprocal altruists will each be engaged with the other for
the sake of that other person’s good. But the engagement that characterizes
genuine sharing is mutual in the sense that none of the agents participates
solely for the sake of the other(s), and none participates solely for the seke of
him or herself, Rather, both participants “give and fake in a way that not only
contributes to the satisfaction of their individual needs, but also affirms the

larger relational unit they compose” (Held 1995 60).

4.3  The significance of the Will

Earlier [ pointed out that the object of experiential sharing is something
that no person can attain without the active participation of others (p. 176),
and in general I have treated sharing as an aclivily engaged in by two or mare
persons. But terms like “mutuality” and “mutual engagement” have a
mobtivational sense as well as en achieventent sense, and there are reasons to
think that only the former is appropriately used as a criterion for determining,
whether an act of genuine sharing has occurred. Demanding that an
intrinsically valuable sense of “being in tune” must actually be experienced

would be far too restrictive, since we have seen that people can and do engage
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in (more) distributive forms of sharing for instrurental reasons ~ thal is, for
the sake of a further goal. But we have also seen that such agents must al leasi
because it is this latter feature that distinguishes genuine sharing from the
“mere” or accidental distribution of things. Unless we appeal to the agents’
mativations, for example, it is difficait to explain our sense that some parents
truly share responsibility for child-rearing, whereas other simply divide up
their parental tasks. At a minimum, people who engage in (more) distributive
forms of sharing must desire to find some way of doing the activity that
fulfills other people’s sub-plans as well as their own.

achievement of mutual experience) is the distinguishing feature of shared
activity stems from the fact that there are alf soris of cases in which it makes
sense to describe one person as shering with (or performing an act of sharing
toward) another even though that other person is completely unresponsive in
return, Suppose, for example, that one of our parallel players offers the other
a turn with his toy, and the second child simply takes it and runs off to the
other end of the room. In that kind of case, there is ne mutual tracking going
on, and yet it may still seem appropriate to say that the first child shared his
toy with the second. But here again, it must be evidence of the (irst child’s
desire to play cars with the other that explains our inclination to say he was
sharing (rather than giving his toys away}. If he was motivated by a desire to
make the second child hapry, it wounld be more appropriate to characlerize
the fivst child’s act as aliruistic, and he would presumably be perfectly
satisfied when the other child trotted away. Bulif he was motivated by

sharing, he will presumably show signs of frustration and hurt.
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The desire for mutuality need not be an agent's only reason for
engaging in shared activity; more exchusively self-regarding or other
regarding motives may alse be at work. But the mark of the sharing agent is

his or her gverarching desire for mutuality. Appeal to this kind of overarching,

desire enables us fo explain, for example, how friends can share the activity of
playing a compefitive game, despite the fact that nminch of their engagement is
superficially like that of opposing soldiers on a batflefield. Insofar as eacl:
friend intends to be the winner, neither can treat the other’s intent as fully
end-providing for herself. But friendly competition can be distinguished from
warfare, once we recognize that the most overarching intent of agents
involved in the latter is to play a game fogether regardless of who wins or
loses (cf. Bratman 1992: 340). Of course, each agent will still act in ways she
believes will enable her to win. But an overarching commitment to playing
the game helps to explain why friendly competitors are willing to abide by
rules even when losing, and indsed, the lack of any such commitment secms
ko be a characteristic feature of the “sore loser™ or the “poor sport.”
Meanwhile, no such everarching commmitment is likely to be found in the case
of opposing soldiers, whose most overarching intent is presumably to be the
sole survivor or victor when the conflict ends.

Appeal to an overarching desire for mutuality also enables us to
distinguish cases of genuine sharing from cases of pure altruism. John Rawls
has convincingly argued that a group of pure altruists would not be
concerned with questions of justice, since in order for such questions fo arise
“at least one persan must want lo do something other than whatever everyone
else warts to do” (1972: 189). Because pure altruists want only to fulfill other

people’s interests, they will never have the requisite wants. But sharing agents
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will be concerned with such questions, because their desire to fulfill other
people’s interests does not immediately override or outweigh their desive to
fulfill their own. More importantly, their overarching desire for mutuality
means that they will also want to bring their own interests “in tune” with the
interests of others,

Because of the imporlance of motivational features, I shall henceforth
contend that the practical desire or “Will to Share” both things and
experiences with other people is the distinguishing mark of genuine sharing.
The Will to Share is characterized, first and foremost, by an overarching
desire for mutuality, and because of this desire, concern for self and corcern
for others are “filtered through” one another such that the agent is moved to
actin ways that express and fulfill both types of concern at the very same

time.

4.4  Sharing and matural soclability

In order to serve as an ideal of moral character, it must be
psychelogically possible for agents to cultivate and act from the Will to
Share.185 But some people might suspect that the desire for mutuality is one
that arises only for agents who happen to enjoy the experience of doing, things
together, and hence that it is not a desire we can expect all agents to possess,
However, there is every reason to suspect that experiential sharing "is a
human good roated in the sociality of our natures” (Sherman, 1997: 266}. To
acknowledge this does not require us to adopt a conception of human nature

that is fixed or value-free, but only to recognize that “finding pleasure in the

185Recall from §2.6 that demonstrating that a motivational ideal is psychologically

possible is one of two ways Lo defend it The other is to show that the ideal grounds plausible

derivative claims about the other types of judgments that we make, which will be the task of
Chapter Five.
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mutuality of shared projects is not simply a contingent end, like enjoying
carpentry or dance or music.” Rather, it is an end that stems from
"psychological facts about human beings that are persistent and that bridge

local differences of taste and talent" (Tbid.).186

The psychological facts I have in mind are already evident in early
childhoed. Consider the difference there would be in the activity of the young
playmates I described abowve if the one with the sports car "crashed in flame”
and the one with the fire-truck "came speeding to the rescue." When we
imagine this new scenario, it seems much more appropriate to describe their
activity as genuinely shared (instead of "playing cars" side by side, they are
now "playing crash and rescue” together], And the most obvious explanation
for this seems to He in the fact that each of the children has undergone some

sort of change in inner attitude; as a result of these inner changes, they are

now taking a much more active interest in one ancther. This js especially
evident in the case of the child with the fire-trucl, for while the sports-car
driver might have crashed quite by accident or without any explicit regard to
whether the other child would notice this, the fireman has not only noticed
but has alse responded to the first child's activity. Only as the rescue scene
gets played out will we be able to determine whether their engagement is in
fact pputual, but let's assume that the children continue to stage increasingly
elaborate crash and rescue scenes, perhaps even fetching more cars from the

toybox so they can make the accidents more exciting and the rescues more

186 This ind of point is probably emphasized by Aristotle more than any other
philesopher. Not only does he Famonsly claim thet "no one would choose to live without
{riends" (Nicomachean Efhics: 1155a5); he also contends that the very wisest persons, who arc
ihe maost self-sufficient among kuman botngs, may be better able [o engage in contemplation
{and hence achieve as much wisdom and self-sufficiency as creatures fike us are capable of)
with their fellows (Thid.: 1177a35).
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complex. The important question to ask at this peint is whai motivates them
to pursue this more interactive form of play (rather than returning to more
solitary activity).

How we answer this question will depend somewhat on the age of our
imagined playmates. Child-psychologists widely agree that prior to
approximately age four, most childrer are unable fo clearly differentiate
between their own mental states (beliefs, desires, emotions, needs, ete.) and
the mental states of others.1% However, children do exhibit the capacity for
empathy from a very early age: some psychologists trace this capacity to
infancy, and nearly all believe that children experience what Piaget calfed
"emotional contagion® by at least the age of two, By ‘empathy,' I mean the
ability to share another's feeling, not by putting oneself in the other's shoes
and imagining what you (or "any person”) would feel if you (or "any person')
were really in that situation, but much mere directly, by experiencing an
affective state of one's own thatis highly similar to the affective state of the
concrete other person with whom one is presently engaged.! 88 Tn its more
complex or highly developed forms, empathy may inchade the capacity for

"perspective-taking," or imagining oneself to be in the other's shoes, so that

187 i is borne out by children's responses to a scenario in which (i) "Maxi® sees his
mother store some goodics in a tin on the counter, (i) Maxi then Jeaves the room, and during
his absence, (ifi) the mother moves the goodies to & new location. When Maxi comes back in
to Iook For the goodies, only older children (four to five years of age and above) accurately
prediet that he will look in the tin (the location in which he himself saw the poodies placed).
Mistakenly assuming that Maxi bas all the information that they themselves have, S-year olds
predici he will look in the new location.

18871his defindtion is based on a discussion by Bisenberg, who is careful to distinguish
empatiy — "an affective state that stems from the apprebension of another's emotional stale
or condition and that s congruent and quite aimilar to the perceived state of the other," from
sympathy - "an emotional response sterming from another's srotiona } state.or condition,
thal is not identical Lo the other's emotion but consists of feelings of servow or concern for
another's wellare" (1989). See also Wispe (1987), who discusses the historical evelulion of the
term ‘empathy,' the usage of which is by no means consislent even today.
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one not only feels what the other is feeling but also sees the world from the
other's point of view (making it much more likely that one's empathic
responses will be directed toward the same objects that the other persorn's
affective states were originally directed toward). ¥ And by adulthood, most
of us are able to imaginatively participate in the lives and experiences of
people with whoin we are not presently, and perhaps never have been nor
ever will be engaged (including distant strangers and even fictional
characters) to a not insignificant, although lesser, degree. But children show
evidence of empathic awareness in face-to-face contexds long before they have
developed this further capacity, and long before it makes sense to describe
them as responding to another's pleasure or distress, For example, infants as
yvoung as twe days old frequently cry when they see another child crying (and
when other possible causes of their distress have been ruled out), and
similarly, they often giggle and show other signs of delight when they see
another person smile. That is, they do not seem to be happy or sad because
another person is happy or sad (or in response to the other’s psychological
state), but seem to be feeling a facsimile of the other's happiness or sadness for
themselves.

Skeptics about the ability of any persen to genuinely share another's
feelings sometimes suggest that such an ability would require & mysterious,
quasi-perceplive or gpecial intuitive faculty with which to grasp the other's
mental states. However, it has long been recognized that children mimic first,

the facial expressions, and later, the "gaze" of the people around them, and

1897 hig process does require the ability to distingmish self and other, so that one can
() recognize that the other is in a different situation than oneself and so may be having
different experiences than oneself, and (if) attempt to experience the situation from the
perspective of the other, distinguishing the (likely) responses of the other from one's own
FESPUNSES,




psychologists now hypothesize that mimicking another's smile or frowr
triggers one's own emotional centers, thereby causing one to have what will
often feel like an authentic, first-person emotional response. In other w ords,
the emotional mechanisms of the perason who is experiencing an expathic
state (lemporarily) run "off-line" and simulate the emotional states of another
(Gordon 1996; of. Goldman 19953; 1996).% It is easy to see how some such
capacity might serve an important learning function: facial mimicry (of a
parent) would enable & young child to exparience fear, for exaniple, even
without any understanding of the source of the danger, and by tracking the
parent's gaze back toward the source of the parent's (authentic) emotion, the
child might eventually come to undesstand that the source (say, a strange
dog) is a fearful or threatening one.!%! In any event, this sort of capacity does
not require any mysterious faculties beyond those emotional mechanisms we
already Janow we possess,

T addition, many of the activities of young children are difficult to
explain without the assumption of natural empathy, An important part of the

emotional maturation process involves learning to distinguish between the

1907 he truth behind the skeptic's posilion is thal acenrate empathic awareness is
very difficult to achieve among adulfs, since adults lond to repress facial expressions of
emation in most situations, snd since adult beliefs about what the other "must be" thinking or
fooling, including false beliefs that result from wishful thinking on the part of the persen
attempting to empathize, may also distort the simulation process, But there is evidence that
facial expressions do trigger emotional centers even in adulis: witness the fact thal simply
forcing one's face info a smile cart help Lo combal a bad moed even in the absence of
sonething genuinely worth smiling about. And it is noleworthy that adulis do not typically
repress facial expressions when interacting with young children.

19 ater on, children apparently loarn to use this process in the reverse in order to
figure out how they should feel in unfardliar sitwations. A child who enconnters a strangs:
ohject for the first time and has no idea how to react will typically look around for someorne
whose gaze is directed loward that same object. Fmpathic awareness of that other person's
mental statos then provides the child witlvinformation about whether to be pleased, afraid,
el
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first-person, affective responses one has foward features of the external world
(which frequently include sympathetic responses to one's empathic awareness
of others), amd the empalhic responses one consciously or unconsciously
"ealches” from other people. Precisely because they are not yet able to do this,
however, children who are empathically aware of others frequently act in
ways that betray their "egocentric confusion” over whose affective states they
are experiencing. When young chiildren see other children crying, for
example, they run to their own parents for comfort (suggesting that they
experience the other's sadness as if it were their own). And in a particulacly
charming and oft-cited sort of example, a toddler will sometinres bring his or
her own mother to contfort a friend wheo is crying, even though the friend's
mother {who is familiar to the toddler) is equally available. (In such cases, the
toddler seems to have at least some recognition that the friend is the ome who
is primarily in need of comforting, but is not yet able to fully distingutsh the
friend's "desire for Mommy" from his or her own. 192

Returning to our playroom, therefore, we can fairly confidently
conclude that unless our interactive playmates are over the age of four, it is
probably inappropriate to ascribe cleardy other-regarding states, such as
sympathy (or any authentic, first person emotion that arises in response o
one’s awareness of another person’s emiotions) to them. However, it is safe to
assume that they are empathically aware of one another, and this enables us
to make sense of the evidence thal inferactive play is indeed "more fun” for
cach the children involved. Given their capacity for empathy, it is easy to see

how the process of tracking the activity (inciuding the emotional responses) of

192561 additional evidence of empathic capacities in young children and their role in
personal and moral development, see Berdamin (1988), Blur (1994: ch. 9), Bisenberg and
Strayer (1987), Flanagan (1993: passim), Holfman (1976), and Stern (1985).
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one another gives each of them access o a much wider range of affective
experiences than either could have on his own, Presumably, it would have
been the empathic awareness of the sports car driver's surprise or delight that
motivated our fireman's intevest in the crash, and once he came to the rescuc,
the sports car driver s likely o have caught the fireman’s heightenad interest
and delight. As their play continues, this sort of process is likely to repeat
itself, so that both children experience more enjoyment by playing together
than by engaging in more solitary pursuits. Hence, it is not surprising to find
that young children seem to especially delight in the symmetry and

predictability of turn-taking (Piaget 1932; cf. Damon 1988: 32ff).

Notice toe how their empathic awareness would fead our playmates to

be mutuatly responsive even before they are able o clearly distinguish,
psychologically, between self and other, Suppose, for example, that our sporls
car driver tires with the crash and rescue scene and begins to drive away. If
the fireman is disappointed by this, the sports-car driver will presumalbly feel
(a facsimile of) this disappointment and have at least some incentive to
engage the fireman in some new way, if only to rid himself of this empathic
disappointment. Of course, he is unlikely to see himself as trying to satisly the
fireman's interest in continuing the game: from the sports car driver’s
perspective, it may simply feel as though he himself has an interest
(unwittingly "caught® from the firernan) that is being thwarted. And of
course, his other interests may simply override that interest: he may be loo
bored with the game to be seriously moved by his empathic awareness of the
other's desire o continue, In addition, even if he is moved by that empathic
awareness to try out some new form of interactive play that might reliove his

boredom while still satisfying the interests he has caught from the other child,
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he may not be very successfull at actually finding such an activity. But similar
incentives will presumably be at work on the fireman's part, and as each tries
to satisfy both his (more} authentic and his (more) vicarious inferests anc
desires, the two children may eventaally hit om some new form of inleractive
play that results in their mutual enjoyment. Of course, it is also possible that
they will nat. Children are not always moved by their empathic awareness,
and while "sharing is one of the playful situals of childhood that young
children spontaneously discover and enjoy” (Darnon 1988: 32), their initial
forays into shared activity are erratic and "nsually more bound to the needs of
the self than those of the other" (Ibid.: 33). Nonetheless, what the presence of
these empathically grounded incentives to shared activity does suggest is that
children who de engage in interactive play are motivated by a very distinctive
kind of desire - the "desire for mutuality® - that is neither exciusively self-
regarding nor exclusively other-regarding, but lies in a kind of penumbra
region somewhere in between. It is a desire be “in tune” with (an)other
person(s) {cf. Greenspan 1989; Sterny 1985).

Since | have allowed that the children involved in the crash and rescue
game need not have been capable of distinguishing their own mental states
from the mental states of others, it may no longer seem clear in what sense
they can be taking a more active interest in one another thar they did while
engaged in mere parallel play. Each of them, we might say, is still just
"olaying cars," and while part of the fun each is having turns out, in this case,
to be (vicariously) caught, their activity might still seem too egocentric or self-
oriented to count as genuine sharing. [ want to allow that this line of thought

may be appropriate insofar as the children do not yet seem capable of full-
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blown agency. However, three points are worth noting before we accept il
outright.

First, even if neither child can clearly think of himself as responding to
the activity of the other, it is still the case thai they are mutually engaged. That
is, even if both children are in a state of egocentric confusion, unable to
recognize how much of their enjoyment has been "caught" from another child
who is in fact separate from themselves, they ave still attuned to one another's
emotions and still responsive to one another's acts. %% Secondly, even if the
children are unable to think of themselves as playing with one another, they
are undeniably doing something ’a‘:@geﬂm@r:— they simply could not be playing
this kind of game, could not be having this kind of fun, without the active
participation of the other. This remains true regardless of whether they can
recognize or care about this fact. Thirdly, while it does seem inappropriate fo
describe either child as acting 'for the sake of the other' or 'on the other's
behalf (e.g., as playing crash and rescue because the other wanis to), it seems
equally inappropriate to describe either child as acting solely for his owe
sake. 294 This is not simply because their inferaction is intuitively much less
self-oriented than when they were engaged in parallel play. For even if it
miakes sense to say that each child is motivated by an overarching personal

desire to have more fun, the very fact that each finds it "more fun® to engage
e 4

1923 hohieve Nagel (1979) is making a similar point when he describes sexual
attraction as arising through a series of multiply iterated “sensings" (Romeo senses Juliet,
Julict senises Romeo's sensing of her, Ronteo senses Juliet sensing Iis sensing of her, ete,
rather than mmltiply nested plans or inlentions. Presumably, there is some point ab which
Romeo knows that part of his sexual attraction Lo Juliel stems from her sexual attractiorn Lo
him, and vice versa. But in Nagel's example, Romeo and Juliet begin tracking one another's
moves and experiencing sexual altraction long before such an explicil recognition occnrs, and
long before either of thew has any concrete intentions with respect fo the other persor.

1M R ocall my discussion of how truly mutual engagement differs from both egoism
and aliruism, p. 175, above.

186

PR




in interactive play shows each of them to be motivated in a very distinctive
way. They may not yet be able to recognize if, but when either child acls out
of the desire for mutoality he is not only motivated to secare his "own," more
authentic enjoyment but is also, at least in parl, molivated to secure the other

child's enjoyment as well,

4.5  Sharing and moral development

The foregoing suggests that the desire for mutuality is one thai all
human beings have psychological access to, And it is fairly easy to see how
the same sorts of incentives that motivate our interactive playmates to work
out a mutually enjuyable crash and rescue scene together might also motivate
them, in situations of scarcity or inherent conflict of interest (that is, in what
are typically considered the "circumstances of justice”) to work out a mutually
agreeable distribution of things. Suppose, for example, that they tire with the
crash and rescue scene and go to the toybox in search of new props, only to
discover that there is just one toy left. Asswming that each child has an
empathic awareness of the other's desire to play with the toy as well as a
desire to get the toy for himself, the presence of a more overarching desire for
matuality would give each of them an incentive to find some way of

satisfying both his (more) authentic and his (more) empathic desires at the

same time (so that they could continue playing the game together), And if this

more overarching desire was effective, the process of tracking one another's

responses as they struggled over who should get the toy might eventually
lead the two children to hit on the solution of taking turns. Bven if neither
child paid much attention to the other once the turn-taking pattern had been

established (that is, even if they did not seem to be sharing experiences in any

rich sense), it does seem appropriate to describe them as sharing in this kind
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of case, and I believe this is due to the fact that the distribution of the toy
stems from, and indeed manifests their desive for mutuality, rather than (as in
the example of parallel play presented in §4.2) the mere happenstance that
there are plenty of toys to go around.

Similarly, consider a different pair of children who are using a set of
blocks to build a castle together, and suppose that although their play has
been highly interactive for a time, their goals for the castle begin to diverge,
such that it becomes increasingly difficult for them to work out a design for
the castie that they both like. Frustration and anger might well be the result.
But if a more overarching desire for mutuality prevails, they might eventually
hit on the option of dividing up the remaining blocks so that each could create
one specific section of the castle to precisely her own specifications. Despite

the fact that the resulting activity may look lke parallet play to a more casual

observer (after all, they would end up building their own sections of the castie

side by side), it nonetheless seems appropriate, given what we know (ex
hypothesi) about the motivations behind their a.t:t?:ﬁ.vﬂ:y, o describe these two
actions also seem to reflect an underlying desire for mutuality (manifested in
their atternpis to find some way of continuing to build the castle togethey).
Notice that this kind of sharing ~ (ull blown distributive sharing - is
extremely unlikely to cccur until after children begin to develop the capacity
to distinguish between themselves and others. )% A child in a state of
egocentric confusion would presumably be able to recognize that the

(empathic) disappointment or sadness which accompanies his (anthentic)

& s . . P
195pyt another way, it reguires some sonse of individual separateness as well as an
empathic connection to the other person’s inkerests,
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pleasure when he has the only toy in the playroom is really a facsimile of the
other child's sadness at being deprived of the toy, and so would be unable to
see that the best way fo get rid of that disappointment is to share the toy with
the other. The need to overcome egocentric confusion is perhaps even more
wanifest in the example of the children building a castle together. This is
because a child who was unable to reference her empathic desires to the
activity of her playmate would not be able to represent the conflict she is
experiencing as a conflict between the interests of two separate beings. Hence,
she would not be able to see her playmate as having interests that can only be
satisfied by compromising some of her more authentic (or selfish) interests, or
to see that she herself has at least some desive to satisfy her playmate’s
interests. Indeed, the desire for mutuality in combination with egocentric
confusion would likely lead to precisely the sort of frustration that would
prompt a child to destroy the whole project: it would feel as if she was simply
unable to build a castle that measured up to all of her expectations no matker
how hard she tried. But the ability to reference her self-regarding and other-
regarding mental states in this way would transform the desire to bring one’s
(more) authentic interests “in tune” with the interests one has vicariously
“caught” from others into a desive to work out some form of activity that is
mutually agreeable (that is, into a full fledged desire for mutuality). Without
the assumption of some such desire, it would be very difficalt to explain why
a child in such circumstances would either seek, or be satisfied with, a
solution which enables her to continue building the castle together with a

playmate. If more purely self-regarding desires were overriding, she would

presumably try to force her playmate to conform to her design for the castle;

alternatively, if her more otherregarding desires were overriding, she would
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presumably just go along with her playmate's castle design. But if her more
overarching desire for mutuality prevails, a compromise solution would
presumably be highly attractive.

In appesling to such a desire, it might be objected that Tam positing
(mental) entities without necessity. But I do not claim that the desire for
mutuality requires psychological pathways or cognitive mechanisms that are
wholly distinct from those involved in other forms of desire; my point is only
that the desire for mutuality is a form of desiring that is distinct from both
(more) altraistic forms such as benevolence and sympathy, and (more}
egoistic forms such as prudence and self-gratification. Mamny philosophers and
social scientists have confended that the self-regarding/ other-regarding {or
egoism/altruism} dichotomy does not seem to exhaust the domain of possible
reasons for action, 1% or that at the very least, such a dichotomy is misleading
insofar as it suggests that the two sorts of reasons necessarily conflict.1% And
a recent study conducted by Joln Barresi, Carol Thompson and Chris Moore
(1997) offers at least some empirical confiemation that a desire for mutuality
does motivate early childhood activity - including that which exhibits the

(more) distributive mode of sharing.

196 pny sarly expression of this kindd of position can be found in Aristotle's various
discussions of friendship and civic activity; consider also Rousseau's notion of actions done
fram a "general will.* For more recent discussions, see Adarms (1988), Badhwar (1993), Blum
(1994: chs. 8, 7 and 9), Gilbert (1989), Hazlitt (1972; exp. ch. 13); Monroe (1995); Tuomela
(1988); and Sherman (1991: ch. 4; 1993; 1997 ch. 5). See also the articles collectod by Faul,
Miller and Paul (1993).

197 This claim is commen Lo British moral sense theory, and Bishop Butler may put il
best when he says that seil-love and benavolence "are not to be opposed bat only Lo be
distinguished from cach other™ (1726: Preface), adding that "their mutual coinciding, so that
we can scarce promote one without the other, js equally a proof that we were made for both"
(1726, Pirst Sermon, emphasis 1
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When children between the ages of three years and five-and-one-haif
years of age were offered a cholce between receiving one sticker for
themselves, or receiving one sticker for self and one for their interviewer,
children across al} age-brackets tended to prefer the shared reward. This
might be interpreted as a purely egoistic choice, since if the children couldn't
clearly distinguish between stickers for self and stickers for others, they might
simply have felt that more was always better. However, when given the
choice between two stickers for self, or one for self and one for the
interviewer, most of the children still preferred the shared reward, and this
indicates that a distribution of the stickers was in some sense more atiractive
or desirable.

Interestingly, when given the choice between one sticker for sedf now,
or one for self and one for the interviewer later, only the four and five year-
olds (and not three year-olds) continued o prefer the shared reward. This
indicates that four- and five year-olds {but not three year-olds) have the
capacily to distinguish between present and future-oriented mental states
(gratification now vs. gratification later), a liypothesis which was confirmed
by the finding that when given the choice between one sticker for self now,
and two stickers for self later, only the four- and five-year olds {(and not three
year-olds) preferred the latter, deferred but greater, reward., This too could be
interpreted as a more egoistic choice based on egocentric confusion: if unable
to clearly distinguish between self and other, but able to distinguish belween
past and future, the children who chose the "shared" reward might simply be
thinking that more is better (even if self-gratification is delayed). By and
large, however, the same older children wheo preferred a distribution of

stickers later to one sticker for self now also preferred a distribution of
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stickers now to two stickers for self now. Thus, a distribution of stickers sti/l
seems to be more desirable in some sense.

In reporting these finclings, Baressi et. al. originally hypothesized that
the imaginative capacity of four- and five-years olds to represent conflicts
between (their own) present-oriented and future-oriented mental states was
the same capacity involved in the capacity to distinguish between one's own
mental states and the mental states of others, and hence that at least in the
case of these older children, the preference for shared rewards indicated the
presence of an altruistic desire to benefit the interviewer - or what they called
a "sympathetic desire to share" - that was strong enough to override the
(presumed) egoistic desire for more immediate gratificati or. 198 Tn

correspandence, however, Baressi has indicated that at least some of the older

children emphasized that they were "playing stickers" with the interviewer ' ]
. . . . . i
and may have been moved by that fact (i.e., by the sense that they were doing i

something with the interviewer and a corresponding desire to keep
everybody "in the gane") as much as by more purely altraistic desires.}??
The foregoing suggests that the desire for mutualily may undergird a
great deal of what has traditionally been viewed as “other-regarding”
activity. Meanwhile, there is also some evidence to suggest that the desire for
mutnality provides children who can distinguish clearly between self and

sense of obligation to ehare,” thereby

other with their first "intrinsically mora

1981 should be noted that none of the choices lested whether the children would
complete forego a reward for self in order to achieve a purely altruistic reward (e.g., choose
twa stickers for the inlerviewer (and none for themselves) vather than one sticker for self), or
whethor they would prefer a shared reward over an even greater aggregate veward for self
(e.g., choose one for self and one for the interviewer over three stickers for self).

1990 co rrespondence wae bebween Baressi end Michael Slote, who informed
Baressi of my inferest in mutuality as the hasis for raoral psychology, and then shared his
corvespondence with me.
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engendering their "earliest concerns over distributive justice and fairness”
{Damon 1988: ch. 3; of. Blum 1994: ch. % Fisenberg and Strayer 1987; Flanagan
1993: chs. 7-8; Kochanska 1997}, That is, there are reasons to think that the
desive for mutuality really does underlie our (first person} judgments about
the morally best ways of interacting with cur fellows.

According to child-psychologist William Damon, toddlers will
occasionally offer to shave their goodies (toys, candy, etc.) as a way of enticing
other children to play with them, and they seem to view distributive sharing
as the "price of admission" to more enjoyable forms of social activity.?0 This
kind of activity, which is still closely tied to the personal desive to have "more
fun," appedars to be partly the result of natural empathy, and partly the result
of adult encowragement. ! Shortly after they discover that (experiential)
sharing is indeed "more fun," however, children begin to display an
expectation that (distributive) sharing will occur in any interpersonal context
(that is, they begin to view sharing as & novm for human interaction), and by
their fourth year of age, children also begin to engage in distributive sharing
on occasion even when they do nol necessarily see this as the best way to have
fun.

When they are asked why they engage in distributive sharing, such
children typically give "empathic" (Chris will fael sad if T don't share my
candy) and "pragmatic’ (Mary won't play with me anymore if I don't give her
a turm) rationales, as well as blatantly self-serving ones. And what Damon

finds especially striking about children's responses fo questions ahout why

2000jote that to do this effectively requires at least some facilily at perspective
taking, i order to figure cuk what other childron desire or lke.

2001t is probably not coincidental that parants frequontly tell children that they
should share because otherwise thedr siblings and playmates will "feel sad."
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they think they should share is that the urge to obey adult commands is
conspicuously absent - a finding which runs counter to the more traditional
assumplion that wmoral development proceeds via the internalization of rules
laid down by external authority figures 202 Of course, Damon's findings
might be taken as evidence that the internalization process occurs much
earlier than was previously realized, such that the parental commands no
longer figure into the child's active consciousness. Yet these same children do
make explicit reference to obeying authority in other contexts, and avthority
figures do of course tell children that they should share. Thus, if moral
understanding really were based o the commands of adult authorities, itis
certainly very difficult to understand why it is only in this context that
children fail to make exphicit reference to such commands. Moreover, when
they are asked what they would do If a parent or other authorily figure fold
thern not o share, even four-year-olds will often say they would disobey
because a parent who said such a thing would be "mean” or "wrong," and this
is certainly not the type of respense one would expect from a child whose
moral understanding was based solely on obedience to parental authority.
Hence, Damon concludes that while "parental advice and prodding certainly
help foster" children's commitment to sharing, it is their natural desire for

interaction, combined with "the give and take of peer requests, arguments,

conflicts, and acts of generosity’” that provides the most immediate spur (19688

The fact that children do ot typically appeal to parental rules means

that “the day-to-day construction of fairness standards in social life muast be

A2 4 similar study by Fisenberg (1987), not one of the childeen interviewed
referred to authoritalive dictates, And see Flanagan's critique of Piagel's and Kohlberg's
(rule-based) accounts of moral developmaent (1993: ch. 7-8).
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done by children in collaboration with one anothes" (Ibid.: mv emphasis).

And Damon finds that when members of a play-group are confronted with a
distributive conflict, younger ox weaker children are much more likely to
appeal to standards of benevolence or distribution according to need, whereas
older or stronger children ave more likely to appeal to considerations of merit
or distribution based on age and experience. That i, children tend initialty to
appeal to standards that are most likely to end up benefiting themselves, 203
But the mutual interaction armmong the members of a play group "forces each
individual child to refrain from unadorned assertions of self-interest" and
prompts them to search for solutions that are mutually agreeable (Ibid..
45).204 Over time, their strategies become less self-oriented, so that by age
eleven or twelve, they not only display an expectation that sharing will ccour
in situations of distributive conflict, but are also beginming to articulate the
judgment that they ought to share with others even when this is not
demanded. That is, they are beginning to feel 2 sense of obligation to share
that transcends their desire to stay in the good graces of their playmates, and
even extends toward strangers. In Damon's view, this is a crucial step on the

path toward autonomous moral agency, 205 and he believes that it is "precisely

2‘0'3"8"31 age five, chitdeen begin Lo appeal to the more abstract notion of equality,
which they understand as strickly equal treatment, but within one or two years afler that
concern avises, appeals to copsideralions of meril and benevolence can also be heard.

AMpyamon himself is sotewhat vague as Lo whether (his is due primarily to their
altzuistic desire to salisfy othor's interests, or by whal 1 have called the desive for mutuality.

205N ote that Piaget, who held a more rule-based account of moral development, also
believed that around the ape of ten a child's moral conscionsness undergoss "complets
transformation," such thal moral standards no longer appeer as external laws demanded by
others, "but as the outcome of a free decision and worthy of respect in the measure that il has
enlisted mutual consent” (1932; 65, emphagis mine). Nancy Hisenbery also finds that children
use appeals to authority (and fear of punishment) to explain their compliance with adult
requests, but tend to explain their compliance with peer requests by making reference to the
their friendship with the other child (1987: 27), and thal children who are told that their
moral behavior resulled from external causes ave loss reliably moral than children who are
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because they contain all the immediacy, complexity, and ambiguity of real
hife" that children's solutions to the problem of what counts as fair sharing,
though highly variable, are also highly effective at resolving or af least
minimizing interpersonal conflict (Ibid.: 43). His suggestion, in other words,
is that to the extent that children do articulate and show a willingness to
adhere to familiar principles of justice, this is something that grows out of
their underlying commitment to sharing (rather than the other way arourndd).
The picture of moral development | have just been presenting differs
importantly from the picture defended by Rawls (1977 Part II). He contends
that all human beings have a natural capacity for “fellow-feeling” which
motivates moral activity. However, according to his "First Law" of moral
psychology, this capacity will only be reslized in a particular child when the
"family institutions” the child is raised in are just and the parents "manifestly
express their love for the child by caring for his good" so that, in "recognizing,
their evident love of him" the child comes to love them in return (1971 §70;
§73). This suggests that in Rawls's view, a sense of justice is a precondition of
the fellow-feeling that witimately motivates agents to act as morality
demands. Indeed, he himself notes that "the most striking feature of |all three
of his psychological] laws (or tendencies) is that their formulation refers to an
institutional setting as beimg just" (Ibid.: 497). But as Susan Moler Okin (1989)

has pointed out, it is far from evident that Rawls's initia] "assumption" that

family institutions are just (admittedly made for convenience's sake) is a

terribly plausible one, Since many human beings do have a fairly active sense

tofd that they are “good friends” or “good family members” (Ibid.: 29}, Similarly, Koclmnske
firels a direcl correlation between the levels of mutuality between mothers and children, and
the levels of power or coercion thal mothers find necessary to control their children’s
behavior: children in parental relationships constituted by a high degree of mmiuality exhibit
a greater cagerness and readiness Lo infernalize parental poals and values (1997 103-5),
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of fellow-feeling nonetheless, [ suspect that, although a manifestly unjust or
abusive farnilial sething might be sufficient to exterminate such natural
sentitnents, Damon is right to indicate that the desire for mutuality is the
more fundamental notion. As Okin puts i, “the development of a sense of
justice grows from sharing the experiences of others and becoming aware of
the peints of view of others wheo are different in scme respects from ourselves,

but with whorm we clearly have some interests in convonon” (1989 ch 1.
b

4.6  The moral value of mutaality

Of course, the likelihood that a desire for mutuality /commitment to
sharing has temporal priority in moral development does not yet show that
Mahler (1975), for example, has suggested that something like what [ have
called the desire for mutuality is a developmental precursor to both altruism
and self-sufficiency ~ capacities which develop only after a child is able to
distinguish clearly between herself and others, but which then take on a
significance of their own. And Damon’s claim that recognition of familiar

principles of justice grows out of children’s underlying commitment to

sharing might similarly be taken to show that mature moral agents are able to
leave their desire for mutuality behind. In order to show that the Will to Share
serves as the basis of meral agency, therefore, it mmust be possible ko show that
other forms of motivation have moral value only when (or because) they can
be understood as expressions of an agent’s desire for mutuality. In concluding
this chapter, therefore,  want to provide some reasons for thinking that the
desire for mutuality, and hence the ideal of sharing more generally, is
intrinsically admirable in its own vight, That will set the stage for me to

demonstrate, in Chapter Five, that a theory based on the Will to Share
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grounds plausible derivative claims about the other types of moral judgmenis
that we make,

One reasomn to thinlk the Will to Share is morally basic that “the human
good is found very largely in activities whose poirit and value depend on the
participation of other people in a common project” (Adams 1988: 300).20¢
More importantly, such projects exist only because people care about them,
and would lose their value for everyone if too few people exhibited the
interest in mutual engagement that makes them possible. And it is important,
in this context, to note that the Will to Share cannot be understood in a
consequentialist fashion (i.e., as a desire to promote the human good), without

distorting its moral significance. As R.M. Adams has pointed out, there is an

important sense in which agents who engage in activities they themselves
enjoy with other people give more to those people than they could if they
engaged in activities simply for the other people’s sakes. The agent’s own,
interested participation in the mutual endeavor is an essential part of the
henefit being conferred, and without that interest, the value of “doing it
together” would be Jost.

In a similar vein, Nancy Sherman has pointed out that “we simply do
value sharing, and value what makes it possible in ourselves and others”
(1997: ch. 5). Some examples may help to fix this intaition. Consider the
difference between a wealthy person who frequently stops for a drink in the
local bar and picks up the tab out of a sense of overflowing self-sufficiency or

awareness of having enough to spave for others, and a person in similar

206 p s points cuf that almost ell work nowadays takes the form of a “common
project,” and almost all human activities depend on skills and interests that are acquired anly
through participation in such projects. The acquisition of language, whick is a shared
conceptual scheme, is perhaps the mosi obvious example.
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economic circumstances who is motivated by the fun of “hanging out” witl
the others and a desire to shave the wealth.207 Similarly, consider the
difference between a devoted parent whe spends every moment furthering
the children’s autonomously chosen pursuits, and a parent who also sirives to
find ways to share in the children’s preferred activities. To the extent that we
admire the latter persons somewhat more, L suspect that it stems from the fact
that their overarching desire for ravtuality shines through.

I do not take this to mean that genuinely sharing agents uiterly lack the
sorts of motivations that are found within “coel” and “warm” ageni-based
views (motives that exemplify the more general sepavateness/connectedness
tension}, and in §5.1, I shall say more about the role and status of such
motives within the Will to Share. But the desire for mutualily bas normative
priority, in my view, because it enables the genuinely sharing agent to largely
transcend the separateness/connectedness tension altogether. As we have
seen, the distinctive feature of shared activity “is not respect for others, nor
beneficence, nor even cooperation, though each may be important in doing
things together” (Sherman 1997 271}, Rather, it is a “relaxing of one's own
sense of boundaries and contrel ... [and] acknowledging a sense of union or
merger with another” (Jbid.). The truly sharing agent, it seers, does not
perceive his own concerns as being set in essential competition with the
concerns of others, yel neither does he perceive the needs of others as taking
some kind of moral priority over his own. For within the Wil to Share,
concern for self and concern for others are “fillered through” one another
sitch that the agent is motivated to act in ways that express and fulfill both

types of concern at the very same time. The fact that this is something we

207 This example is drawn from Slote (1998),
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value intrinsically helps to explain the special value we attach to moral
activity, as well as the special force of moral claims: o be motivated by a Will
{0 Share is quite literally to be motivated by a sense of something bigger than
oneself.

This brings out a final reason for suspecting that the Will to Share is a
motivational ideal. For in addition to integrating both sides of the
separateness/ connectedness tension, it also seems to transcend it. As we have
seen, the distinghve feature of shared activity “is not respect for others, nor
beneficence, nor even cooperation, though each may be important in defng
things together” (Sherman 1997: 271). Rather, it is a “relaxing of one's own
sense of boundaries and control ... [and] acknowledging a sense of union or
merger with another" (Ibid.}. The ﬂmmijr sharing agent, it seems, does not
perceive his own concerns as being set in essential competition with the
concerns of others, yet neither does he percetve the needs of others as taking
same kind of moral priovity over his own. For within the Will o Share,
concern for self and concern for others are “filtered through” one another
such that the agent is motivated to act in ways that express and fulfill both

types of concern at the very same time.
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CrarTER FIvE:
MORALITY AS SHARING

In Chapter Four, we saw that the Will to Share is psychologically
possible for us to cultivate and live up to, as well as intrinsically admirable in
its own right. This chapter provides additional support for that latter claim,
by developing and defending the main tenets of an agent-based ethic of
sharing in the individual moral domain. In §3.1, [ review the central features
of a Will to Share, and discuss what this core concept implies about
evaluations of individual character. In §5.2, F extend this inquiry to show whal
an ethic of sharing implies about the rightness and wrongness of specific
(types of) acts. | then take up some concerns about the ability of such an ethic
to provide us with practical guidance, by articulating the theory’s most
significant summary rules (§5.3), Finally, I highlight the ways in which such
an ethic helps to resolve - and in some cases, dissclve ~ the two tensions that

fuel the contemporary Autonomy/Caring Debate (§5.4}.

5%  Sharing and individaal character

At the core of an ethic of sharing lies the concept of a Will to Share.
Hence, the first step in understanding what such an ethic imphies is to get
clear about the features that constitute such & Will. It is important to
remember, however, that the Will to Share is not being presented as a unitary
form of motivation, but as an ideal of moral character /‘&:Jha‘t is likely %o be
realized in a wide variety of ways, and that serves as a touchstone against
which other, more limited {complexes) of motivations are to be assessed

(c£52.6, p. 9BfE).
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Elements of the Will {o Share

The constituent elements of the Will te Share can be divided into four
main groups. The first includes those baseline capacities that make it possible
to share in others’ experiences: most importantly, the capacity for ﬁmrve]p-amy
that not only makes agents aware of the interests and concerns of other
people, but gives them at least some motivation to act on others’ behalf, as
well as the capacity for perspective~taking that ensbles moral agents to
distinguish their more authentic or first-person interests and concerns from
those they have vicariously “caught” from others, The latter capacity is what
distinguishes (more) mature forms of moral agency from earlier stages of
moral development, for without it, an agent would be unable to effectively
filter his own concerns through his concern for others.

The second group of elements includes most, if not all, of the traits that
ave typically classified as “other-regarding” virtues, though there is no reason
to think that every sharing agent®® must {or even could) possess all of these
virtues to the same degree. The possession of such traits follows
straightforwardly from the capacities just mentioned, since an agent who is
moved by empathic awareness of others will be disposed, for example,
toward benevolence and generosity in appropriate circumstances. Bot the
sharing agent will also possess a wide variety of “self-regarding” virtues as
well, and this constitutes a third group of elemends within the Will to Shere.
Traits like prudence and temperance, for example, are a result of the sharing
agent’s healthy - and according to this view, entirely appropriate - sense of
self-reliance and desite o pursue her more autonomously chosen inkerests

and goals.

s T8 . | . y .
208 ere and elsewhare, T use the term. “sha ring agert” to mean an agent whose
activity manifests a genuine Will to Share.




Although the Will to Share includes both other-regarding and self-

regarding virtues, however, an ethic of sharing insists that it is a mistake to

think of any of these trails as being intrinsically sdmirable in their own right.
Put another way, it demnies that such traits arve ethically fundamental and can
serve as the basis from which the goodness of other trails (and /or actions) can

be derived. The problem is not that either self-regarding or other-regarding,

attitades are wholly inappropriate. Rather, the problem is that (more) self-
regarding attitudes must be tempered by (more) other-regarding attitudes in
order for their expression to count as m orally virtuous. An ethic of sharing
insists, for example, that benevolence is not a virtue where it leads to the
kinds of self-abnegation and/or self-absorption that plague “warmer” agent-
based views.2 And similarly, that mederation and/or generosity are not
virtues where they ster solely from a sense of “superabundant” self.
sufficiency or awareness that one has enough to spare that ave typical of
“cool” theories of virtue. To be truly generous, according to an ethic of
sharing, is to act from a more overarching desire to “share the wealth,” and fo
be bemevolent is not merely to want to alleviate others’ suffering, but to feel o
sense of one’s shared bhumanity with them and hence to act from that desire.
But given what we have seen about the one-sidedress of theories that give
primacy o either “separateness” or “connectedness,” this claim does not seem
inappropriate.

Meanwhile, an ethic of sharing also endorses what we niight call the
virtues of interdependence, including the capacity for friendship, trust in

other people, and other manifestations of the overarching practical desire for
Peo 5T

29Recall the distinction between altraism and mubuelity discussed at the end of
§4.2.
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mutuality. This is a fourth growp of elements, and in many ways the most
crucial, since it is the presence of such tralls that most clearly distinguishes
agents who are disposed to genuine or full-blown sharing from those who are
disposed to act in more egoistic or altruistic ways,

The importance of interactive trails does not diminish the need for
agents to cultivate the other elements of & Will to Share, since without those
other elements, the desire for mutuality would often be ineffective. Unless one
is disposed to respond to both one’s own and other people’s interests and
concerns, one can never really appreciate the special value of bringing those
two sorts of interests “in tune.” And unless one is capable of perspective-
taking as well as empathy, one could not recognize that satistying one’s desire
for mutuality often requires responding tc the interests of another, seperate
being, 210

A ethic of sharing contends that all other moral values are derivative
from the overarching desire for mutuality, because it is that desire that
integrates all the elements of an agent’s character into a more unified Will.
And in light of the overall argument of this dissertation, it is probably worth

mentiening that it does so without falling into the difficulties associated with

Nel Noddings's "relational" view. As we saw in §2.7, Noddings maintains that
the quality of an agent’s motivation depends, not exclusively but also not
insignificantly, on whether her caring is "apprehended by" the person who is
being cared-for, and she argues that moral agents are under a general
obligation to continue their atternpts at caring until some kind of "completion”
occurs, And as many critics have objected, this makes her ethic undaly

demanding, insofar as its assesement of agents” motives (and actions) is

200 more on this poind, recall the discussion at the end of §4.3.
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dependent on the actual consequences that cecur long after the agent
determines how best to respond. 211 But an ethic of sharing neatly aveids this
problem, due to ils agent-based structure. To see this, consider a relationship
between Marty and Chris. If Chrds is motivaled by friendship, but Marty
never responds, there is no reason for our ethical assessment of Chris to be
diminished. Nor must we say that Chris's action was wrong because Marly
failed to apprehend or complete it Yet we can still recognize that their
"relationship® (however brief) is far less good than it could be, and so we can
still admire Chis for making continued efforts o engage Marty in muoival
activity, without blaming or criticizing Cheis if those attemnpts are
unsuccessful,

The diversity of moval character

An agent-based ethic of sharing contends that agenis who do not
possess any one of the four elements mentioned in the preceding section are
properdy considered to be morally lacking, al least in that respect. Moral
pluralists may still suspect thal this approach will be unable to account for the
diversity of character-iypes that most people find to be genuinely moral.?1?
But there are at least two reasons to suspect that this fear is unwarranied,
First, it is important to recall that individual virtues are not mere impulses or
feelings but motivational states {cf. §2.3(1)). As such, they dispose the agent
who possesses them to act in specific ways when the relevent circumstances
arise, and since the Will to Share doubles bacl on the world in a way that

takes both objective and subjective?®® features into account, it is quite likely

21 Both of these articisms have also bean made of consequentialist views, the latior
against *actualist” as opposed to "expectabilist" versions.
] . . . . . N .
212 hanks to fudy Lichtenbaorg for pressing me fo take this concern serjously.
ryef oy o \
Z'E"B}f which [ mean, “featiires of subjects.”
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that agents in objectively similar situations will manifest a genuine Will to
Share even while acting in markedly different ways. After all, the needs and
interests of one sharing agent may be considerably different from the needs
and interests of another. Hence, each agent's attempt to bring his own
concerns “in tune” with the comcerns of a third party may have a substantially
different result. Indeed, since not just any two people can see eye-fo-eye in the
way that is necessary to share a point of view, one agent might legitimately
fail to interact with a third party, without betraying a deplorable lack of the
Will to Share, simply because the two of them have litle or nothing in
common.?1% But a second sharing agent who does possess the relevant
interests would, of course, be metivated to interact and experience the sense
of mutuality that the situation is able to provide. Since in a different set of
circumatances, the first agent might be the one with the relevant interests
while the second agent might Jack themn, there is no reason why an ethic of
sharing is forced to say that either agent’s character is morally superior. 5o
long as both agents manifest a genuine Will to Share whenever the relevant
circumstances arise, we can recognize both of their characters as genuinely
moral.

Secondly, it should be acknowledged that the desire for mutuality can
be expressed in (roughly) two dimensions that are somewhal incompatible.
The “depth” dimension requires an especially rich kind of empathic
engagement with a particuler other person, and one that probably developa
most fully during fairly exclusive and/or extended human relationships. Sach

relationships do not necessarily have to be intinate, but since not just any two

] W i - o -
dpar o osely related point, see also my comments on the moral difference
between lying to others and stmply ignoring them, beginming on p, 25T
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people can see “eye to eye” in the way that is necessary to share a point of
view, there will inevitably be limits on the expression of this form of
mutuality, The “breadth” dimension, on the other hand, seems to depend
more on the kind of imaginative awareness that would enable an agent to "gel
inte" a wide variety of aclivities with people who possess very disparate (and
even foreign) character traits, interests, needs and goals, or simply to
experience a “sense of shared humanity”#1% with them. And in fact, it is not
entirely clear that even casual contact is necessary to experience this very
broad form of mutuality. For nearly everyone laughs when tclded, cries out
when struck, is frustrated when their projects and goals are thwarted, and
longs for assistance or guidance, not to mention simply companionship, at
least at some points during the course of their lives. To be aware of these facts
is to recognize that (at least some) other people must surely be aware of them
as well, and hence to share a kind of experience with them, albeit one that
differs from that of sharing a particular point of view. Since activily stermning
from both dimensions of experiential sharing will reflect an agent’s
overarching desire for and sense of mutuality with his fellows, [ cannot see
any basis to think that either is saperior or should be given overall priority in
the moral or ethical life (though in §5.2, I shall argue that it is wrong to
“specialize” selely in one dimension and disregard the other). And there is no
reason to suppose that the two dimensions will always conflict. Nonetheless,
it appears to be psychologically impossible, at least for most of us, to share in
avery deep way with a broad range of people, and hence there will have to

be at least some kinds of trade-offs between them,

2157 his term is borrowed from Kristen Monroe (1997), who offers empirical
evidence connecling the sense of shared humanity with what has traditionally been called
“albristic” behavior (1997},
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Given these considerations, an ethic of sharing can and should
acknowledge that actual persons mway exhibit very different "patterns" with
respect to how these two dimensions are infegrated within their unique moral
personalities, without its reflecting negatively on the quality of their overall
characters. Extremely empathic individuals will presumably be maore easily
motivated by the depth dimension, focusing their attention primarily on the
particular other persons with whom they are presently engaged 16 And
because of this focus, they are likely to have somewhat less time and energy to
engage in broader shared pursuits, More imaginative individuals, by contrast,
may be keenly aware of their shared huranity with all human beings, and so
less able to empathize deeply with the plight of any particular other.

The loner amd pure altruist problems

There are at least two personality types that an ethic of sharing does
seem to condemn, however; namely, the “loner” who prefers, for some
reason, to engage in more solitary pursuits, 41 and the “pure alteuist” whe
desires to help other people but not to interact with them. Indeed, given my
claim that the Will to Share is rooted in our nataral seciability, such an ethic
suggests that loners and pure altruists are in some sense "inhuman® or
"unnatural” character types. Yet many people may find such a negative
assessment unwarranted. After all, there is a long tradition of moval thinking
in the West that explicitly admires people whe exhibit a high degree of

independence and self-sufficiency, and an equally long tradition that admires
216Note that although the depth dimension is charactoristic of dose personal
refalionships, it need not econr solely in contexta of intimacy, and so an agent who relies
heavily on it will not necessarily be objectionably partial towards friends and Famity
members. I contexis where total strangers are "thrown together, " some people are
nonetheless able to "resomate” or "click" with others despite the Tack of a shared history.

2V Chrigtine Swanton was the first Lo call this objection Lo vty altention,
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benevolent or caring individuals. Alternatively, loners may also be viewed as
shy or timid people who are not harming anybody, and so certainly shouldn’t
be criticized for their Jack of gregariousness, and altruists may be viewed as
moral paragons who do not, like the rest of us, have any difficulty in
sacrificing their more authentic concerns. As a result, the loner and pure
altruist problems may seem to pose a serious stumbling block to this
approach.

If we consider the issue carefully, however, I believe that an ethic of
sharing grounds assessmerits about loners and altruists that are far less
counterintuitive than they may at first seern. For one thing, it does not crilicize
the loner for his possession of raits like independence and self-sufficiency,
and neither does it criticize the pure altruist for his ability to empathize with
others and his desire fo satisfy their interests and needs. The problem with
both the loner’s and the pure altruist's motivational states stemns from their
fack of the other elements that constitute a Will to Share - namely, those forms
of interdependence that flow from an overarching desire for mutnality, Butit
is simply unclear that this sort of criticism is inappropriate. Indeed, if the
arguments of Chapter Three are correct, then an exclusive focus on ¢ither the
virtues of individual separateness or the virtues of interpersonal
connectedness results in an objectionably one-sided account of the moral life,
and one that overlooks very real and recognizable harms. Because there are a
nuntber of important human geeds that can arise only in and through
relationships, a persorn who never interacts with others is cutting both himself
and other people off from important sources of moral value. Because this is as

true of the altruist as the self-sufficient moral agent, it gives us a reason to
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question whether either tradition should continue to exercise so much power
over our moral thinking, |

It is also tmportant to note that to find & person’s overall motivational
state 10 be morally lacking is not fo insist that there is nothing at all v be
admired about the person’s character. Consider Bernard Williams’s now
famous example of the painter Gauguin, Williams himself suggests that our
admiration of Gauguin's integrity and arlistic genius is a function of “moral
luck:” since it turms out that Gauguin really did have tremendous artistic
talent, we are prepared to overlook his otherwise deplorable willingness to
desert his family in order to pursue his art, Stll, it is far from clear that we do
in fact judge Gauguin ko be a morally admirable person all things considered.
Rather, it seems that we admire his artistic genius and the integrity that led
hint to pursue his inner calling, in spite of the fact that we morally deplore
his willingness to desert his family in order to pursue his art.?18 Since the Will
to Share js presented only as an ideal of moral character, however, an ethic of
sharing can easily acknowledge that although it is morally Jacking, the lomoer’s
or altruist's overall character is nonetheless admirable in other ways.

Of course, there may well be some people with extremety limited

empathic and/or imaginative capacities - that is, people for whom it is simply

impossible to share experiences with others (and who are loners for that
reason). Insofar as such agents fall short of a Will to Share, an ethic of sharing
is committed to the view that their overall motivational state is far less good
than it could be. Yet it can still larpgely sccommodate the view that many

toners are shy or timid people, and perhaps more properly pitied than

8tndeed, if Michael Slote is correct (1989: ch, 4), the admirability of traits like
artistic genius and extreme fnkegrily may even be linked with a tendency to prompt immoral
acts.
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movrally criticized. As we have seen, the judgment that an agent lacks morally
valuable motivations does not entail the further judgment that he is to be
blamed or punished for this fact (recall §2.3(ii}). And as we have also seen, a
person who is unable to share experiences will be cut off from an finportant
source of moral value, Once we recognize this, an ethic of sharing implies
that, rather than shunning such loners, the rest of us ought to strive to find
some way of engaging them in more interactive pursuits.21¥

Similarly, there may be some people whose authentic, first person
desires fust are to help others (consider, for example, the stereotype of the
1950 s wife and mother). It is difficult to know for sure what an ethic of
sharing should say in this sort of case, If we are prepared to treat such
persons’ altruistic desires as authentic expressions of self, then it seerns

possible for an ethic of sharing to accommedate the intuition that they are

indeed moral paragons: becavse their “own” irterests are always and only “in

tune” with the inferests of others, they appear to be exemplars of the Will to
Share And perhaps there are some people whose authentic interests take this
form. My 5;&13picﬁ%}_m,. however, is that most such persons are in fact lacking a
sense of self, and hence that it is impossible for them to genuinely share their
own lives and experiences with others. In this case, their motivational state is
obvicusly less than fully admirable.?2 But here again, there is no reason fo

say that such persons ought to be blamed or criticized for their characters. 2%

Ly " . ' ' ' . « . i .
219Those who find this claim objectionably paternalistic should congider to the

argament on p. 2245, where I point oul that the ideal of sharing sets powerful limits on whatl

we can do Lo achieve it

220¢alston (199%) gives further reasons Lo think that puske altrudsm is not morally
admirable.

P R ' N * r 1 d o

2211t may very well be, as feminists have insisted, that women wheo exhibit pure
allewiso of this sort do so because they sre subject te objectionably Bmiting social roles.
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And since their inability to experience mutuality cuts them off from some of
the most coveted human values, an ethic of sharing implies that the rest of us
cught to strive to find ways of interacting with them.

To be sure, acknowledging that the loner’s or pure altruist’s
motivations may in some cases be understandable or at least not wholly
deplorable is far from acknowledging that such persons are properly
admired, so those who are influenced by “cooler’” and “warmer” theories of
virtue are still likely to find an ethic of sharing lacking on this point. But those
who are bothered by the “one-sidedness” of such accounts are unlikely to be
disturbed, and in the end, we may have to acknowledge a clash of baseline
intuitions. Meanwhile, the problems do not seem severe enough to warrani
giving up on an ethic of sharing altogether, since to find these character types
morally deplorable is not yet to say that such characters will always or
inevitably act wrongly. As we have seen, even persons who lack all the
elements of a Will to Share might still (choose to) perform acts that are at least
minimally morally permissible, insofar as those acts fail to exhibit the
persons’” deplorable motivations (recall §2.3(ii)).** Before concluding that an
ethic of sharing is implausible, therefore, we nead to think about its

implications regarding the rightaess and wrongness of individual acts.

52  Sharimg and right action

It is easy to see what an ethic of sharing implies about actions in an
abstract and general sense: right acts ave those which exhibit or manifest an
agent’s Will to Share, while wrong acts are those which exhibit or manifest the
agent’s lack of such a Will. But many acts ave not easily or immediately

222500 §5.2 for farther discussion of how an elhic of sha ring evaluates the Joner's
and pure altruist’s acts.

217




classifiable into one of these categories, and when that occurs, everything
hinges on the particalars of the case. This feature is not unigue to an ethic of
sharing: all moral theories require a fairly nuanced interpretation of their
basic ideas and formal structure before we can truty understand their gist.*?
And as with other theories, there is voom for proponents of an ethic of sharing
to disagree about its implications in at least some cases. In this section, [ shall
not be particularly concerned fo reselve such intratheoretic disputes, though 1
will tey to indicate when and why they are likely to arise. arise. My mam aim
is to show how an ethic of sharing proceeds in hard cases, and hence to
illuminate the claims about action that are central to any ethic that treats
sharing as our most overarching ethical ideal.

Can't people share in imnmoral acts?

A good place to begin is with examples in which two or more agenis
are sharing with one another, and yet seem to be engaged in manifestly
immoral acts. Such examples range from the mildly disturbing, such as when
a pair of children share a strange fascination in the activity of pulling the legs
off of & grasshopper, 4 o the truly alarming, such as when gangsters work
together to defend their tersitory and obliterate their competition. In both of
these cases, the agents involved may engage in & great deal of sharing with
one another, and indeed, the thrill of “deing it together” may even enhance
their motivation to perform the immoral acts. And if an ethic of sharing was
forced to endorse these kinds of activity, its appropriateness would cestainly

be questionable. When we examine the details more closely, however, |

o » [ ! i) L 33 .

23%ar more on this point, recall myy Chaptor Two discussion of how the formaeal
structure of agent-based ethics corapares with deonlological and consequentialist views (p.
94[1., abovel.

by ) - Iy . .
224 hanks Lo Sam Kerslein for this example,
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believe we can plausibly say that agents involved in such aclivity are not in
fact exhibiting a genuine Will to Share.

In the grasshopper case, it is imporiant to distinguish between (1) each
child’s interaction with the grasshopper (and the motivations that prompt this
interaction), and (2) each child’s interaction with the other child (and again,
the motivations that prompt this). The most disturbing thing about the
children’s activity obviously stems from (1}, and what malkes it so disturbing,
I think, is each child’s ability lo distance hiresaif from the inmer life his
“victim” (the grasshopper). This kind of distancing clearly betrays a lack of
mutuality, since a child who shared the grasshopper’s distress would cleariy
have a motivation to stop the torture.

It might be argued that the chitdren must be “sharing the
grasshopper’s experience” in some sense, since part of their fascination mey
very well He in the awareness that they are causing the grasshopper’s
suffering.?2> And perhaps they do have some vague awareness of this sort.
Still, it is not veally appropriate to say that either child genuinely shares the
grasshopper’s experience. At best, each child is treating the grasshoppet’s
distress as what Adrian Piper calls a “susface object” of consciousness while
treating his own fascination with the activily as a “depth object” (Piper 19¢7;
of. Nagel 1979). To say that the grasshopper’s distress is a “surface object” is
to say that the child is unable to empathize with that distress or even Imagine
what it is like to be the grasshopper at the time. This makes each child’s

activity {with regpect to the grasshopper) objecticnably “self-absorbed:” any

225N ote that if we were convineed thet the children were completely oblivious o the
possibility that their “victim” was in, distress - if, for example, they were motivated by s kind
of purely scientific fascination (“look what it does when you take its legs of "), any failing on
their part would seem more cogritive than moral.

214




awareness that he may have of the grasshopper’s distress is clearly not being
filtered through his consciousness in the way that it would be if the child had
any desire to bring his own interests “in tune” with the interests of his victin.
This kind of self-absorption may stem from a lack of the imaginative
capacities necessary to identify the grasshopper’s suffering as the experience
of an independent being (and hence to recognize that they must stop pulling
its legs off to make the suffering go away), or it may also stem from a lack of
the perspective-taking capacities that make it possible to distinguish the
experiences of other betngs from the experiences of the self. But no matter the
cause, the children are certainfy not exhibiting any desire for mutwality with
the grasshopper, and hence this aspect of thetr activity can be morally
criticized,

Of course, some people may not be convineed that it is movally wrong
to torture insects. And an interesting feature of the ethic of sharing is the way
it can be used to explain the scalar character of our judgments about the
wrongness of causing suffering to creatures of various sorts. In the case of
insects, or other creatves that experience litte or no mental life, any sense of
mutaality that is possible to achieve with them will be minimal, at best.
Indeed, if child psychologists are corvect that the psychological basis of
empathy is “facial mimicry,” then it may be almost impossible for humans to
share experiences with insects and other creatures who lack facial expressions
of the sort that we can pick up. This does not necessarily mean thatitis ever
acceptable to cause gratuitous suffering; as we have just seen, the willingness
to do so betrays a lack of the Will to Share toward one’s victim. But it does at
least suggest that where trade-otfs are necessary, it is probably worse to cruse

the suffering of creatures with a richer meuntal life. Since it is probably much
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less difficult to share the experiences of higher animals that exhibit more
human-like characteristics, it is not so surprising that cruelty towards them is
typically believed to be even worse. Meanwhile, those who do view the
torture of insects as clearly immoral can be understood as endorsing an even
broader sense of sharing ~ perhaps a sense of “shared creaturehood” than the
sense of shared humanity [ articulatea above,

It might also be objected that the fact that the children's activity is
shared with one ancther makes it all the worse, After all, people will do
things together that they would not do alone, and the children’s shared
willingness 1o treat the grasshopper’s distress as a “surface object” may even
be the basis of a mutual bond between them. And fsn’t an ethic of sharing
forced to say that the childrer’s sharing with one ancther makes their activity
morally good ifn at least some respect? The answer to this question, T think, is
yes: insofar as their shaved activity exhibits a high degree of mutuality with
respect to one another (claim (2), abave), an ethic of sharing does imply that
each child’s treatment of the other child is perfectly acceptable. But it is not
clear to me that this is an implausible thing fo say. After all, it certainly does
not mean that what either child does to the grasshopper is morally acceptable.
And that is most clearly where the problem: lies.

The activity of gangsters can, of course, be dealt with in much the same
way. For no matter how miuch experiential sharing goes on among the
members of a particular gang, they clearly belray an unwillingness to share
territory with their victions, and their preparedaess (or worse, more aclive
desire) to harm or kill their rivals betrays a complete lack of any desire for
mutuality or sense of shared humanity with them. Indeed, the gangster’s
activity seems far worse because they are utterly unwilling to share either
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things or experiences with those who are not members of their group. No
matter how much they enjoy mutuglity with their fellow gangsters, they
display a truly deplorable kind of self-absorption with respect to their victims,
allowing us to say that their activity is wrong for that reason. Pul another

way, their overall motivational state belrays a deplorable lack of the

(completey Will to Shaye,
Omnee again, it may still seem that the kind of criticism that an ethic of
sharing is able to generate in this case is not severe enough. For though it

enables us to condemmn the gangster's activity as merally wrong due to its

“specialized” character, it still acknowledges that the gangsters display a
variety of admirable traits ~ such as loyalty, respect, and frust - with regard 1o '
one another. But it seems to me that this is a virtoe rather than a crificism of |
the theory. After afl, the evidence that the Will to Share is rooted in natural :
sociability (recall §4.3) helps to explain why “gangster life” can be appealing,
And unless we clearly recognize this fact, it will be even more difficult fo
keep the potentially dark side of sharing ~ the {act that we are semetimes
willing to do things with other people that we would not do ourselves - from
taking too much control over vur own or other people’s characters.

There may also be reasons to doubt whether the gangsters’ treatment of
one another is as admirable as it may at first seem. For one thing, when the
self-absorption of each individual gangster (with respect to outsiders) is
shared by all the others, the suffering of their victims may get pushed faxther
and farther toward the “surface” of each gangster’s conseiousness. To the
extent that they focus more and more on bringing their interests “in tune”
with those of their fellow gangsters, therefore, even the deeper sense of

mutuality they experience with respect fo one another is tainted by
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immorality. And it is also possible that they may in fact be exhibiting what
Piper calls “vicarious possession” rather than genuine mutuality with their
fellows. That is, they may treat the interests and concerns of their fellow
gangsters as depth objects of their own consciousness while treating their own
concerns ~ including any minimal sense of shared humanity with the
members of rival gangs that might otherwise prevent them from participating
in the gang activity - a5 mere surface objects. If this is what is going o, they
are not really exhibiting sharing even within their group, and hence there is
reason to criticize the gangsters’ activity with respect to one another as well as
toward members of rival groups.

The loner and pure allruist problems, revisited

But now it may seem that we once again have a problem dealing with

loners and alruists. Barlier, | suggested that an ethic of sharing is not
required to evaluate those motivational states as uiterly deplorable, insofar as
the loner or altraist possesses at least some of the elements that constitute a

Will to Share. And I also pointed out that an ethic of sharing can at least

acknowledge that much of their activity will be morally permissible in the

mosl prinimal sense, since not every action a loner or altruist (chooses o)
perform(s) will exhibit the lack of mutuality, Nonetheless, an ethic of sharing
implies that it will be impossible for loners and altruists to fulfill any more
positive duties without first changing their characters. And it may seew to
many people that at least some loners manage to do better than that. If this is

true, then it poses a real problem for an ethic of sharing. For insofar as some

loners and altruists do manage to act rightly, it seems that something other

than the Will to Share must ground the rightness of at least some types of acle.
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There are two kinds of cases in which this might seem to be frue. 226 In
the first, although an agent tends to be a loner and hence to prefer more
solitary pursuits, he also cares about others and in addition to not harming
them, at least sometimes tries to actively help. Because, ex hypothesi, this
agent lacks a desire for either deep or broad sharing, an ethic of sharing, is
forced to insist that his actions are not particularly good. But again, given
what we have seen about the one-sidedness of both separateness- and
connection-based moral views, it is not clear that this judgment is entirely
inappropriate. Meanwhile, there is no reason to think that such an agent will
actively thwart the desire for mutuality when he acts from more purely
altruistic desires, so I do not think an ethic of sharing must condernn his
activity as morally wrong. [t can allow that his acts are morally permissible,
even though they are not particularly good.

In the second kind of case, the “loner” prefers to engage in solitary
activity, but nonetheless tries to overcome (and at least sometimes succeeds in
overcoming) his lack of natural sociability in order to reach out to other
people. But here it is not entirely clear that the person is accurately described
as @ loner afler all. As noted in §2.5 (p. 791.), an ethic of sharing can
acknowledge the value of acting from “a sense of duty” ~ that is, the velue of
recognizing that one morally ought to do something other than what one is
most naturally or directly motivated to do. Insofar as the “loner” in this
example is motivated by the recognition that sharing is our most overarching
ethical ideal, his actions will at least indirectly manifest the desire for

mutuality that, accarding to such an ethic, is sufficient to make his actions

DT - . o . - .
22650th examples were suggested Lo me by judy Lichtenberg, Thanks are also due to
Sam Kerstem for helping me Lo formulate this objection more dearly.
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right. Of course, to see whether or not this is the case we will have to see if it !
conforms to an ethic of sharing’s most significant “summary rules”
(developed in 5.3). And an ethic of sharing does imply that it would be better
if the loner were molivaled more directly by a desire for mutuality. Still, it is
at least not clear that an ethic of sharing will generate conclusions that are

totally counter-intuitive.227 ;

The general point of these examples is that it is important to be clear

about the grounds of any particular agent’s motivation in order fo make an

e e e

accurate assessment of his or her acts. Suppose, for example, that the person
in question suffers from the sort of “egoeistic confusion” that makes it

impossible to distinguish his own needs and interests from the needs and

interests of others (cf. §4.4, above). Such a person might well find it intolerable

to interact with other people, but lis failure may nonetheless stem less from a
lack of the desire for mutuality (he may sincerely want to find some way of
satisfying all the needs and interests he experiences, including those he has
vicariously “caught” from others), than from an inability to recognize that he
must actively reach out to other people in order to achieve the desired result.
fn this case, the person’s failing is probably more cognitive than moral
(though his overall motivational state still wen't be evaluated as highly as one
which exemplifies move mature forms of empathy}.*8 Or suppose that 2
person sincerely wants to interact with others, butis unable to find anyore

who is able to share his idiosy ncratic interests and concerns, and is led by

Fyrgr . ) . . . . .

227 gimilarty, a pure allruist might try to engage in more inleraclive pursuits. Like
the loner just discussed, such a pexson can also be said to act rightly if his activity accords
with the suimmary rules of sharing,

" »l 3 : . s " ] . ¥ . .

2286y a fascinating discussion of how malure empathy is linked Lo moral activity,
sec Deigh (1995),
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frustration to pursue a more solitary ife % To the extent that this frustration
stems from the loner’s unwillingness to take setiously any other individual’s
point of view, it does not manifest a Will fo Share and the agent’s actions will
be criticized as morally wrong. But to the extent that the agent finds himsel
surrounded by others who are completely unwilling to take his inferests
seriously, his frustration might be & direct mandfestation of his sincere desire
for mutuality, in which case his actions will certainly fall above the threshold

of moral permissibility.

53  Practical Guidance

Still, it is perhaps not particulardy inlevesting to show that an ethic can,
when suitably interpreted, be made to say plausible things about the righiness
or wrongness of acts in particular cases. To really be satisfactory, an ethical
theory must also be able to provide us with at least some guidance in
situations where we are unsure what to thinl or where our intuitions condlict,
and to give us some insight into why we make the moral judgments that we
{typically) do.

Motivational conflicts

Virtue-ethical theories are sometimes criticized for overestimating the
degree of psychic harmony that most moral agents ave able to achicve ~ for
implying that the good or virtuous person is stroightforwardly disposed to do
the right thing in a particular set of circumstances 230 But an agent-based ethic

seems 1o be particularly immune to this charge. After all, we have seen thal

Ty . : . ’ o
2% ovidance that some of the mosl solitary personality types are those who in
fack excperience a very powerful sense of shared humanity with their fellows, see Monroc
it 3
(1996: 200f6).
230 hanks Lo Nancy Sherman for remdnding me of this crilicism.
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the Will to Share is constitated by four types of elements, and that even its
most distinguishing feature - the desire for mutuality - has two dimensions
that at Jeast sometimes conflict. Given these factors, it seems that even the best
moral agents ~ those who possess a complete Will to Share - will often be
genuinely perplexed about what to do.

The basic idea of ax ethic of sharing is that each agent should filter her

own, first person interests and concerns through the other person’s interests

and concerns (which she can empathically pick up), in order to find some way

te express and falfill her both sorts of motivation at the very same time. But
there may be situations in which the filtering process is inconclusive, and
there is no obvious way for the agent’s more overarching desire for mutuality
to be achieved, What should ax agent do then?

The first step, 1 think, is to check the accuracy of the motivations that
one is having the most difflculty bringing “in tune” with all the rest. By
“checking the accuracy,” I mean reflecting on whether the motives are based
on a realistic assessment of the situation (rather than wishful thinking or
mistaken information, for example), and this means taking pains to ensure
that she really does understand what the other person is thinking and feeling,
as well as considering more objective facts about the world. If she finds that
any of her first person motivations were inappropriate (based on a mistaken
understanding of the sitwation) she can work to revise them. And if she finds
that the motives she has picked up from the other person are based on that
other’s mistaken beliefs, she can at least attempt to get the other o revise
them. Still, the agent's abﬂﬂt}r to achieve mutuality will depend, in no small
measure, on whether the other person is willing to make the necessary

adjustment. And if the other is not, it may be simply impossible to satisfy both
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her own and the other’s interests at the very same time. Can an ethic of
sharing help us determine what an agent should do in this situation’?

Ad this point, it is difficult to provide a deferminate answer, But itis
certainly not the case that the agenl is (orced to alter ali of her own concerns io
bring them in line with the other. After all, if one agent simply adepts the
other’s point of view without endorsing it as her own, or if one simply
convinces the other to adopt her point of view without the other being
independently convinced of its appropriateness, they canmot truly share it.
Recognizing this, the agent wha is truly motivated by mutuality will have a
moral reason to get out of a relationship where geruine sharing is impossible.
This does not of course mean that sharing agents cannot try to influence one
another's beliefs and attitudes, and sharing agents may also need to make
adjustments to their own interests. Still, it does mean that there will be natural
limits on how “demanding” such an ethic can be.

Yet now it may seem that an ethic of sharing is a bit too lax, and gives
agents too much Jatitude in deliberating about what to do. After all, agents
are not only involved in face-to-face relationships; every day we are forced to
confront a plurality of different poinis of view, and the task of bringing all of
those points of view into harmony will certainly be emormously difficalt.
When it proves impossible; is there a non-arbitrary way for the agent to
decide which persons to share with? Fortunataly, the answer is yes: an ethic of
sharing implies that we should be open to all peints of view, but it does not
imply that they are all equally good. ¥or while although an ethic of shering
treats operiness to other people as the starting point of moral deliberation, it
does not treat openness as an evaluative commitment. Rather, it instructs us to

reflect on whether the points of view of other people are in keeping with the

J—




ideal of mutuality. And in & fascinating way, the Will to Share sets its own,
internally imposed limits on what can be done to achieve its deepest desires
and fulfill its most hearifelt aims. This is because an agent who is genuinefy
motivated by the desire for mutuatity will be simply unable to (ulfill that
desire while interacting with someone whose motives and actions thwart it
Pat another way, the sharing agent will be utterly unwilling to do things that
the other person, due to his lack of a desire for nutuality, is perfectly willing
to do. This makes it impossibie to bring that other person’s interests in tune
with one’s owmn, but the sharing agent need not apologize for this, Because
mutuality grounds the goodness of all shared activity, the sharing agent has a
moral reason not to continue interacting with another person who does not
exhibit a commitment to mutuality as well, She has a moral reason not to
share the other’s interests and atms,

It is also fairly easy to see how a genuinely sharing agent might
experience a sense of duty. For even if the filtering process yields a fairly
determinate answer with respect to how the agent’s desire for mutualily can
be achieved, the agent’s more autonomous, first-person desires might
nonetheless be very strong and lead her to feel as if pulled in two ways at
once. Alternatively, the agent might (like the “Joner” mentioned above)
recognize that he is lacking in empathic awareness or natural sociability, but
also recognize that these are important moral capacities and sincerely wish to
overcome that fact. In these kinds of cases, an ethic of shaving implies that an
agent morally ought to act in ways that fulfill the theory’s most important
summary rules. But before we can understand the basis for such rules, we
need to be clearer about how to resclve the conflicts that will inevitably arise

between the depth and breadth dimensions of shared activity, We need 1o
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know, for example, what we should say about agents whose activity
manifests one dimension but not the other, since without some way of
resolving this question, it will be impossible to say anything very concrete
about the moral value of the actions such agents perform.

The wrongness of apecialization

Although I have allowed that agents may exhibit very different
patterns with respect to the way deep and broad forms of mutuality are
integrated within their overall character, I submit that it is always morally
wrong for an agent to act in ways that exhibit only one form of mutuality at
the total expense of the other. My reasons for saying this stem partly from the
intuition that a “complete” Will to Share is always more admirable than an
“incomplete” one, and partly from more theory-driven considerations about
the types of actions that it seems necessary for any plausible moral theory to
be able to condemn. 25!

The Will of an agent who specializes entively in either deep or broad
sharing is less complets than the Will of an agent who {ntegrates both
dimensions into her distinctive morel personality. But since both dimensions
are legitimate forms of mutuality, why should we suppose that a more
complete Will is morally more admirable? The intuitive idea is that being

<)

loser to the moral ideal is always betler in some sense. And this intuition can
be substantiated in part by the recognition that both forms of sharing are
closely connected to many other core moval notions. Even those who may

believe that goods like love and friendship ave Jargely overrated must allcast

21Rocall from Chapter Two (p.93) that agent-based ethics may rely on the process of
“reflective equilibrium” in order Lo bring their judgments aboul the intrinsic admirvability of
various motivational states in line with their considered judgments about the rightnass or
wrongness of various Lypes of acls,
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acknmowledge that we a1l depend crucially on such interactive values for cur
early survival and personality development. And as R.M. Adams has
emphasized, almost all work and a great deal of play in contemporary society
takes the form of a shared project {(1988). Unless we cultivate and exhibit the
deeper kinds of sharing, therefore, it will be impossible for those kinds of
goods to ever be achieved ~ elther for ourselves or other people. And given
the importance of such goods in human life and human society, it seems
arbitrary to exclude them from the moral domain.

At the same time, the sense of shared humanity that lies at the core of
broad sharing seems to be intimately related to notions like equality and the
basic value or intrinsic worth of ell human beings. Rosalind Harsthouse
(1993 has suggested that to have such a sense?? is not necessarily to like or
love or even respect every other person, but it is “to want to” do so, and hence
to be “passionately inclined to trying to make out a case for their meriting
such attitudes” (1993: 65). It is also to be disposed to give others the benefit of
the doubt, and when they still look flawed or wrong, to remermber that one
might “look equally flawed or wrong to them,” and perhaps to come “to see
some point in their view” of cneself (Ibid.). And even if that proves
tmpossible, it is still to acknowledge that “we have [at least some] shared
experiences, a common fife,” and hence that “there must be some way in
which they are not entirely despicable and worthless, however frightful they
are” (Ibid.). Why does a sense of shared humanity lead an agent to think in

this way? Because such an agent recognizes that other people ave, after all,

“human beings, like me” (Ibid.).

23251 rathouse uses the Lerms “family-feeling” and “brotherhood of man” Lo capture

this notion, but I think she would find the “sense of shared humanity” Lo be equally apt.




Those who are influenced by “separateness-based” moral views may
be inclined to think that the breadth dimension should always have total
priority, insofar as it captures the notion that all persons are possessed of
basic moral dignity. This may in fact be true in public or institutional moral
contexts. But to say that the breadth dimension always takes priority in even
the individual moral demain seems to me to be a bit too strong. For one thing,
we have seen a great deal of evidence, in earlier chapters, suggesting that
reasonable people can reasonably disagree about the importance of deep,
interpersonal relationships fn human life. For another, it seems that one of the
reasons that all human beings have moral value is that each of us is unigue -
and it is the depth dimension that focuses on individuals as the particular
persons they are.

Fven if we acknowledge that it is morally better to exhibit a (more}
complete Will to Share through one’s actions, however, we might still wonder
why esxhibiting only one of the dimensicns of sharing is not good enough.
After all, an agent who does so may fail to act in some morally valuable ways,
but she will nonetheless be exhibiting some kind of desire for mutnality. And
indeed, we have seen that an agent-based ethic has at Jeast three options when
it comes to the assessment of individual acts (recall p. 95ff.). It can say that
such acts are wrong unless they totally approximate the most overarching
motivational ideal, But it cam also allow agents to fall somewhat shott of the
ideal, defining some threshold point above which their actions remain
morally permissible (though perhaps not particularly impressive, noble or
“fine’), and it can even do away with notions of rightness and wrongness
altogether and simply assess actions as betler or worse. 5o what is the basis

for saying that “specialized” moral activity is wrong?
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With respect to the three options just mentioned, I want to endorse the
“threshold” version. Since I have already argued that manifestations of the

Will to Share will be highly variable and depend on the imique character of

e e i o SR

individual agents, it is doubtful that the idea of “totally approximating” the

Will to Share will be entirely coherent. And I do not quite want to say that an
actiont is wrong simply if it fails to manifest one dimension of sharing, since §
have acknowledged that there will sometimes be trade-offs between the two.
However, I do think it is approprizte to say that activity is wrong when 1t
actively thwarts either dimension of shaxing ~ to do that is to manifest a
deplorably incomplete Will.

The problem with specialization, when understood in this way, is that
it shows the moral agent to be utterly insensitive to at least some kinds of
moral considerations. The purely deep sharer, for example, will be very
attuned to the inferests and needs of those with whom she shares a particular
point of view, but will not even recognize the interests and needs of uman
beings more generally, and hence will be prepared to run roughshod over
even the most basic moral concerns of those people with whem she is not

deeply engaged. The purely broad sharer, on the other hand, will be highly

attuned to the interests and needs that she shares with human beings
generally, and indeed, will treat every human being as simply one among
many. But this will make her oblivious o those moral interests that can enly
be fulfilled through deeper forms of interaction - through expressions of love
and friendship, for example.?3 Of course, it may frequently be possible to act

out of friendship without actively thwarting the needs and interests of

233 have in mind the kinds of cases that moral pariialists, such as Blum (1980) and
Stocker (1987), as well as care-ethicist Ike Noddings (1964) and Baier (1994) {requently
enphasize.



strangers in many cases, and similarly, it may often be possible 1o manifest
one’s sense of shared humanity without slighting the duties of friendship. Bul
there will also be cases in which the expression of ene dimension actively
thwarts the expression of the other, and it is at that point that one crosses the
threshold and acts in ways that are morally wrong 24 Perhaps the best way to
see why is to set out an ethic of sharing’s most significant surmmary rules.

The swmmary riles of slaring

The summary rules that are endorsed by any agent-based ethic do not
have independent moral velidity, But they do provide us with a way of
understanding the appropriateness of adherence to familiar moral commands,
such as “be charitable” and “don’t steal,” by summarizing the types of acts
that & genuinely virtuous agent (an agenl who lived up to the theory’s ideal of
moral character) will typically be motivated to perform. Hence, to the extent
that sharing can be shown to lie at the core of such day-to-day rules, we will
have even more reason to think that it really does serve as our most
overarching ethical ideal.

The basis for claiming that a particular command is a sammary rule of
sharing is the ability to demonstrate that a failure to abide by it would betray
a deplorable lack of the Will to Share - that it would either exhibit the
complete absence of any desire for mutuality, or that it would actively thwart

one of the two dimensions of experiential sharing, This will almost certainly

2341 do not believe that this view conflicts with my earlier comments aboul the
variabilily of the Will to Share, since the requirement of “non-specialization” is niot a
requirement to exhibil the two dimensions in perfectly equal amounts. Michael Slote has
defended this kind of point by noting that the Tmlpar tte command te “plant corn and plant
cotton” could not be fulfilled staply by planting “an nnusnally large amount of corn.” Yot
neither does it seem necessary to plant equal mimbers of corn and cotton sceds; it would be
enough to “plant both corn and cotton in non-negligikle amounts” (1992: 109). Similarly, the

requircment that ene exhibit both deep and broad sharing, is meant to allow for some leeway.
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be true in the case of the rules against killing, torture, and other forms of
violence, since no one would desire to share the pain and suffering of another,
Indeed, the restrictions on violence will be particularly stringent, since even in
contexts where an agent might find some justification in killing, it is
extremely unlikely that the process of filtering the other person’s intercsts
through this justification would result in a motivation to kil

A possible exception here s killing in self-defense, This is because any
agent with a healthy self-concept and normal sense of self-preservation will
find it impossible to bring his or her own interests “in tune” with those of an
attacker, no matter how streng the practical desire for mutuality may be. This
does not, of course, imply that moral agents may strike with deadly force
whenever threatened; presumably the desire for mutwality would lead them
to use no more force than is necessary to rebuff the attacker. And ideally, the
sharing agent would hope to achisve a full blown sense of mutuality with the
attacker, since this would make the attacker less likely to continue as a threat.
Nonetheless, since the altacker must surely be a manifestly unsharing
individual (and be vielating the susnmeary rule against violence), this is a
situation in which it is strictly impossible for the self-defender to share his
attacker’s point of view. If he rescrts to viclence in order to defend himself,
this seems justified by his commitment to the ideal of mutuality.

More generally, an ethic of sharing implies that acts of aggression are
typically wrong. Thomas Nagel once made the intevesting suggestion that
nearty all acts of aggression stem from a desive for mutuality: having suffered
at the hands of another, we naturally want the other to experience our
suffering for him or herself, and by lashing out at the other (1979: 46). But

while closely related to mutuality in & way that may help to explain the




prevalence of retributive urges among human beings, 1 believe that retaliatory
aggression is in fact a distortion of the Will to Share. Suffering may be easfer
to take when one knows that one is not alone, but causing another person to
suffer does not in fact make one’s own suffering go away. And an agent who
desires to share another’s experience will want to cause as little suffering as
possible.

The ideal of shering can also be used to ground rules against lying and
other forms of manipulation as morally wrong, For one thing, it is impossible
to shave a point of view with anether person unless we are responsive ¢
attitudes that are authentically theirs, and this means that anyone motivated
by a Will to Share will want tw be sure that other people have full
infermation. For another, Iving to another person is a way of asserting one’s
own power over them ~ manipulating their beliefs in order to get them to
serve one’s own inderests -~ and this is clearly a “one-sided” act of the sort that
the ideal of sharing is meant lo condemn,

Perhaps the best way {0 see this is by considering the difference
between lying to a person and simply ignoving them,? Intuitively, we tend
to think that ignoring a persen does not make it imepossible to share with them
in the future. But lying to a person does make it extremely unlikely that future
sharing with them will occur. 1 believe this is because ignoring a person need
not necessarily manifest a deplorable Will to Share. After all, it may not be
possible to share experiences with them in any deep way, given one’s own
and the other's particular interests. And so long as they do not have any
pressing needs or interests, the erpathic awareness of which would move a

sharing agent to respond, ignoring them will not betray a deplorable lack of a

PR e - . g g . . . .
235 Thanks to Michael Slote for reminding e about this peint.
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sense of shared humanity. Ignoring someone, in other words, does not
actively thwart the ideal of sharing, even if it also does not actively exhibit
either dimensions of the desive for mutuality. To lie to a person, however, is to
treat one’s own interests and concerns as clearly having much more
significance than the other’s, and this does betray a deplorable lack of
mutuality in both experiential dimensions. The depth dimension is thwarted
because the liar seeks to manipulate (rather than share) the other person’s
particular point of view, and the breadth dimension is thwarted by the agent’s
obliviousness to - or failure to be moved by - the other person’s natural desjre
to formulate and express authentic intevests and goals.2%

Similar comments apply in the case of a summary rule against stealing,
For here again, to take something away from another is clearly to treat the
other interests as having little or no moral weight, and one’s own interests as
having priority. And here again, it seems extremely unlikely that, having
stolen from ancther, it will be possible to engage them in sharing at some
future point.

In saying this, I do not mean to suggest that it is impossible, or
unwarranted, for agents to forgive and forgel. And indeed, an ethic of sharing
can even be seen to ground a summary rule of forgiveness. Because it
incorporates certain values of interpersonal connectedness, such aw ethic
acknowledges our ordinary human frailties, including our dependency and
neediness. And it afso encourages interaction as & form of moral learning.
Hence, insofar as a previously vnsharing agent shows him or herself to have
cultivated a desire for mutuality, there is no reason to bear a grodge against

her or refuse to interact in the future. Notice, however, that this does not make

236 Y take this to be a feature of basic h umarify.
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a previous act of lying or stealing Jess wrong (that action still manifested a
deplorable lack of the Will to Share). It only acknowledges that it is possible
for individuals to change their character.

The ideal of sharing also seems to ground a number of more positive
rules. In Chapter Four, we saw that the empathic awareness which enables us
to share in others” experiences provides us with a powerful fncentive to
promote their good, at least insofar as this is possible without disvegarding
our own good as well. Hence, while such an ethic does not imply that we
must maximize human welfare, it does, for example, clearly ground a duty of
easy rescue. Similarly, the desire for mutuality would seera to prompt a
display of gratitude in response to assistance from others, and of loyalty
toward those with whom one is invelved in shared projects of various sorts.
That is because a failure to exhibit these qualities betrays a kind of parasitism
or willingness to receive help from others, without any corresponding

willingness to share the burdens of social living.

54  Dissolving the Autonomy/Caring Debate

Since this dissertation began with an analysis of the contemporary
debate that grew out of Carol Gilligan’s work, I want to conclude by showing
how an agent-based ethic of sharing helps o resolve ~ and in some cases,
even dissolve - the tensions that lie at the core of the Autonomy /Caring
debate. As we saw in Chapter One, antonomy-based views tend to portray the
crucial moral task as finding some sort of reason to act, while the ethics of care
see morality as lying in a kind of sensitivity to humanity. Because an ethic of
sharing is not grounded in moral principles, it may seem that it sides
primarily with the ethics of care on this score. And if T arm correct that the Will

to Share is grounded in natural human sociability, then the reasons for acting
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morally are, in a certain sense, already there. But while truly sharing agents
will naturally feel and be moved by the interests of other people, this does not
mean they will immediately act solely on others” behalf. It simply implies that
they will be forced to think about the grounds for acling in a particular way.
Because concern for self and concern for others must be filtered through one
another in order for the genuinely sharing agent to determine what she
should do in any particular context, the search for moral reasons will alse be
an ever-present task. And it is here that the presence of an overarching desire
for mutuality appears to be crucial. For such a desire divorces moral agents
from a too heavy attachment to either their own or other people’s interests,
making it significantly more likely that the agents will find the best way of
fulfilling both sorts of interests (insofar as possible} at the very same Hme.
The ideal of shering also underscores the care-ethical idea that the
emotions are a constitutive medium of moral reflection and form a crucial
component of genuinely moral response, inasmuch as the capacity for
empathy serves as a precondition for sharing experiences. But since the desire
for mutvality serves as a kind of overarching desire that one’s own interests
and concerns be brought in tune with the interests and concerns of others, the
ideal of sharing also acknowledges the importance of some kind of regulative-
motive, of the sort that autonomy-based views typically endorse. Consider
Marcia Baron's suggestion that the motive of duty be conceived as a filter
through which all our other motives must pass (1584}, Her idea seems to be
that without some such filter, there would be no way fo resolve the inevitable
conflicts thal arise between the Interests of separate persons. And although [
have suggested that genuinely sharing agents do not typically perceive their

own and others” concerns as being set in fundamental competition, this does
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not mean that their is no sort of regulative motive at work. In fact, it seerms to
be precisely because they possess a more overarching desire for mutuality
that sharing agents are motivated to express and fulfill both sorts of concern
at the very same time. 2>/

Barbara Herman has objected to the idea that morality be conceived as
the expression of an overarching desire, suggesting that this devalues the
moral agent's capacity for autonomaus refionality (1993: ch. 10}, Part of her
concern seems 1o be that the paradigmatic case of moral activity is one in
which an agent is texapted o make a special exception for himself, and hence
that a desire~-based model will be unable to explain why we often think we
ought not to do what we most strongly desire. But we have seen that the sense
of duty can be captured in agenb-based terms (§2.6), and since we have seen
that an agent wha is constantly reflecting on moral principles will at least
sometimes display an objectionable kind of detachment from other people, it
is not obvious that a more principle-based account is appropriate. Meanwhile,
the desire for mutuality - conceived as an overarching practical attitude, does
keep agents from making special exceptions designed to further thelr own
CONCErTIS.

Herman also suggests that desires must be “normalized” into a

deliberative field before we can treat their expression as recognizably moral.,

237 Baron also insisls that the duty molive serves "as a limiting condition and at the
same time as an impetus to think about one's conduct, to appraise one's goals, Lo be
conscious of omeself as a self-determining being, and sometimes to give one the slrength one
needs to do what ome sees one veally should do" (1984: 59). As far as [ can see, the desire for
mutuality can serve all of these functions, though it does tend to de-emphasize the
importance of “self-determinetion.” If wo take soriously the idea that even our distinclive
personalities are shaped, in no smaltl measure, by our interactions with others, and then even
the development and pursuil of our “own” conception of the good will be an activity we
engage in with others.
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Her coneern seems to be that we are too obscure to one another to successfully
understand, let alone pursue, each other’s good, and hence that we need
independent moral principles to guide us as we atternpt to understand both
our own motives and others”. But as Iris Murdoch has emphasized, when
human beings become mutual objects of one another's attention or have
common objects of attention to define their focus, they are forced to elaborate
a common vecabulary that enables them to overcome the difficulty in
understanding each others” points of view (1970:33). Meanwhile, since the
desire for mutuality sets its own, internally inposed limits on what can be
done te achieve its aims (recall p. 224, above), it seems to serve precisely the
sort of regulative function that defenders of antonomy-based views attribute
to moral principles.

Defenders of more autonomy based views are also likely to object that
an ethic of sharing cannot place enough emphasis on individual separateness
to explain the basic level of “respect” that is due to all persons simply in

virtue of their basic humanity. But Robin Dillon has poinfed to an “intrigoing
similarity” between the (kantian) notion of respect and more connection-
based notions of cave (1992}, and an ethic of sharing seems able to capture the
best elements of both. The trick is to notice that while the formal role of
respect is “to keep in the forefront of moral consciousness the attitude of
valuing persons for their own sake and so to remind us of the reasons why we
should treat persons as morality obliges” (Ibid.: 114, note 14), the practical
content of respect is determined by what those reasons are taken to be. And
while Kantians tend to focus on certain modes of human separateness - in

particular, our capacity for rational autonomy ~ “it is certainly possible to

identify other features of human beings as the {most] moxally significant”
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(Ibid.: 133). Most obviously, it is possible to focus on our “fundamental

particularity and interdependence,” as well as our vulnerability to fortune,

relationships” (Ibid.: T15).

By focusing on these latter features, Dillon develops a concept of
“cave-respect” which is an attitude responsive to buman connectedness. To
exhibit care-respect toward another requires “not so much refraining from
interference, as recognizing our power o make and unmake cach other as
persons, exercising this power wisely, and cavefully participating in their
realization of their selves and their ends” (Tbid.: 116). Care-respect also
focuses on “the particular me a person is,” rather than on the more abstract
fact that she is a person with her own conception of the good, and for this
reason, it includes a dimension of cherishing the other’s unigue gualities that
many find lacking in the kantian view 2% Although care-respect is affectively
laden, however, it does not lose the sense of commonality and equal value of
persons that Kantians want to emphasize, for we are all interdependent in the
ways care-respect focuses on. And like the kantian notion, il is not a kind of
evaluation respect.?? Precisely because it focuses on our interdependency
and vulnerability, care-respect encourages agents to be slow to judge and
generous in their evaluations of others.

There is a kind of tension between kantian respect, which regards each
person as fust as valuable as every other, and care-respect, which regards this

particutar individual as special. But this tension is a familiar element of

2358 A wiilar point is made by Friedman (1995: 137),

AL ) 't i » pa : o ‘ .

23R ecall Darwall’s (1977) distinction belwoen “recognition respect” and “evalualion
respoct.”
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ordinary moral experience. Hence, Dillon treats kantian respect amd care-
respect as the two end points on a spectrum of permissible attitudes we may
legitimately take up toward one ancther in various ciccumstances, Given the
two dimensions of experiential sharing, there seems to be room for both
practical attitudes within the Will to Shaxe, and hence room for a basic level of
respect once that notion is understood broadly encugh to include both the
separateness and connectedness aspects of human living,

While an ethic of sharing incorporates elements of both autonomy- and
caring-based ethics, however, it does not incorporate all of the aspecls of
either view. For example, it does not incorporate the care-ethical notion of
“motivational displacement,” and it does not incorporate the autonomy-based
claim that moral deliberation ideally involves the impartial review of maoral
principles and rules. More generally, it insists that neither the vatues of
individual separateness nor the values of interpersonal connectedness are
morally basic. Their motal significance, accerding to an ethic of sharing,
depends on their being incorporated within the Will to Share, and tempered
by the overarching desire for nutuality that is the distinctive featuve of such a
Will. Because we have seen reasons for rejecting a baseline commitiient to
either set of valaes, however, the fact that an ethic of sharing is not quite able
to synthesize Gilligan's two moral orientations does not seem to be a strike
against it. More importantly, since the value of mutuality transcends the
separateness/connecledness lension altogether, an ethic of sharing provices
us with a new “way of thinking” about morality that at least merits careful

consideration.
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