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Introduction

The title of this book comes from John Locke, who described a person’s
consciousness of his past as making him “self to himself” across spans of
time. Implicitin this phrase is the view that the word ‘self’ does not denote
any one entity but rather expresses a reflexive guise under which parts
or aspects of a person are presented to his' own mind. This view stands
in opposition to the view currently prevailing among philosophers — that
the self is a proper part of a person’s psychology, comprising those char-
acteristics and attitudes without which the person would no longer be
himself. I do not believe in the existence of the self so conceived.

To say that ‘self’ merely expresses a reflexive mode or modes of pre-
sentation is not to belittle it. The contexts in which parts or aspects of
ourselves are presented in reflexive guise give rise to some of the most
important problems in philosophy. They include the context of autobio-
graphical memory and anticipation, in which we appear continuous with
past and future selves; the context of autonomous action, in which we
regard our behavior as self-governed; the context of moral reflection, in
which we exercise self-criticism and self-restraint; and the context of the
moral emotions, in which we blame ourselves, feel ashamed of ourselves,
or want to be loved for ourselves. To understand what is presented to us
under the guise of self in each of these contexts would be to gain some
insight into personal identity, autonomy, the conscience, and the moral
emotions — all important and complex phenomena.

' For an explanation of why I use ‘he’ to denote the arbitrary person, see my Practical
Reflection (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989), p. 4, n. 1.



2 Self to Self

Many philosophers think that we can account for all of these phenom-
ena at a stroke, by identifying a single thing that serves simultaneously
as that which we have in common with past and future selves, that which
governs our behavior when it is self-governed, that which we restrain
when exercising self-restraint, and that which we blame, of which we feel
ashamed, or for which we hope to be loved. I think that expecting a
single entity to play the role of self in all of these contexts can only lead
to confusion. Each context presents something in a reflexive guise, but
not necessarily in the same guise, and certainly not the same thing.

That said, I still believe that there is much to be gained from a com-
parative study of selfthood in all of these contexts. Several of the essays
in this volume undertake such a comparative study, while others confine
themselves to selfhood in one context, with cross-references to essays
about the others. The result is not a unified theory of the self, but it is,
I hope, a coherent series of reflections on selfhood. In this Introduc-
tion, I will identify some of the subsidiary lines of argument uniting these
reflections.

What Is a Reflexive Mode of Presentation?

Some activities and mental states have an intentional object: they are men-
tally directed at something. Of these, some can take their own subject as
intentional object: they can be mentally directed at that which occupies
the state or performs the activity. Of these, some can be mentally directed
at their own subject conceived as such - conceived, that is, as occupying
this very state or performing this very activity. A reflexive mode of pre-
sentation is a way of thinking that directs an activity or mental state at its
own subject conceived as such.

The attitude of respect, for example, is directed at a particular person
by some way of thinking about him. Sometimesitis directed ata person by
the thought of him as the one holding this very attitude of respect. That
way of thinking is a reflexive mode of presentation, and the resulting
attitude is consequently called “selfrespect.” In the simplest case, the
reflexive mode of presentation is a first-person pronoun: the object of
some respectful thought is picked out in that thought as “me,” and then
the “self” in “self-respect” is just an indirect way of attributing an attitude
that would be directly expressed with the first person. But there are also
non-verbal modes of reflexive thought.

For example, a visual image represents things in spatial relation to an
unseen point where its lines of sight converge. Insofar as vision implicitly
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alludes to that point as the position of its own subject, its geometry con-
stitutes a reflexive mode of presentation. Being visually aware of things
involves being implicitly self-aware, because it involves this implicit way
of thinking about the subject of vision as such. The reflexivity implicit
in this awareness would naturally be expressed in the first person, with a
statement beginning “I see....” But what makes the awareness reflexive,
to begin with, is not a use of the first-person pronoun. What makes visual
awareness implicitly reflexive is the perspectival structure of the visual
image, which secures the implicit reference to the subject of vision so
conceived.

Whenever the self is spoken of, some reflexive activity or mental state
is under discussion, with the word ‘self’ standing in for the mode of
presentation by which the state or activity is directed at its subject as such.
Strictly speaking, then, reference to the self sans phrase, in abstraction
from any reflexive context, is incomplete. Talk of “The Self” is like talk
of “The Subject” in that theory-laden sense which refers to a person in
the abstract. Just as The Subject must be the subject of some activity or
mental state, so The Self must be the self of some activity or mental state
directed at its subject so conceived.

Talk of the self sans phrase can be harmless, of course, if the relevant
state or activity is salient in the context. And some reflexive states and
activities are of such importance to our nature that they can be made
salient by little more than reference to the self. But our failure to specify
a reflexive context when speaking of the self should not be taken to
indicate that there is nothing to specify.

I distinguish among at least three reflexive guises under which a person
tends to regard aspects of himself. These three reflexive guises corre-
spond to at least three distinct selves.

First, there is the self-image by which a person represents which person
and what kind of person he is — his name, address, and Social Security
number, how he looks, what he believes in, what his personality is like,
and so on. This selfimage is not intrinsically reflexive, because it does not
in itself represent the person as the subject of this very representation;
in itself, it represents him merely as a person. It is made reflexive by
some additional indication or association that marks it as representing
its subject. It is like a photograph in the subject’s mental album, showing
just another person but bearing on the reverse side “This is me.”

? Idiscuss thisissue further in “The Centered Self” (Chapter 11). See especially Appendix A.
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A person’s self-image cannot be intrinsically reflexive, in fact, if it is to
embody his sense of who he is. Conceiving of who he is entails conceiving
of himself as one of the potential referents for the pronoun ‘who’, which
ranges over persons in general. From among these candidates neutrally
conceived, it picks out the one he is, thus identifying him with one of
the world’s inhabitants. It therefore requires a conception of someone as
one of the world’s inhabitants, who can then be identified as “me.”

Because a person’s sense of who he is must contain a non-reflexive
conception of himself as one of the world’s inhabitants, it is the vehicle
for those attitudes by which he compares himself to others or empathizes
with their attitudes toward him. When he feels self-esteem, for exam-
ple, he feels it about the sort of person he is, and hence toward himself
as characterized by his self-image. When he indulges in self-hatred, he
hates the object of his self-image, a person whom others might hate. As
the repository of the characterizations grounding these self-evaluations,
the self-image is sometimes referred to as the person’s ego — not in the
psychoanalytic sense but in the colloquial sense in which the ego is said
to be inflated by praise or pricked by criticism. An inflated ego, in this
colloquial sense, is an overly positive self-image.

Finally, a person’s self-image is the criterion of his integrity, because it
represents how his various characteristics cohere into a unified personal-
ity, with which he must be consistent in order to be self-consistent, or true
to himself. Failures of integrity threaten to introduce incoherence into
the person’s conception of who he is; and in losing a coherent concep-
tion of who he is, the person may feel that he has lost his sense of self or
sense of identity. This predicament is sometimes called an identity crisis.

When someone suffers an identity crisis, he may feel that he no longer
knows who he is. The reason is not that he has forgotten his name or
Social Security number; it’s rather that the self-image in which he stores
information about the person he is has begun to disintegrate under the
strain of incoherence, either with itself or with his experience. Often such
strain appears around features of his self-image that distinguish him from
other persons and underwrite his self-esteem. The result is that his self-
image seems to lose its power to set him apart from others in his eyes;
and this result is what he is speaking of when he says that he no longer
knows who he is.

Yet to say that a person has undergone an identity crisis, or no longer
knows who he is, does not imply that there is any doubt, in our minds
or in his, as to whether he is still the same person. His identity crisis is
a crisis in his sense of identity, as embodied in his self-image; it is not a
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crisis in his metaphysical identity — that is, in his being one person rather
than another, or one and the same person through time. The qualities
that are distinctive of the person, either descriptively or evaluatively, are
crucial to his sense of who he is because that sense is embodied in a
selfimage representing him as one person among others, from whom
he then needs to be distinguished by particular qualities. The fact that
distinctive qualities are necessary to pick out the person who he is, and
thus inform his sense of identity, does not indicate that those qualities
play any role in determining his identity, metaphysically speaking.

Unfortunately, philosophers sometimes assume that the qualities essen-
tial to a person’s sense of who he is are in fact constitutive of who he is and
therefore essential to his remaining one and the same person, numer-
ically identical with himself and numerically distinct from others. Here
they conflate the self presented by a person’s self-image with the self of
personal identity, or self-sameness through time.

Self-sameness through time is the relation that connects a person to
his past and future selves, as they are called. In my view, past and future
selves are simply past and future persons in reflexive guise, or under a
reflexive mode of presentation.? The task of identifying a person’s past
and future selves is a matter of identifying which past and future persons
are accessible to him in the relevant guise, or under the relevant mode
of presentation - in short, which past and future persons are reflexively
accessible to him. Past persons are reflexively accessible via experiential
memory, which represents the past as seen through the eyes of someone
who earlier stored this representation of it; and future persons are acces-
sible via a mode of anticipation that represents the future as encountered
by someone who will later retrieve this representation of it. These modes
of thought portray past and future persons reflexively by implicitly point-
ing to them at the center, or origin, of an egocentric frame of reference,
as the unseen viewer in a visual memory, for example, or the unrepre-
sented agent in a plan of action. The unseen viewer in a visual memory is
the self or “I” of the memory; the unrepresented agentin a plan of action
is the self or “I” of the plan. Past and future selves are simply the past and
future persons whom the subject can represent as the “I” of a memory or
the “I” of a plan — persons of whom he can think reflexively, as “me.”

These reflexive modes of thought are significantly different from the
self-image that embodies a person’s sense of self. To begin with, they

3 This claim is the thesis of “Self to Self” (Chapter 8).
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are intrinsically reflexive, in the sense that their representational scheme
is structured by a perspective whose point of origin is occupied by the
past or future subject, whereas a self-image is the representation of a
person considered non-first-personally but identified as the subject by
some other, extrinsic means. Another difference lies in the extent to
which these modes of thought actually constitute the self.

I have long defended the view that a person’s self-image is self-fulfilling
to some extent: thinking of himself as shy, or as interested in jazz, or as
aspiring to cure cancer can be a part or a cause of his actually being
shy, or being interested in jazz, or aspiring to cure cancer. Including
these characteristics in his self-image can be partly constitutive of, or
conducive to, possessing them in fact; and to this extent, the person can
define himself by defining his self-image. I elaborate on this view of self-
definition in several of the essays in this volume.* As I point out, however,
a person’s powers of self-definition are limited. Although thinking that
he has a characteristic can be one part or one cause of his actually having
it, other parts and causes are invariably required. And although the self-
image through which he defines himself can also be said to embody his
sense of who he is, the fact of who he is lies strictly beyond his powers
of self-definition. Thus, thinking that he is interested in jazz may or may
not succeed in making him interested in jazz, while thinking that he is
Napoleon will certainly fail to make him Napoleon.

By contrast, someone’s first-personal memories and expectations
determine which past and future persons are accessible to him in the
guise of selves; and as Locke first pointed out, we have good reason to
acknowledge connections of selfhood forged in this manner, whether
or not they conform to the life history of a single human being. Such
diachronic connections are the topic of the title essay in this volume
(Chapter 8). There I argue, in support of Locke, that if a person could
retrieve experiential memories that were stored by Napoleon at Auster-
litz, then Napoleon at Austerlitz would genuinely be related to him as
a past self; and when he reported one of those memories by saying “I
commanded the forces at Austerlitz,” he would be expressing a thought
that helped to constitute its own truth, by giving him first-personal access
to the relevant inhabitant of the past.

In sum, a person’s identity is constituted by reflexive thought in two
distinct instances. In the first instance, the person can to some extent

4 Empirical evidence for this view is summarized in “From Self-Psychology to Moral Philos-
ophy” (Chapter 10). The view also figures in “The Self as Narrator” (Chapter g), “The
Centered Self” (Chapter 11), and “Motivation by Ideal” (Chapter 13).
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fashion his own identity, because he can fashion his self-image and at
the same time fashion himself in that image. In the second instance, the
person’s identity is given to him by the psychological connections that
make past and future persons accessible to his reflexive thought.

The third reflexive guise under which a person is presented with a self
is the guise of autonomous agency.> Among the goings on in a person’s
body, some but not others are due to the person in the sense that they
are his doing. When he distinguishes between those which are his doing
and those which aren’t, he appears to do so in terms of their causes, by
regarding the former but not the latter as caused by himself. Yet even
the latter goings-on emanate from within his own body and mind, and so
when he disowns them, he ends up disowning parts of his own body and
mind, as if the boundary between self and other lay somewhere inside
the skin.

I think that in order to locate the self to whom autonomous actions
are attributed, we have to ask which part or aspect of the person is pre-
sented to him in reflexive guise when he considers the causes of his
behavior. Whatever is presented in reflexive guise to the agent’s causal
reasoning will be that to which such reasoning attributes his behavior
when attributing it to the self. Clearly, what’s presented in reflexive guise
to causal reasoning is that which conducts such reasoning - that part or
aspect of the person which seeks to understand events in terms of their
causes. The self to which autonomous actions are attributed must there-
fore be the agent’s faculty of causal understanding. Insofar as a person’s
behavior is due to his causal understanding, its causes will appear to that
understanding in reflexive guise, and the behavior will properly appear
as due to the self.

Most of my work prior to the essays in this volume was devoted to argu-
ing that the actions traditionally classified as autonomous by philoso-
phers of action are indeed due to the agent’s causal understanding.’
Autonomous actions are actions performed for a reason, and reasons
for performing an action, I argued, are considerations in light of which
the action would be understandable in the causal terms of folk psychol-
ogy. To act for a reason is to do what would make sense, where the
consideration in light of which it would make sense is the reason for

5 The self of autonomy is the topic of “The Self as Narrator” (Chapter g) and “Identification
and Identity” (Chapter 14).

6 See my Practical Reflection (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989) and The Possibility
of Practical Reason (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000).
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acting. Thus, for example, one’s being interested in jazz would explain
why one might frequent nightclubs, and so one can frequent nightclubs
not only out of an interest in jazz but also on the grounds of that inter-
est, regarded as explanatory of one’s behavior. When one’s behavior is
guided by such considerations, it is guided by one’s capacity for making
sense of behavior, which is one’s causal understanding and is therefore
presented in reflexive guise to that very understanding, as the self that
causes one’s behavior.

The essays in this volume elaborate on this theory of autonomy in
a few, fairly modest respects. First, I explore what social psychologists
have written about the self, pointing out that their research supports
the aspect of my theory that seems most farfetched to philosophers -
namely, the claim that people are generally guided in their behavior by
a cognitive motive toward self-understanding.”? Second, I point to this
motive as effecting a crucial, hidden step in the process posited by Daniel
Dennett to explain how a human being makes up or invents a self.® I
agree with Dennett in thinking that a human being makes up or invents
a self in one sense; but I argue that in making up a self in that sense, a
human being also manifests his possession of a self in another sense, by
exercising genuine autonomy. The self that a human being makes up is
the individuating self-conception that embodies his sense of who he is;
the self that he thereby manifests is his capacity for understanding his
behavior in light of that self-conception.

Dennett frames his notion of self-invention in terms of self-narration:
the self-conception that a person develops is a sketch for the protagonist
in his own autobiography. In these terms, the person’s capacity for causal
understanding gets redescribed as his capacity for coherent narration,
which I call the self as narrator. In two further essays, I go on to explore
implications for moral philosophy flowing from this narrative-based the-
ory of autonomy.?

This completes my summary of the three reflexive guises under which we
are presented with selves: the self-concept, the guise of past or future self,

7 “From Self Psychology to Moral Philosophy” (Chapter 10).

8 “The Self as Narrator” (Chapter g).

9 “Willing the Law” (Chapter 12) and “Motivation by Ideal” (Chapter 13). In all of these
essays, I assume that narrative is just a way of formulating our causal understanding of
the narrated events. I have recently come to doubt this conception of narrative (“Narra-
tive Explanation” The Philosophical Review 112 [2003]: 1-25). Although narrative conveys
causal understanding of the narrated events, I have come to think that it also conveys a
distinct mode of understanding as well. This conclusion complicates my view of practical
reason in ways that remain to be explored.
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and the guise of the self as cause of autonomous action. As  mentioned at
the beginning, my strategy of identifying distinct selves, corresponding
to these distinct reflexive guises, runs counter to the prevailing trend
among philosophers, who prefer to theorize about a single, all-purpose
self. I now turn to a summary of the arguments by which I attempt to
resist this trend. I interpret the trend as a reaction against Kantian moral
psychology, and so my arguments are largely interpretations and defenses
of Kant.

In Kant’s moral psychology, the governing autos of autonomy is ratio-
nal nature, which a person shares with all persons. This rational nature
includes none of the qualities that differentiate the person from others,
none of the idiosyncratic attitudes and characteristics that inform his
sense of individuality. It is therefore unfit to serve as the target of reflex-
ivity in other contexts — as the target of self-esteem, for example — and
so it strikes many philosophers as denuded, the mere skeleton of a self.
These philosophers have consequently sought to flesh out a rival concep-
tion of the self that includes personal particularities, and they have then
deployed this conception not only in contexts to which it is appropri-
ate, in my view, but in others as well, including the contexts of personal
identity and autonomy. I pursue three distinct strategies for resisting this
trend, though I don’t always distinguish among them.

First, I attempt to meet the trend head-on by arguing that it under-
rates the importance of bare personhood. I grant that each person has
a detailed sense of his identity, representing those features of himself
which he values as differentiating him from others. This individuating
self-conception is that to which the person is true when he is true to
himself, that which he betrays when he betrays himself, and that under
which he esteems himself in feeling self-esteem. The distinctive features
represented in this conception can even be said to define who the per-
son is. Yet these features are not, for example, the object of the person’s
self-respect, since self-respect is an appreciation of his value merely as a
person. Whereas self-esteem says “I am clever” or “I am strong” or “I am
beautiful,” self-respect says simply “I am somebody.”

Of course, each person is not merely somebody but a concrete indi-
vidual, and the qualities that flesh out his individuality are, as I have just
granted, the focus of some reflexive attitudes, such as self-esteem. But the
fact that some reflexive attitudes bear on the person’s distinctive features
does not entail that all such attitudes must do so as well, because there
isn’t a single thing on which all reflexive attitudes must bear. Assum-
ing otherwise inevitably leads to underrating the importance of being
somebody. Who I am, in particular, matters for many reflexive purposes;
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but if all that mattered for reflexive purposes was who I am, then it would
no longer matter that (as Dr. Seuss so wisely put it) I am a Who.

In two of these essays, I argue that the importance of being somebody is
registered in human emotions that are often analyzed by philosophers
as concerned with personal distinctiveness — namely, love and shame.'?
The ordinary thought about love, reflected in most philosophical work
on the subject, is that we love one another and want to be loved for who
we are, in the sense of the phrase that I have just been using to invoke
the qualities that differentiate us from others. Those same qualities are
thought to be the basis for the negative emotion of shame.

I agree that personal distinctiveness is often in our sights when we feel
shame, and always when we feel love, and I try to analyze precisely how
it figures in these emotions. I argue, however, that its role is dependent
on, and indeed unintelligible without, the role of bare personhood.

In my view, shame is anxiety that we feel about a threat to our socially
recognized status as self-presenting creatures, a status that ultimately rests
on the structure of a free will, in virtue of which we qualify as persons. This
threat can arise from the exposure of particular discreditable qualities, of
which we are then said to be ashamed, but it can also arise in the absence
of any perceived demerit. We can therefore feel shame without there
being anything about us of which we are ashamed. Such inchoate shame,
I argue, iswhat we felt as children when pressed to perform for household
guests, what we felt as adolescents when seen by our peers in the company
of our parents, and what we feel as adults when subjected to various kinds
of unwelcome attention ranging from racist epithets to excessive praise.
These instances of shame are possible, I claim, because the object of
anxiety in shame is not our distinctive personality but rather our social
standing merely as self-presenting persons. Hence understanding shame
requires acknowledging the importance of being somebody ~ in this case,
the importance of being somebody to others.

Being somebody to others is also at the bottom of being loved, in my
view. We often say that we want to be loved for who we are, again using that
phrase which alludes to our particularities. Yet there is an ambiguity in the
preposition that introduces this phrase ~ the ‘for’ in “for who we are.”
Personal love is an essentially experiential emotion: it’s a response to
someone with whom we are acquainted. We may admire or envy people
of whom we have only heard or read, but we can love only the people

1% “Love as a Moral Emotion” (Chapter 4) and “The Genesis of Shame” (Chapter g).
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we know. So there is no question but that personal qualities experienced
directly or indirectly - appearance, manner, words, actions, traits of char-
acter, and so on — are essential to eliciting love. The question remains,
however, whether the love that’s elicited by these qualities is an emotion
felt toward or about those same qualities. Loving someone is a way of
valuing him, but are we valuing him on the basis of those qualities that
elicit our love? What is it to love someone for the way he walks and talks,
the way he holds his knife and sips his tea, or (more loftily) for who
he is?

I argue that to love someone for the way he walks or the way he talks
is not to value him on the basis of his gait or his elocution; it’s rather
to value his personhood as perceived through them. The qualities that
elicit our love are the ones that make someone real to us as a person — the
qualities that speak to us of a mind and heart within — and the value that
is registered in our love is therefore the value of personhood. Wanting to
be loved is like wanting to be found beautiful: it’s a desire that others be
struck by our particularities, but in a way that awakens them to a value in
us that is universal.

This account of love, like my account of shame, is an attempt to cope
with paradoxes inherent in our ordinary understanding of the emotion.
In the case of shame, the paradox is what I have called “inchoate shame,”
inwhich we are shamed without there being anything that we are ashamed
of. The paradox in the case of love is that, although it is a way of valuing
people, it doesn’t conform to any readily intelligible evaluations of them
or value judgments about them.

Thus, I love my own wife and children as no others, and yet I know
that other women and children are equally worthy of being loved by
their own husbands and fathers. I do not honestly believe that mine are
better or preferable; I don’t even believe that they are better or preferable
for me, as romantic soul-mates are supposed to be. Yet I treasure them
above all. How can I value them especially without perceiving a special
value in them? How can I believe that everyone, in deserving to be loved,
deserves to be valued as special, if no one is especially deserving in this
respect?

I'am well aware that my view of love can be made to sound soft-headed
and silly. Readers of my view sometimes think they can simply dismiss it
with the remark that everyone knows love isn’t like that - as if I did not
already acknowledge the initial implausibility of the view. My response
to these readers is that what “everybody knows” about love is deeply
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problematic, as most children begin to suspect by the age of five or six,
once they are told, for example, that everyone is special. If what we are
taught to find plausible about love made any sense upon reflection, then
philosophizing about love would be as pointless as philosophizing about
humor or the weather. In fact, the truth about love had better be some-
thing fairly implausible to us, or the emotion itself will turn out to be
absurd. Those who aren’t troubled by the conventional wisdom will see
no need for anything else; but then they should see no need for philoso-
phy, either.

My second line of argument against the doctrine of a single, all-purpose
self — which I interpret, in turn, as a reaction against Kantian moral
psychology — is to humanize the latter theory. At the center of Kantian
moral psychology is the attitude of respect for the law, which many read-
ers and teachers of Kant interpret as deference to a purely formal rule of
conduct, or the abstract concept of such a rule. This interpretation makes
the moral agent appear to be fixated on a mere abstraction, as if lost
in impersonal thought; and one natural reaction against this alienated
conception of the moral agent is to insist that his attention be focused,
not on abstract rules, but on particular people instead. I argue that Kant
actually holds an intermediate view, which portrays the moral agent as
attending neither to rules nor to particular people but to an ideal of the
person.

In particular, I argue that respect for the law is respect for an ideal
image of oneself: it’s what Freud would describe as admiration for an
ego-ideal.'" The ego-ideal in Kantian ethics is that rational configuration
of the will which is represented in the Categorical Imperative. The point
is that admiring an ego-ideal is not a way of getting lost in thought; it’s a
way of finding oneself. The Kantian moral agent can therefore be seen
as less of a space cadet and more of a well-centered person.

What’s more, the Kantian moral motive — respect for the law — can
be seen as a motive that would naturally develop out of our experience
as particular people among others. According to Freud, admiration for
an ego-ideal arises from love for the real people after whom the ideal
was fashioned — parents or their surrogates, in most cases. My account of
love enables me to explain how the love that we felt for our parents in

1 T argue for this interpretation of Kant in “Love as a Moral Emotion” (Chapter 4) and
“The Voice of Conscience” (Chapter 5).
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childhood might give rise to respect for the rational will as represented
in the Kantian ego-ideal. Love for our parents was our response to their
loving care, in which they treated us as self-standing ends —a configuration
of their wills that we then incorporated into an ego-ideal, for which we
continue to feel the admiration that amounts, in my view, to Kantian
respect for the law. Kantian respect for the law can thus be learned from
the love between parentand child, which Freud was surely right to identify
as the textbook for our moral education.'®

In this second line of argument, I consider myself to be interpreting what
Kant actually says. In the third line of argument, I propose a revision of
Kant’s moral theory, asT understand it, thus making a strategic concession
to the current trend.'3

Kant insists that immoral action is always contrary to practical rea-
son, and this insistence seems insensitive to the many ways in which peo-
ple’s peculiar interests and commitments can give them reason to act
immorally. If practical reason required the moral course of action on
every occasion, it would sometimes require people to step outside the
personal characteristics that define who they are. Although morality may
demand such self-transcendence (or self-betrayal), practical reason does
not, and so I propose to modify the Kantian view.

What practical reason requires, I argue, is that people develop inter-
ests and commitments that would not give them reason to act immorally;
but if they develop their interests and commitments irrationally, then
they may find themselves with reason to act immorally, after all. Self-
transcendence is possible in such cases, with the help of ideals of the
sort that are embodied in the moral law, according to my interpreta-
tion of Kant; but self-transcendence in these cases always involves some
irrationality, contrary to orthodox Kantian doctrine.'*

Note thatin this third line of argument, I again grant that ‘self’ some-
times refers to a constellation of traits that, as I have put it, define who
someone is. These traits constitute a person’s identity in that understand-
ing of the term in which a person’s identity is his sense of identity, as
embodied in his self-conception. In this context, I agree with the currently

'* This is the ultimate conclusion of “A Rational Superego” (Chapter 6).

'3 T argue for this revision in “Willing the Law” (Chapter 12) and “A Brief Introduction to
Kantian Ethics” (Chapter 2).

1 See “Motivation by Ideal” (Chapter 13).
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prevailing view that the self is rich in particularities, the qualities that dif-
ferentiate one person from another. I merely deny that what serves as the
self in this context is what serves as the self in all contexts.

My advocacy for Kantian moral psychology in some of these essays may
seem to conflict with my advocacy in others for my own, more naturalistic
theory of agency. Yet I believe that these two conceptions of ourselves,
though different in spirit and vocabulary, are at bottom compatible and
will eventually submit to unification. Let me conclude this Introduction
by speculating as to how they might be unified.

To begin with, my theory of agency adopts the Kantian strategy of
deriving normative conclusions in ethics from premises in the philosophy
of action. I look for rational pressures toward morality in the nature of
reasons for acting; and I explore the nature of reasons by considering
what would make acting for reasons an exercise of self-governance, or
autonomy.

As I mentioned earlier, I identify the self of self-governance with the
faculty of causal reasoning, by which a person understands the deter-
minants of his behavior. When the person’s causal reasoning helps to
determine his behavior, his understanding of its determinants becomes
inescapably reflexive, so that his behavior turns out to be determined by
something inescapably conceived as self.

The way in which a person’s causal reasoning helps to determine his
behavior, in my view, is by inclining him toward behavior of which he
has an incipient causal understanding — behavior that he is already pre-
pared to understand as motivated by his desires, expressive of his beliefs,
guided by his intentions, and so on. That he has those desires, beliefs, and
intentions is reason for him to do the things that he could understand
as partly determined by them, because reasons for doing something are
considerations in light of which doing it would make sense.

There is nothing remotely like this conception of reasons for acting
in Kant’s moral psychology. Yet the considerations that qualify as rea-
sons, according to this conception, meet the Kantian requirement of
being recognizable from a universally accessible perspective — namely,
the perspective of causal understanding. What’s more, they belong to
a mode of reasoning that abhors exceptions, as does practical reason,
according to Kant. In one of the following essays, I try to show how the
causal self-understanding that guides practical reason, as I conceive it,
militates against making an exception of oneself, by way of something
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like a Kantian contradiction in conception.'> In another essay, I con-
sider how the same mode of reasoning militates against something like a
Kantian contradiction in the will.'®

Naturalism in moral psychology has traditionally been associated with
Hume. But we can be naturalists without settling for Hume’s impover-
ished conception of human nature. I believe — though I don’t pretend to
have shown - that we can be naturalists while preserving the moral and
psychological richness of Kant.

'5 “The Centered Self” (Chapter 11).
15 “Willing the Law” (Chapter 12).



A Brief Introduction to Kantian Ethics

The Overall Strategy

The overall strategy of Kant’s moral theory is to derive the content of our
obligations from the very concept of an obligation. Kant thought that
we can figure out what we are obligated to do by analyzing the very idea
of being obligated to do something. Where I am using the word ‘obliga-
tion,” Kant used the German word Pflicht, which is usually translated into
English as “duty.” In Kant’s vocabulary, then, the strategy of his moral
theory is to figure out what our duties are by analyzing what duty is.

A duty, to begin with, is a practical requirement — a requirement to do
something or not to do something. But there are many practical require-
ments that aren’t duties. If you want to read Kant in the original, you have
to learn German: there’s a practical requirement. Federal law requires
you to make yourself available to serve on a jury: there’s another prac-
tical requirement. But these two requirements have features that clearly
distinguish them from moral obligations or duties.

The first requires you to learn German only if you want to read Kant
in the original. This requirement is consequently escapable: you can gain
exemption from it by giving up the relevant desire. Give up wanting to

This essay is an attempt to reconstruct Kantian moral theory in terms intelligible to under-
graduates who have not yet read Kant. In the interest of commending to students those
parts of Kant’s theory which seem right to me, I have changed parts that seem wrong, usually
with an explanation of my reasons for doing so. I have also chosen not to complicate the
essay with references either to the Kantian texts or to the secondary literature, although my
debts to others are numerous and not always obvious. I am especially indebted to the work
of Elizabeth Anderson, Michael Bratman, Stephen Darwall, Edward Hinchman, Christine
Korsgaard, and Nishi Shah.

16
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read Kantin the original and you can forget about this requirement, since
it will no longer apply to you. The second requirement is also escapable,
but it doesn’t point to an escape hatch so clearly, since it doesn’t con-
tain an “if” clause stating a condition by which its application is limited.
Nevertheless, its force as a requirement depends on the authority of a
particular body — namely, the U.S. Government. Only if you are subject
to the authority of the U.S. Government does this requirement apply to
you. Hence you can escape the force of this requirement by escaping
the authority of the Government: immunity to the authority of the body
entails immunity to its requirements.

Now, Kant claimed - plausibly, I think — that our moral duties are
inescapable in both of these senses. If we are morally obligated to do
something, then we are obligated to do it no matter what our desires,
interests, or aims may be. We cannot escape the force of the obligation by
giving up some particular desires, interests, or aims. Nor can we escape the
force of an obligation by escaping from the jurisdiction of some authority
such as the Government. Kant expressed the inescapability of our duties
by calling them categorical as opposed to hypothetical.

According to Kant, the force of moral requirements does not even
depend on the authority of God. There is a simple argument for denying
this dependence. If we were subject to moral requirements because they
were imposed on us by God, the reason would have to be that we are
subject to a requirement to do what God requires of us; and the force
of this latter requirement, of obedience to God, could not itself depend
on God’s authority. (To require obedience to God on the grounds that
God requires it would be viciously circular.) The requirement to obey
God’s requirements would therefore have to constitute a fundamental
duty, on which all other duties depended; and so God’s authority would
not acr ount for the force of our duties, after all. Since this argument will
apply to any figure or body conceived as issuing requirements, we can
conclude that the force of moral requirements must not depend on the
authority of any figure or body by which they are conceived to have been
issued.

The notion of authority is also relevant to requirements that are con-
ditional on wants or desires. These requirements turn out to depend,
not only on the presence of the relevant want or desire, but also on its
authority.

Consider the hypothetical requirement “If you want to punch someone
in the nose, you have to make a fist.” One way in which you might escape
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the force of this requirement is by not wanting to punch anyone in the
nose. But there is also another way. Even if you find yourself wanting to
punch someone in the nose, you may regard that desire as nothing more
than a passing fit of temper and hence as providing no reason for you
to throw a punch. You will then regard your desire as lacking authority
over you, in the sense that it shouldn’t influence your choice of what
to do. The mere psychological fact that you want to punch someone in
the nose doesn’t give application to the requirement that if you want
to punch someone in the nose, you have to make a fist. You do want to
punch someone in the nose, but you don’t have to make a fist, because
the relevant desire has no authority.

All of the requirements that Kant called hypothetical thus depend for
their force on some external source of authority — on a desire to which
they refer, for example, or an agency by which they have been issued.
And these requirements lack the inescapability of morality because the
authority behind them is always open to question. We can always ask why
we should obey a particular source of authority, whether it be a desire,
the U.S. Government, or even God. But the requirements of morality,
being categorical, leave no room for questions about why we ought to
obey them. Kant therefore concluded that moral requirements must not
depend for their force on any external source of authority.

Kant reasoned thatif moral requirements don’tderive their force from
any external authority, then they must carry their authority with them,
simply by virtue of what they require. That’s why Kant thought that he
could derive the content of our obligations from the very concept of an
obligation. The concept of an obligation, he argued, is the concept of
an intrinsically authoritative requirement — a requirement that, simply by
virtue of what it requires, forestalls any question as to its authority. So if we
want to know what we’re morally required to do, we must find something
such that a requirement to do it would not be open to question. We must
find something such that a requirement would carry authority simply by
virtue of requiring that thing.

Thus far I have followed Kant fairly closely, but now I am going to depart
from his line of argument. When Kant derives what’s morally required of
us from the authority that must inhere in that requirement, his deriva-
tion depends on various technicalities that I would prefer to skip. I shall
therefore take a shortcut to Kant’s ultimate conclusion.

As we have seen, requirements that depend for their force on some
external source of authority turn out to be escapable because the
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authority behind them can be questioned. We can ask, “Why should I
act on this desire?” or “Why should I obey the U.S. Government?” or
even “Why should I obey God ?” And as we observed in the case of the
desire to punch someone in the nose, this question demands a reason
for acting. The authority we are questioning would be vindicated, in each
case, by the production of a sufficient reason.

What this observation suggests is that any purported source of practical
authority depends on reasons for obeying it — and hence on the authority
of reasons. Suppose, then, that we attempted to question the authority
of reasons themselves, as we earlier questioned other authorities. Where
we previously asked “Why should I act on my desire?” let us now ask “Why
should I act for reasons?” Shouldn’t this question open up a route of
escape from all requirements?

As soon as we ask why we should act for reasons, however, we can hear
something odd in our question. To ask “Why should I?” is to demand
a reason; and so to ask “Why should I act for reasons?” is to demand a
reason for acting for reasons. This demand implicitly concedes the very
authority that it purports to question — namely, the authority of reasons.
Why would we demand a reason if we didn’t envision acting for it? If we
really didn’t feel required to act for reasons, then a reason for doing so
certainly wouldn’t help. So there is something self-defeating about asking
for a reason to act for reasons.

The foregoing argument doesn’t show that the requirement to act for
reasons is inescapable. All it shows is that this requirement cannot be
escaped in a particular way: we cannot escape the requirement to act for
reasons by insisting on reasons for obeying it. For all that, we still may not
be required to act for reasons.

Yet the argument does more than close off one avenue of escape from
the requirement to act for reasons. It shows that we are subject to this
requirement if we are subject to any requirements at all. The require-
ment to act for reasons is the fundamental requirement, from which
the authority of all other requirements is derived, since the authority of
other requirements just consists in there being reasons for us to obey
them. There may be nothing that is required of us; but if anything is
required of us, then acting for reasons is required.

Hence the foregoing argument, though possibly unable to foreclose
escape from the requirement to act for reasons, does succeed in raising
the stakes. It shows that we cannot escape the requirement to act for
reasons without escaping the force of requirements altogether. Either we
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think of ourselves as under the requirement to act for reasons, or we
think of ourselves as under no requirements at all. And we cannot stand
outside both ways of thinking and ask for reasons to enter into one or the
other, since to ask for reasons is already to think of ourselves as subject
to requirements.

The requirement to act for reasons thus seems to come as close as any
requirement can to having intrinsic authority, in the sense of being
authoritative by virtue of what it requires. This requirement therefore
comes as close as any requirement can to being inescapable. But remem-
ber that inescapability was supposed to be the hallmark of a moral obli-
gation or duty: it was the essential element in our concept of a duty, from
which we hoped that the content of our duty could be deduced. What we
have now deduced is that the requirement that bears this mark of moral-
ity is the requirement to act for reasons; and so we seem to have arrived
at the conclusion that “Act for reasons” is the content of our duty. How
can this be?

At this point, I can only sketch the roughest outline of an answer; I
won'’t be able to supply any details until the end of this essay. Roughly,
the answer is that to act for reasons is to act on the basis of considerations
that would be valid for anyone in similar circumstances; whereas immoral
behavior always involves acting on considerations whose validity for others
we aren’t willing to acknowledge. If we steal, for example, we take our
own desire for someone else’s property as a reason for making it our
property instead — as if his desire for the thing weren’t a reason for its
being his property instead of ours. We thus take our desire as grounds for
awarding ownership to ourselves, while denying that his desire is grounds
for awarding ownership to him. Similarly, if we lie, we hope that others
will believe what we say even though we don’t believe it, as if what we
say should count as a reason for them but not for us. Once again, we
attempt to separate reasons for us from reasons for others. In doing so,
we violate the very concept of a reason, which requires that a reason
for one be a reason for all. Hence we violate the requirement, “Act for
reasons.”

So much for a rough outline of Kant’s answer. Before I can supply
the details, I'll need to explore further what we feel ourselves required
to do in being required to act for reasons. And in order to explore this
requirement, I'll turn to an example that will seem far removed from
morality.
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Reasons that are Temporally Constant

Suppose that you stay in shape by swimming laps two mornings a week,
when the pool is open to recreational swimmers. But suppose that when
your alarm goes off this morning, you just don’t feel like facing the sweaty
locker room, the dank showers, the stink of chlorine, and the shock of
diving into the chilly pool. You consider skipping your morning swim just
this once.

(If you don’t exercise regularly, you may have to substitute another
example for mine. Maybe the exceptions that you consider making “just
for this once” are exceptions to your diet, your drinking limit, or your
schedule for finishing your schoolwork.)

When you are tempted to make an exception to your program of
exercise, you are likely to search for an excuse — some reason for stay-
ing in bed rather than going off to the pool. You sniffle a few times,
hoping for some signs of congestion; you lift your head to look out the
window, hoping for a blizzard; you try to remember your calendar as
showing some special commitment for later in the day. Excuse-making
of this sort seems perfectly natural, but it ought to seem odd. Why do
you need a reason for not doing something that you don’t feel like
doing?

This question can be understood in several different ways. It may ask
why you don’t already have a good enough reason for not swimming,
consisting in the fact that you just don’t feel like it. To this version of the
question, the answer is clear. If not feeling like it were a good enough
reason for not swimming, then you’d almost never manage to get yourself
into the pool, since the mornings on which you’re supposed to swim
almost always find you not feeling like it. Given that you want to stay in
shape by swimming, you can’t accept “I don’t feel like it” as a valid reason,
since it would completely undermine your program of exercise. Similarly,
you can’t accept “That would taste good” as a reason for going over your
limit of drinks, or you wouldn’t really have a limit, after all.

Why not accept “I don’t feel like it” as a reason on this occasion while
resolving to reject it on all others? Again the answer is clear. If a consid-
eration counts as a reason for acting, then it counts as a reason whenever
it is true. And on almost any morning, it’s true that you don’t feel like
swimming.

Yet if a reason is a consideration that counts as a reason whenever
it’s true, then why not dispense with reasons so defined? Why do you
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feel compelled to act for that sort of consideration? Since you don’t feel
like swimming, you might just roll over and go back to sleep, without
bothering to find some fact about the present occasion from which you're
willing to draw similar implications whenever it is true. How odd, to skip
exercise in order to sleep and then to lose sleep anyway over finding a
reason not to exercise!

Kant offered an explanation for this oddity. His explanation was that
acting for reasons is essential to being a person, something to which you
unavoidably aspire. In order to be a person, you must have an approach to
the world that is sufficiently coherent and constant to qualify as a single,
continuing point-of-view. And part of what gives you a single, continuing
point-of-view is your acceptance of particular considerations as having
the force of reasons whenever they are true.

We might be tempted to make this point by saying that you are a uni-
fied, persisting person and hence thatyou doapproach practical questions
from a point-of view framed by constant reasons. But this way of making
the point wouldn’t explain why you feel compelled to act for reasons; it
would simply locate acting for reasons in a broader context, as part of
what makes you a person. One of Kant’s greatest insights, however, is that
a unified, persisting person is something that you are because it is some-
thing that you aspire to be. Antecedently to this aspiration, you are merely
aware thatyou are capable of being a person. But any creature aware that it
is capable of being a person, in Kant’s view, is ipso facto capable of appre-
ciating the value of being a person and is therefore ineluctably drawn
toward personhood.

The value of being a person in the present context is precisely that of
attaining a perspective that transcends that of your current, momentary
self. Right now, you would rather sleep than swim, but you also know that
if you roll over and sleep, you will wake up wishing that you had swum
instead. Your impulse to decide on the basis of reasons is, at bottom,
an impulse to transcend these momentary points-of-view, by attaining a
single, constant perspective that can subsume both of them. It’s like the
impulse to attain a higher vantage point that overlooks the restricted
standpoints on the ground below. This higher vantage point is neither
your current perspective of wanting to sleep, nor your later perspective
of wishing you had swum, but a timeless perspective from which you
can reflect on now-wanting-this and later-wishing-that, a perspective from
which you can attach constant practical implications to these considera-
tions and come to a stable, all-things-considered judgment.
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Ifyou want to imagine what itwould be like never to attain a continuing
point-of-view, imagine being a cat. A cat feels like going out and meows
to go out; feels like coming in and meows to come in; feels like going
out again and meows to go out; and so on, all day long. The cat cannot
think, “I have things to do outside and things to do inside, so how should
I organize my day?” But when you, a person, find yourself to-ing and fro-
ing in this manner, you feel an impulse to find a constant perspective on
the question when you should “to” and when you should “fro.”

This impulse is unavoidable as soon as the availability of the more
encompassing vantage point appears. As soon as you glimpse the possi-
bility of attaining a constant perspective from which to reflect on and
adjudicate among your shifting preferences, you are drawn toward that
perspective, as you would be drawn toward the top of a hill that com-
manded a terrain through which you had been wandering. To attain that
standpoint, in this case, would be to attain the single, continuing point-of-
view that would constitute the identity of a person. To see the possibility
of attaining it is therefore to see the possibility of being a person; and
seeing that possibility unavoidably leads you to aspire toward it.

Of course, there isa sense of the word ‘person’ that applies to any creature
capable of grasping the possibility of attaining the single, continuing
perspective of a fully unified person. One must already be a person in
the former, minimal sense in order to aspire toward personhood in the
latter. I interpret Kant as having used words like ‘person’ in both senses, to
denote what we already are and what we consequently aspire to become.

This Kantian thought is well expressed - believe it or not — by a word
in Yiddish. In Yiddish, to call someone a Menschis to say that he or she isa
good person - solid, centered, true-blue.! But Mensch is just the German
word for “person” or “human being,” like the English “man” in its gender-
neutral usage. Thus, a Mensch in the German sense is merely a creature
capable of being a Mensch in the Yiddish.

To be a solid, centered human being of the sort that Yiddishers call a
Mensch entails occupying a unified, persisting point-of-view defined by a
constant framework of reasons. But to be a human being at all, according
to Kant, is to grasp and hence aspire toward the possibility of attaining
personhood in this sense. Hence the imperative that compels you to look
for generally valid reasons is an imperative that is naturally felt by all
Menschen: the imperative “Be a Mensch.”

! Isay more about what it is to be a Mensch in “The Centered Self,” (Chapter 11).
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The requirement “Be a Mensch” already sounds like a moral require-
ment, but I have introduced it by way of an example about exercise, which
we don’t usually regard as a moral obligation. My example may therefore
seem ill suited to illustrate a requirement that’s supposedly fundamental
to morality. On second thought, however, we may have to reconsider what
sort of a requirement we are dealing with.

If you do roll over and go back to sleep, in my example, you will be left
with an emotion that we normally associate with morality — namely, guilt.
You feel guilty when you shirk exercise, go over your drinking limit, put
off working, or otherwise make an exception “just for this once.” Indeed,
your motives for seeking a reason on such occasions include the desire to
avoid the sense of guilt, by avoiding the sense of having made a singular
exception.

There is the possibility that the word ‘guilt’ is ambiguous, and that
self-reproaches about shirking exercise do not manifest the same emo-
tion as self-reproaches about lying or cheating. Alternatively, there is the
possibility that the guilt you feel about shirking exercise is genuine but
unwarranted. I would reject both of these hypotheses, however. If you go
for your usual swim but stop a few laps short of your usual distance, you
might well accuse yourself of cheating; if asked whom you were cheating,
you would probably say that you were cheating yourself. Insofar as you
owe it to yourself to swim the full distance, your sense of guilt may be not
only genuine but perfectly appropriate.

Kant believed that moral obligations can be owed not only to others
but also to oneself. Defenders of Kant’s moral theory often seem embar-
rassed by his notion of having obligations to oneself, which is said to be
odd or even incoherent. But I think that Kant’s concept of an obligation
is the concept of something that can be owed to oneself, and that any
interpretation under which obligations to self seem odd must be a misin-
terpretation. That’s why I have begun my account of Kantian ethics with
self-regarding obligations.

Thus far, I have explained how the natural aspiration toward a stable
point-of-view is both an aspiration to be a person, in the fullest sense,
and a motive to act on considerations that have the same practical impli-
cations whenever they are true — that is, to act for reasons. I have thus
explained how the felt requirement to be a person can deter you from
cheating on your drinking limit or program of exercise and, in that minor
respect, impel you to be a Mensch. What remains to be explained is how
the same requirement can impel you to be a Mensch by eschewing other,
interpersonal forms of cheating.
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Reasons that are Universally Shared?

In Kant’s view, being a person consists in being a rational creature, both
cognitively and practically. And Kant thought that our rationality gives us
a glimpse of — and hence an aspiration toward — a perspective even more
inclusive than that of our persisting individual selves. Rational creatures
have access to a shared perspective, from which they not only see the
same things but can also see the visibility of those things to all rational
creatures.

Consider, for example, our capacity for arithmetic reasoning. Anyone
who adds 2 and 2 sees, not just that the sum is 4, but also that anyone
who added 2 and 2 would see thatit’s 4, and that such a person would see
this, too, and so on. The facts of elementary arithmetic are thus common
knowledge among all possible reasoners, in the sense that every reasoner
knows them, and knows that every reasoner knows them, and knows that
every reasoner knows that every reasoner knows them, and so on.

As arithmetic reasoners, then, we have access to a perspective that is
constant not only across time but also between persons. We can compute
the sum of 2 and 2 once and for all, in the sense that we would only get
the same answer on any other occasion; and each of us can compute the
sum of 2 and 2 one for all, in the sense that the others would only get the
same answer. What’s more, the universality of our perspective on the sum
of 2 and 2 is evident to each of us from within that very perspective. In
computing the sum of 2 and 2, we are aware of computing it for all, from
a perspective that’s shared by all arithmetic reasoners. In this sense, our
judgment of the sum is authoritative, because it speaks for the judgment
of all.

This shared perspective is like a vantage point overlooking the indi-
vidual perspectives of reasoners, a standpoint from which we not only
see what everyone sees but also see everyone seeing it. And once we
glimpse the availability of this vantage point, we cannot help but aspire
to attain it. We are no longer satisfied with estimating or guessing the
sum of two numbers, given the possibility of computing it once for all:
we are ineluctably drawn to the perspective of arithmetic reason.

Note that the aspect of arithmetic judgments to which we are drawn
in this case resembles the authority that we initially regarded as defini-
tive of moral requirements: it’s the authority of being inescapable. We

? For further elaboration on the material in this section and the next, see “The Voice of
Conscience,” (Chapter 5).



26 Self to Self

can compute the sum of 2 and 2 once for all because the answer we
reach is the answer that would be reached from any perspective and is
therefore inescapable. We can approach the sum of 2 and 2 from wher-
ever we like, and we will always arrive at the same answer. The case of
arithmetic reasoning shows that inescapability can in fact appeal to us,
because it is the feature in virtue of which judgments constitute a sta-
ble and all-encompassing point-of-view. Perhaps, then, the authority of
moral judgments, which consists in their inescapability, can appeal to us
in similar fashion, by offering an attractive vantage point of some kind.

But what does arithmetic reasoning have to do with acting for reasons?
Well, suppose that the validity of reasons for acting were also visible from
a perspective shared by all reasoners — by all practical reasoners, that is.
In that case, our aspirations toward personhood would draw us toward
the perspective of practical reason as well.

Indeed, that may be the perspective toward which you were being
drawn when you felt compelled to find a reason for not exercising. Your
immediate concern was to find a set of considerations whose validity as
reasons would remain constant through fluctuations in your preferences;
but you would also have regarded those considerations as constituting
reasons for other people as well, insofar as they were true of those people.
In accepting an incipient cold as a reason to skip swimming, you would
have regarded it as something that would count as a reason for anyone to
skip swimming, in circumstances like yours. What you were seeking may
thus have been considerations that could count as reasons not only for
you, whenever they were true of you, but for other agents as well.

There is one important difference between practical and arithmetic
reasoning, however. When you searched for reasons not to exercise this
morning, no considerations just struck you as the ones that would strike
any practical reasoner, in the way that 4 strikes you as being the answer
that would strike any reasoner adding 2 and 2. Rather, you had to try
out different considerations as reasons; and you tried them out by testing
whether you would be willing to have them strike you as reasons whenever
they were true. That’s how you tested and then rejected “I don’t feel like
it” as a reason for not exercising.

This feature of the case suggests that you may not have access to a
pre-existing perspective shared by all reasoners in practical matters as
you do in arithmetic. Apparently, however, you were trying to construct
such a perspective, by asking whether you would be willing for various
considerations to count as reasons whenever they were true, as if their
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reason-giving force, or validity, were accessible from a shared perspective.
You asked, “What if ‘I don’t feel like it’ were generally valid as a reason
for not exercising?” — as if you could choose whether or not to enshrine
the validity of this consideration in a constant perspective of practical
reasoning.

There is a sense in which you could indeed enshrine the validity of
this consideration in a constant individual perspective. For if you had
taken something as a sufficient reason for not exercising on this occasion,
you would later have remembered doing so, and your deliberations on
subsequent occasions might then have been guided by the precedent.
Having once accepted a consideration as a reason for not exercising, you
might later have felt obliged to accept it again, in other situations where
itwas true. Even so, however, you aren’t capable of enshrining the validity
of a consideration in a perspective that would be shared by all practical
reasoners, since your taking something as a reason would not influence
the deliberations of others as it would the deliberations of your future
selves. Although you can construct a temporally constant perspective from
which to conduct your own practical reasoning, you cannot construct a
universally shared perspective.

And yet constructing a universally shared perspective of practical reason-
ing is precisely what Kantsaid that you must regard yourself as doing when
you decide how to act. Kant expressed this requirement as follows: “Act
only on a maxim that you can at the same time will to be universal law.”

The clearest example of willing a maxim to be universal law - the
clearest example that I know of, at least — is the train of thought that
you undertake when considering whether to make an exception “just for
this once,” such as an exception to your diet or program of exercise. You
think of potential reasons, in the form of true considerations such as “That
would taste good” or “I don’t feel like it,” but then you realize that you
aren’t willing to grant these considerations validity as reasons whenever
they are true, since doing so would completely undermine your regimen.
Having found that you cannot consistently will these considerations to be
generally valid as reasons, you refuse to act on them, as if in obedience
to Kant’s requirement.

According to Kant, however, you are required to act on considerations
whose validity as reasons you can consistently will to be evident, not just
to yourself on other occasions when they are true, but to other practical
reasoners of whom they may be true as well. You are thus required to act
only on considerations whose validity you could willingly enshrine in a
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universally accessible perspective of practical reasoning. That’s what Kant
meant by acting only on a maxim that you could will to be universal law.

Yet the force of Kant’s proposed requirement remains elusive. Even
if I have managed to direct your attention to your own sense of being
required to construct a temporally constant perspective of practical rea-
soning, that requirement presupposes the possibility of your constructing
such a perspective — a possibility that depends, in turn, on ties of memory
between your current decision-making and your decision-making in the
future. As we have seen, however, you aren’t capable of constructing a
perspective of practical reasoning that would be universally accessible to
all reasoners. So how can you feel required to construct one?

I'm going to skip over this question for the moment, in order to
describe how Kant’s moral theory reaches its conclusions. I'll return to
the question later, eventually offering two alternative answers to it. First,
however, I want to show how substantive moral conclusions can issue from
Kant’s theory.

Two Examples

Suppose that we were required to act only on considerations whose valid-
ity as reasons we could willingly enshrine in a universally accessible per-
spective of practical reasoning, just as we feel required to act only on
considerations whose validity we could enshrine in a temporally constant
perspective. This requirement would decisively rule out some considera-
tions. Here is an example from Kant’s Critique of Practical Reason:

Suppose, for example, that I have made it my maxim to increase my fortune by
every safe means. Now, I have a deposit in my hands, the owner of which is dead
and has left no writing about it. This is just the case for my maxim. I desire then to
know whether that maxim can also hold good as a universal practical law. I apply
it, therefore, to the present case, and ask whether it could take the form of a law,
and consequently whether I can by my maxim at the same time give such a law as
this, that everyone may deny a deposit of which no one can produce a proof. I at
once become aware that such a principle, viewed as a law, would annihilate itself,
becausc the result would be that there would be no deposits.?

In this passage, Kant imagines considering whether a consideration
such as “I want the money” can count as a reason for denying the receipt
of a deposit from someone who has died without leaving any record of it.

3 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, trans. by Lewis White Beck (Indianapolis:
Bobbs Merrill, 1956), 27.
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Much as you asked whether you were willing to make “I don’t feel like it”
valid as a reason for not exercising on all occasions when it is true, Kant
asks whether he is willing to make “I want the money” valid as a reason
for all trustees of whom it is true. Kant says, “The result would be that
there would be no deposits.” Why not?

The answer is that the validity of reasons for denying unrecorded
deposits would have to be common knowledge among all practical rea-
soners. If a trustee’s desire to keep a depositor’s money were a valid
reason for denying its receipt, then the validity of that reason would have
to be known to prospective depositors, who have access to the common
knowledge of practical reasoners, and who would then be deterred from
making any deposits, in the first place. A trustee can therefore see that
he would never receive a single deposit if wanting to keep it would be a
valid reason for him to deny its receipt, just as the drinker sees that he
wouldn’t have a limit if his thirst were a valid reason for exceeding it.

A trustee can therefore see that if “I want the money” were a valid
reason for denying the receipt of deposits, there would be no deposits
whose receipt he could deny. And a consideration can hardly be a reason
for an action that would be rendered unavailable by the validity of that
veryreason. “l want the money” couldn’t be a universally accessible reason
for defaulting because, if it were, there would be no opportunities for
defaulting. And since it couldn’t be a universally accessible reason, it
isn’t valid as a reason for defaulting, after all.

Actually, this example is an instance of a larger class, since defaulting on
the return of a deposit would unavoidably involve lying, and lying also
violates the fundamental requirement “Act for reasons.” So let’s examine
this larger class of examples.

To lie is intentionally to tell someone a falsehood. When we tell
something to someone, we act with a particular kind of communica-
tive intention: we say or write it to him with the intention of giving him
grounds for believing it. Indeed, we intend to give him grounds for belief
precisely by manifesting this very communicative intention in our speech
or writing. We intend that the person acquire grounds for believing what
we say by recognizing that we are acting with the intention of conveying
those grounds.

Now, suppose that our wanting to give someone grounds for believing
something constituted sufficient reason for telling it to him, whether or
not we believed it ourselves. In that case, the validity of this reason would
be common knowledge among all reasoners, including him. He would
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therefore be able to see that, in wanting to give him grounds for believing
the thing, as was manifest in our communicative action, we already had
sufficient reason for telling it to him, whether or not we believed it. And
if he could see that we had sufficient reason for telling it even if we
ourselves didn’t believe it, then our telling it would give him no grounds
for believing it, either. Why should he believe what we tell him if we need
no more reason for telling him than the desire, already manifest in the
telling, to give him grounds for believing it? So if our wanting to give him
grounds for believing something were sufficient reason for telling it to
him, then telling him wouldn’t accomplish the result that we wanted, and
wanting that result wouldn’t be a reason for telling him, after all. Wanting
to convey grounds for belief can’t be a sufficient reason for telling, then,
because if it were, it would not be a reason at all.

I introduced these examples by asking you to imagine that you could
construct a universally accessible perspective of practical reasoning, so
that you could be required to act only on considerations whose validity
you could enshrine in such a perspective. Yet it has now turned out that
there already is such a perspective — or, at least, the beginnings of one -
and it hasn’t been constructed by anyone. For we have stumbled on one
kind of practical result that anyone can see, and can see that anyone can
see, and so on.

The kind of practical result that we have found to be universally acces-
sible has the following form: that the validity of some putative reason
for acting could not be universally accessible. The validity of “I want the
money” as a reason for denying receipt of a deposit, or the validity of
“I want him to believe it” as a reason for telling something to someone,
could not be universally accessible, any more than the validity of “That
would taste good” as a reason for going over your limit of drinks. The fact
that the validity of these reasons could not be universally accessible — this
fact is already universally accessible to practical reasoners, any of whom
can perform the reasoning by which it has come to light.

Thus, the notion of sharing a perspective with all practical reasoners is
notapipedream, afterall. You already share a perspective with all practical
reasoners to this extent: that it is common knowledge among all reasoners that
the validity of certain reasons for acting could not be common knowledge among
all reasoners. This item of common knowledge constitutes a universally
accessible constraint on what can count as a reason for acting and hence
what can satisfy a requirement to act for reasons. A requirement to act for
reasons would forbid acting on the basis of considerations whose validity
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as reasons could not be common knowledge among all reasoners, and
in the case of some considerations, this impossibility is itself common
knowledge.

Let me review the argument to this point, which can now be seen to imple-
ment the overall strategy of deriving the content of our duties from the
very concept of a duty. We began with the idea that moral requirements
must be inescapable, which led to the idea that they must be intrinsically
authoritative, in the sense of having authority over us simply by virtue of
what they require. We then found a requirement that came as close as
possible to having such authority — the requirement to act for reasons,
which cannot coherently be questioned and must be presupposed by all
other practical requirements.

Next we saw how the requirement to act for reasons is experienced
in ordinary life, when one looks for an exemption from some regular
regimen or policy. In this example, the requirement to act for reasons is
experienced as an impulse to act on a consideration from which one is
willing to draw the same consequences whenever it is true, an impulse
that militates against cheating oneself. And we found such an impulse
intelligible as part of one’s aspiration toward the unified, persisting point-
of-view that makes for a fully integrated person.

Our next step was to observe that rational creatures can attain not only
unified individual perspectives but a single perspective that is shared, in
the sense that its deliverances are common knowledge among them. And
with the help of examples drawn from Kant, we saw that a requirement
to act on considerations whose validity was common knowledge would
amount to a ban on cheating others. What remains to be explained is how
the requirement to actfor reasons in this sense is experienced in ordinary
life and whether it, too, can be understood as part of the aspiration to be
a person.

The Idea of Freedom?

In order to answer this remaining question, we must return to a problem
that we considered earlier and set aside — the question why we feel com-
pelled to think of ourselves as constructing a universally accessible frame-
work of reasons for acting. We can’t actually build a universally accessible

1 The material in this section and the next is developed further in “Willing the Law,”
(Chapter 12).
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framework of reasons, although we do enjoy universal access to the fact
that some reasons, in particular, couldn’t be built into such a framework.
The question is why we feel compelled not to act on reasons that couldn’t
be built into something that isn’t for us to build, in the first place.

Kant’s answer to this question was that in order to act, we must conceive
of ourselves as free; and that in order to conceive of ourselves as free, we
must conceive of ourselves as acting on reasons that owe their authority
to us. Considerations have authority as reasons only if they have the sort
of validity that is universally accessible to all reasoners; but we won’t be
free in acting on them, Kant believed, if they have simply been dictated to
us from a universal perspective in which we have no say. We must think of
them as reasons on which we ourselves confer authority, by introducing
them into that perspective.

I think that Kant was simply wrong about the idea of freedom, insofar as
he thinks that it requires us to be the source of the authority in our own
reasons for acting. Roughly speaking, I think that we cannot be guided
by reasons whose only authority is that with which we ourselves have
endowed them.

To endow reasons with authority, as I have now conceived it, would be
to make their status as reasons common knowledge among all reasoners —
afeat thatis simply beyond our power. More importantly, it’s a feat that we
cannot help but thinkis beyond our power. If we thought that something’s
being a reason could become common knowledge among all reasoners
only by dint of our making it so, then we would have no hope of its ever
being so. Hence if we thought that reasons owed their authority to us, we
would have no hope of their ever having authority.

Why can’t reasons owe their authority to us? The answer is that endow-
ing reasons with authority would entail making their validity common
knowledge among all reasoners. And if we could promote reasons to the
status of being common knowledge among all reasoners, then we should
equally be able to demote them from that status — in which case, the status
wouldn’tamount to rational authority. The point of a reason’s being com-
mon knowledge among all reasoners, remember, is that there is then no
way of evading it, no matter how we shift our point-of-view. No amount of
rethinking will make such a reason irrelevant, because its validity as a rea-
son is evident from every perspective. But if we could decide what is to be
common knowledge among all thinkers, then a reason’s being common
knowledge would not entail its being inescapable, since we could also
decide that it wasn’t to be common knowledge, after all. Our power to
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construct a universally accessible framework of reasons would therefore
undermine the whole point of having one.

I think that Kant’s mistake was to claim that we must act under the
idea of freedom; what he should have said, I think, is that we must act
under the idea of autonomy. Let me explain the difference between these
concepts.

‘Autonomy’ is derived from the Greek word for self-rule or self-
governance. Our behavior is autonomous when it is self-governed, in the
sense that we ourselves are in control of it; it is not autonomous — or, as
Kant would say, it is heteronomous — when it is controlled by something
other than ourselves. To say that behavior is controlled by something
other than ourselves is not to say that it is controlled from outside our
bodies or our minds. A sneeze or a hiccup is not under our control; nei-
ther is a startle or an impulsive cry of pain; but all of these heteronomous
behaviors originate within us. What makes them heteronomous is that,
while originating within, they don’t originate with us: they aren’t fully our
doing. Only the behaviors that are fully our doing qualify as autonomous
actions.

The fact that we act autonomously doesn’t necessarily entail that we
have free will - not, at least, in the sense that Kant had in mind. In Kant’s
view, our having free will would require not only that we sit behind the
wheel of our behavior, so to speak, but also that we face more than one
direction in which it would be causally possible that we steer it, so that
our future course is not pre-determined. One might suspect that if our
future course were pre-determined, then we wouldn’t really be in control
of our behavior, and hence that autonomy really does require freedom.
Yet there is a way for us to follow a pre-determined course and yet steer
that course in a meaningful sense. Our course might be pre-determined
by the fact that there are reasons for us to do particular things and that
we are rationally responsive to reasons. So long as we are responding
to reasons, we remain autonomous, whether or not those reasons pre-
determine what we do.

Consider here our autonomy with respect to our beliefs. When we
consider the sum of 2 and 2, we ourselves draw the conclusion that it is 4.
The thought 2 + 2 = 4 is not dictated to us by anyone else; it is not
due to an involuntary mental association, not forced on our minds by an
obsession or fixed in our minds by a mental block; in short, it isn’t the
intellectual equivalent of a sneeze or a hiccup. When we consider the sum
of 2 and 2, we make our own way to the answer 4. And yet there is no other
answer that we could arrive at, given that we are arithmetically competent
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and that, as any reasoner can see, the sum of 2 and 2 is 4. So when we
consider the sum of 2 and 2, we are pre-determined to arrive at the answer
4, but to arrive there autonomously, under our own intellectual steam.
We aren’t free to conclude that 2 + 2 is 5, and yet we are autonomous in
concluding that it is 4.

Perhaps, then, we can steer our behavior as we steer our thoughts,
in directions that are pre-determined, not by exogenous forces, but by
our rational ability to do what there is reason for doing, just as we think
what there is reason for thinking. In that case, we could have autonomy
without necessarily having free will.

Kant himself identified what is special about behavior that is ratio-
nally necessitated. Whereas heteronomous behavior is determined by
antecedent events under a law of nature, he observed, autonomous behav-
ior is determined by our conception of a law. A law, in this context, is
just a practical requirement of the sort with which this analysis of duty
began, a requirement specifying something that we must do. What makes
our behavior autonomous is that we do it, not just because our doing it
is necessitated by prior events, but because we realize that doing it is
required —a realization that constitutes our conception of a law, in Kant’s
terms. Our recognition of a practical requirement, and our responsive-
ness to that recognition, is what makes the resulting action attributable
to us, as our doing: it’s what gets us into the act.

Kant thus explained why acting for reasons makes us autonomous.
Acting for reasons makes us autonomous because “Act for reasons” is
the ultimate requirement lying behind all other practical requirements,
whose authority depends on there being reasons to obey them. When-
ever our behavior is determined by our conception of law — that is, by
our realization that some action is required — we are being governed at
bottom by a recognition of reasons, either constituting or backing up that
requirement.

Kant thought that being determined by our recognition of a prac-
tical requirement, on the one hand, and being determined by prior
events under a law of nature, on the other, are mutually exclusive alter-
natives, at least in the sense that we cannot conceive of ourselves as being
determined in both ways at once. (In fact, he thought that we can per-
haps be determined in both ways at once but that we can’t conceive of
being so, because we can’t reconcile these two modes of determination
in our minds.) But I think that being determined by our recognition
of a practical requirement can itself be conceived as a causal process,
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governed by natural laws. I express this possibility by saying that we can
conceive of ourselves as autonomous without having to conceive of our-
selves as free.

Because Kant thought that we cannot conceive of ourselves as auto-
nomous without also conceiving of ourselves as free, he insisted that we
must not conceive of practical requirements as externally dictated. That
is, we must not find ourselves confronted with inexorable reasons for
doing things, in the way that we find ourselves confronted with an inex-
orable answer to the calculation of 2 + 2; for if we did, our action would
be predetermined, and we wouldn’t be free to choose it, just as we aren’t
free to choose a sum for 2 + 2. Kant thought that we must regard the
balance of reasons for acting as being up to us in a way that the sum of 2
and 2 is not.

Kant’s insistence that we act under the idea of freedom thus led him
to insist that we conceive of ourselves as constructing rather than merely
finding a universally accessible framework of reasons for acting. As I have
explained, I think that our constructing reasons would deprive them of
the authority that universal accessibility is meant to provide. But as I have
also explained, I think that Kant’s insistence on our constructing them
is unnecessary, because we can act under the idea of autonomy, without
any pretensions of being free.

Even if we need only think of ourselves as autonomous when we act,
we will still be required to act for reasons, since autonomy consists in
being determined by authoritative considerations. The requirement to
act for reasons can thus be felt to arise from the aspiration to be a
person in a more profound form. Our earlier discussion directed our
attention toward the general region of experience where the require-
ment to act for reasons can be found, but it didn’t identify the fun-
damental manifestation of that requirement. We saw that the require-
ment to act for reasons can be felt to arise from our aspiration to be a
person, but we traced it to a fairly specific instance of that aspiration,
consisting in our aspiration toward a temporally constant point-of-view.
And then we found that this specific aspiration cannot account for the
moral force of the requirement in interpersonal cases. The present dis-
cussion suggests that the fundamental manifestation of the requirement
to act for reasons is a different form of the aspiration to be a person:
it’s the aspiration toward autonomy. We feel required to act for reasons
insofar as we aspire to be persons by being the originators of our own
behavior.
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Contradictions in the Will

Replacing Kant’s references to freedom with references to autonomy
needn’t alter our analysis of the foregoing examples. The aspiration
toward autonomy yields a requirement to act for reasons, and this require-
ment will forbid us to act on considerations whose practical implications
couldn’t be common knowledge, as in the cases of cheating analyzed
earlier.

Yet there are other cases in which Kant derived moral conclusions in a
way that depends on the very aspect of freedom by which it differs from
what I have called autonomy. In these examples, what rules out some
considerations as reasons for acting, according to Kant, is not that they
couldn’t be universallyaccessible, as in the case of our grounds for stealing
or lying, but rather that we couldn’t consistently make them universally
accessible. It is precisely our inability to build these considerations into
a universally accessible framework of reasons that prevents them from
being reasons, according to Kant. Yet our inability to build some consid-
erations into a universally accessible framework of reasons would prevent
them from being reasons only if such a framework depended on us for its
construction —which is what I have just been denying, in contesting Kant’s
view of freedom. My disagreement with Kant on the subject of freedom
therefore threatens to escalate into a disagreement about which consid-
erations can be reasons and, from there, into a disagreement about what
is morally required.

The clearest cases of this kind have the form of prisoners’ dilemmas.5
Prisoners’ dilemmas get their name from a philosophical fiction in which
two people - say, you and I - are arrested on suspicion of having com-
mitted a crime together. The police separate us for interrogation and
offer us similar plea bargains: if either gives evidence against the other,
his sentence (whatever it otherwise would have been) will be shortened
by one year, and the other’s sentence will be lengthened by two. The
expected benefits give each of us reason to testify against the other. The
unfortunate result is that each sees his sentence shortened by one year
in payment for his own testimony, but lengthened by two because of the
other’s testimony; and so we both spend one more year in jail than we
would have if both had kept silent.

5 Idiscuss prisoners’ dilemmas further in “The Centered Self,” (Chapter 11). See note 2 of
that chapter for an explanation of how to coordinate it with what I say about prisoners’
dilemmas here.
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Letme pause to apologize for a misleading feature of this story. Because
the characters in the story are criminals, and the choice confronting them
iswhether to tell the whole truth and nothing but the truth, turning state’s
evidence may seem to be the option that’s favored by morality. But this
story serves as a model for every case in which the choice is whether to join
some beneficial scheme of cooperation, such as rendering aid or keeping
commitments to one another. There are parts of morality whose basic
point is to enjoin cooperation in cases of this kind, and philosophers use
the prisoners’ dilemma as a model for those parts of morality. In order
to understand philosophical uses of the prisoners’ dilemma, then, we
have to remember that cooperating with one’s fellow prisoner represents
the moral course in this philosophical fiction, because it is the course of
mutual aid and commitment.

Prisoners’ dilemmas are ripe for Kantian moral reasoning because the
two participants are in exactly similar situations, which provide them with
exactly similar reasons. When each of us sees the prospect of a reduced
sentence as a reason to testify against the other, he must also see that the
corresponding prospect is visible to the other as a reason for doing like-
wise, and indeed that the validity of these reasons is common knowledge
between us.

Given that our reasons must be common knowledge, however, I ought
to wish that the incentives offered to me were insufficient reason for
testifying against you, since the incentives offered to you would then be
insufficient reason for testifying against me, and both of us would remain
silent, to our mutual advantage. And you must also wish that the incen-
tives were insufficient reason for testifying against me, so that I would
likewise find them insufficient for testifying against you. Furthermore,
each of us must realize that the other shares the wish that the incentives
were insufficient reason for turning against the other. The following is
therefore common knowledge between us: we agree in wishing that what
was common knowledge between us was that our reasons for turning
against one another were insufficient.

Here, the power to construct a shared framework of reasons would cer-
tainly come in handy, since you and I would naturally converge on which
reasons to incorporate into that framework and which reasons to exclude.
The power to construct a shared framework of reasons would thus trans-
form our predicament, in a way that it would not have transformed the
cases considered earlier.
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In the case of lying, for example, we found that it was not just unde-
sirable but downright impossible that our desire for someone to believe
something should be a sufficient reason for telling it to him. This desire
couldn’t possibly be such a reason, we concluded, because its being a
reason would entail common knowledge of its being one, which in turn
would ensure that it wasn’t a reason, after all. This conclusion did not
depend on the assumption that we could in any way affect the rational
import of wanting someone to believe something — that we could elevate
it to the status of a reason or demote it from that status. Even if reasons
were handed down to us from a universally accessible perspective that we
took no part in constructing, we would know in advance that the deliv-
erances of that perspective would not include, as a sufficient reason for
telling something to someone, the mere desire that he believe it.

Hence our conclusion about lying is not at all threatened by the doubts
outlined earlier about the Kantian doctrine of freedom. But those doubts
do threaten the prospect of drawing any Kantian conclusions about the
prisoners’ dilemma. For whereas some reasons for lying are rendered
impossible by the necessity of their being common knowledge, our rea-
sons for turning against one another in the prisoners’ dilemma are ren-
dered merely undesirable. And if reasons are indeed handed down to
us from a universally accessible perspective that we take no part in con-
structing, then we have no guarantee against being handed undesirable
reasons, even if they were universally undesirable. Only if we construct
the shared framework of reasons can we expect it to exclude undesir-
able reasons, such as our reasons for turning against one another in the
prisoners’ dilemma.

Our proposed reasons for lying are ruled out by what Kant called a con-
tradiction in conception. This contradiction prevents us from conceiving
that the desire for someone to believe something should be a sufficient
reason for telling it to him. Kant thought that our proposed reasons for
turning against one another in the prisoners’ dilemma can also be ruled
out, not because a contradiction would be involved in their conception,
but rather because a contradiction would be involved in their construc-
tion — a contradiction of the sort that Kant called a contradiction in the
will. Specifically, building these reasons into the universally accessible
framework would contradict our desire that what was common knowl-
edge between us were reasons for cooperating instead. But if the frame-
work of reasons is not for us to construct, then contradictions in the will
are no obstacle to anything’s being a reason, and half of Kantian ethics is
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in danger of failure. Securing Kantian ethics against this failure requires
a substantial revision in the theory, in my opinion. I'll briefly outline one
possible revision.

The prisoners’ dilemma places you and me at odds not only with one
another but also with ourselves. If you find that the incentives are a suffi-
cient reason for turning state’s evidence, you will wish that they weren’t,
given that their status as a reason must be common knowledge between us,
which will persuade me to turn state’s evidence as well. You therefore find
yourself in possession of reasons that you wish you didn’t have. Of course,
you may often find yourself in such a position. As you drag yourself out
of bed and head for the pool, for example, you may wish that you didn’t
have such good reasons for sticking to your regimen of exercise. These
cases may not involve any contradiction in your will, strictly speaking,
but they do involve a conflict, which complicates your decision-making
and compromises the intelligibility of your decisions. Think of the way
that you vacillate when confronted with unwelcome reasons for acting,
and the way that you subsequently doubt your decision, whatever it is.

I have argued that you cannot simply will away unwelcome reasons for
acting, but the fact remains that you can gradually bring about changes
in yourself and your circumstances that mitigate or even eliminate the
conflict. You can learn to relish early-morning swims, you can switch to
a more enticing form of exercise, or you can find some other way to
lower your cholesterol. You can also cultivate a disdain for advantages
that you wouldn’t wish to be generally available, such as the advantages
to be gained in the prisoners’ dilemma by turning against a confederate.
You might even learn to regard an additional year in prison as a badge of
honor, when it is incurred for refusing to turn against a confederate, and
a shortened sentence as a mark of shame under these circumstances —
in which case, the plea bargain offered to you would no longer be a
bargain from your point-of-view, and the prisoners’ dilemma would no
longer be a dilemma. This attitude toward incarceration can’t be called
up at a moment’s notice, of course; it may take years to cultivate. But
when you adopted a life of crime, you could have foreseen being placed
in precisely the position represented by the prisoners’ dilemma, and you
could already have begun to develop attitudes that would clarify such a
position for you. (Surely, that’s what lifetime criminals do, and rationally
so — however irrational they may be to choose a life of crime, in the first
place.)

Thus, if you find yourself confronted with unwelcome reasons for
acting, you have probably failed at some earlier time to arrange your
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circumstances or your attitudes so as to head off conflicts of this kind.
You can’t change your personality or your circumstances on the spot; nor
can you change their status as reasons for acting here and now. But with
a bit of foresight and self-command, you could have avoided the predica-
ment of acting on reasons that you wished you didn’t have. Since you
had reason for taking steps to avoid such a conflict, you have somewhere
failed to act for reasons — not here and now, as you act on your unwelcome
reasons, but at some earlier time, when you allowed yourself to get into
that predicament.

Hence the requirement “Act for reasons” can favor morality in two
distinct ways. First, it can rule out various actions, such as lying, that are
based on considerations whose validity as reasons is inconceivable. Sec-
ond, it can rule out acquiring reasons whose validity, though conceivable,
is unwelcome. In the latter case, it doesn’t rule out performing any par-
ticular actions; rather, it rules out becoming a particular kind of person,
whose reasons for acting are regrettable, even from his own point-of-view.

Before I turn from the current line of thought, I should reiterate
that it cannot be traced to the works of Kant himself. Kant would reject
the suggestion that contradictions in the will are always such as to have
occurred long before the time of action, and hence to be beyond correc-
tion on the spot. The resulting moral theory is therefore kantian with a
small &.

Respect for Persons®

There is one more way in which the requirement to act for reasons con-
strains us to be moral, in Kant’s view. Kant actually thought that this
constraint is equivalent to the ones that I've already discussed — that it is
one of the aforementioned contradictions viewed from a different angle
or described in different terms. I disagree with Kant on this point, and so
I’ll present this constraint as independent of the others, thus departing
again from Kant.

Many people take up a regimen of diet or exercise as a means of
staying healthy, but some overdo it, so that they ruin their health instead.
Most people accumulate money as a means of buying useful or enjoyable
things, but some overdo it, grubbing for money so hard that they have no
time to spend it. In either case, the overdoers are making a fundamental

6 The material in this section is developed further in “Love asa Moral Emotion” (Chapter 4)
and in “A Right of Self-Termination?” Ethics 109 (1999): 606-28.
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mistake about reasons for acting: they are exchanging an end for the
means to that end, thus exchanging something valuable for something
else that is valuable only for its sake. Exercise is not valuable in itself but
only for the sake of health (or so I am assuming for the moment); money
is not valuable in itself but only for the sake of happiness. To sacrifice
health for the sake of exercise, or to sacrifice happiness for the sake of
money, is to stand these values on their heads. The prospect of gains in
exercise or income can’t provide reason for accepting a net loss in the
ends for whose sake alone they are valuable.

Kant’s greatest insight, in my view, was that we can commit the same
mistake in practical reasoning with respect to persons and their interests.
The basis of this insight is that the relation between a person and his
interests is similar to, though not exactly the same as, the relation between
an end, such as happiness, and the means to it, such as money. Kant
believed that persons themselves are ends, and that they consequently
must not be exchanged for the things that stand to them in the capacity
analogous to that of means.

Some commentators interpret Kant as meaning that persons are ends in
the same sense as health or happiness — that is, in the sense that we have
reason to promote or preserve their existence. What Kant really meant,
however, is that persons are things for the sake of which other things can
have value.

The phrase ‘for the sake of” indicates the subordination of one concern
to another. To want money for the sake of happiness is to want money
because, and insofar as, you want to be happy; to pursue exercise for
the sake of health is to pursue it because, and insofar as, you want to
be healthy. You may also care about things for the sake of a person. You
may want professional success for your own sake, but you may also want
it for the sake of your parents, who love you and made sacrifices to give
you a good start. In the latter case, your concern for your happiness
depends upon your concern for others; in the former, it depends upon
your concern for yourself.

The dependence between these concerns is evident in the familiar
connection between how you feel about yourself and how you feel about
your happiness. Sometimes when you realize that you have done some-
thing mean-spirited, you come to feel worthless as a person. You may
even hate yourself; and one symptom of self-hatred is a loss of concern
for your own happiness. It no longer seems to matter whether life is good
to you, because you yourself seem to be no good. Your happiness matters
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only insofar as you matter, because it is primarily for your sake that your
happiness matters at all.

Now, to want money for the sake of happiness is to want the one as a
means of promoting or preserving the existence of the other; but to want
happiness for your own sake is not to want it as a means of promoting or
preserving your existence. Happiness is not a means of self-preservation,
and the instinct of self-preservation is not the attitude that underlies your
concern for it. The underlying self-concern is a sense of your value as a
person, a sense of self-worth, which is not at all the same as the urge
to survive. Hence, wanting happiness for your own sake is both like and
unlike wanting money for the sake of happiness. The cases are alike in
that they involve the subordination of one concern to another; but they
are unlike with respect to whether the objects of concern are related as
instruments and outcomes.

When Kant referred to persons as ends, he was not saying that they lend
value to anything that stands to them as instruments, or means. He was
saying merely that they are things for the sake of which other things can
have value, as your happiness is valuable for your sake. The dependence
between these values, however, is enough to yield a rational constraint
similar to the constraint on exchanging ends for means.

If your happiness is valuable for your sake, and matters only insofar as
you matter, then you cannot have reason to sacrifice yourself for the sake
of happiness, just as you cannot have reason to sacrifice happiness for
the sake of money. Just as your concern for money is subordinate to your
concern for happiness, so your concern for happiness is subordinate to
self-concern, and the former concerns must not take precedence over
the latter, as would happen if you pursued money at the sacrifice of your
happiness, or happiness at the sacrifice of yourself.

Sacrificing yourself for the sake of happiness may sound impossible,
but it isn’t. People make this exchange whenever they kill themselves
in order to end their unhappiness, or ask to be killed for that pur-
pose. The requirement to act for reasons rules out such mercy killing,
which exchanges a person for something that’s valuable only for his sake.
Because a person’s happiness is valuable for his sake, it cannot provide a
reason for sacrificing the person himself.

(Before I go further, I should point out that Kantian ethics does not,
in my view, rule out suicide or euthanasia in every case. As we have seen,
Kantian ethics rules out actions only insofar as they are performed for
particular reasons. For example, it doesn’t rule out false utterances in
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general but only those which are made for the sake of getting someone to
believe a falsehood. Similarly, it doesn’t rule out suicide and euthanasia in
general but only when they are performed for the sake of ending unhap-
piness. With that qualification in place, let me return to my explanation
of persons as ends.)

Kant thought that the status of persons as ends rules out more than
sacrificing them for their interests; he thought that it rules out treating
them in any way that would amount to using them merely as means to
other ends. In his view, persons shed value on other things, by making
them valuable for a person’s sake; whereas means merely reflect the value
shed on them by the ends for whose sake they are valuable. To treat a
person as a means is to treat him as a mere reflector of value rather than
a value-source, which is a confusion on the order of mistaking the sun for
the moon. Indeed, Kant thought that a universe without persons would
be pitch dark with respect to value.

Here let me remind you of the aspiration in which the requirement
to act for reasons is manifested in our experience. Reasons for acting
are considerations that are authoritative in the sense that their practical
import is common knowledge among all reasoners, including not only
other people but also ourselves at other times. Having access to such
considerations enables us to act autonomously, as the originators of our
own behavior. And being autonomous is essential to — perhaps definitive
of — being a person. Hence the requirement to act for reasons expresses
our aspiration to realize a central aspect of personhood - or, as I put it,
the aspiration to “be a Mensch.”

This alternative formulation of the requirement to act for reasons has
implications for the current discussion of persons as ends-in-themselves.
What it implies is that the felt authority of reasons is due, in part, to our
appreciation of ourselves as persons. In acting for reasons, we live up to
our status as persons, and we act for reasons partly as a way of living up to
that status. The motivational grip that reasons have on us is subordinate
to our appreciation for the value of being a Mensch.

If you think back to our initial search for an intrinsically inescapable
requirement, you will recall that “Act for reasons,” though close to being
inescapable, was not perfectly so. We settled for it after reflecting that we
are required to act for reasons if we are subject to any requirements at all.
What we have subsequently discovered is that seeing ourselves as subject
to practical requirements is essential to seeing ourselves as autonomous
and, in that respect, as persons. Thus, although we are required to act
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for reasons only insofar as we are subject to practical requirements at all,
we are obliged to conceive of ourselves as subject to requirements, and
hence required to act for reasons, by our aspiration toward personhood.

The value of persons now emerges as paramount, not only over the value
of what we do for someone’s sake, but over the value of acting for any
reason whatsoever. Acting for reasons matters because being a person
matters.

What’s more, the value of our individual personhood here and now
is inseparable from the value of participating in personhood as a status
shared with our selves at other times and with other people, whose access
to the same framework of reasons is what lends those reasons authority.
Only by sharing in the common knowledge of reasoners do we find our-
selves subject to authoritative requirements, recognition of which must
determine our behavior if we are to be autonomous persons. Being an
autonomous person is thus impossible without belonging to the com-
munity of those with access to the same sources of autonomy. Insofar as
being a person matters, belonging to the community of persons must
matter, and the importance of both is what makes it important to act for
reasons.

That’s why it’s irrational to treat any person merely as a means, for any
reason whatsoever. No reason for acting can justify treating a person as
a mere reflector of value, because the importance of acting for reasons
depends on the importance of personhood in general as a source of
value. Reasons matter because persons matter, and so we cannot show
our regard for reasons by showing disregard for persons.



The Genesis of Shame

I

“And theywere both naked, the man and his wife, and were notashamed.”
So ends Chapter 2 of Genesis. Chapter g narrates the Fall and its
aftermath: “The eyes of them both were opened, and they knew that
they were naked; and they sewed fig leaves together, and made them-
selves aprons.” Presumably, they made themselves aprons to cover their
nakedness, because they were now ashamed.

Whywere Adam and Eve ashamed? And why hadn’t they been ashamed
before? The text of Genesis g suggests that they became ashamed because
they realized that they were naked. But what realization was that? They
were not created literally blind, and so they weren’t seeing their own
skin for the first time. The realization that they were naked must have
been the realization that they were unclothed, which would have required
them to envision the possibility of clothing. Yet the mere idea of cloth-
ing would have had no effect on Adam and Eve unless they also saw
why clothing was necessary. And when they saw the necessity of clothing,
they were seeing — what, exactly? There was no preexisting culture to

This chapter originally appeared in Philosophy and Public Affairs 30, no. 1 (Winter 2001): 27—
52. Itis reprinted by permission of Princeton University Press. Thanks to George Mavrodes,
Brian Slattery, and Dan B. Velleman for discussions of this topic, and to Elizabeth Anderson,
Nomy Arpaly, David Copp, Rachana Kamtekar, Dick Moran, Martha Nussbaum, Connie
Rosati, Andrea Scarantino, Jonathan Schaffer, and Nishi Shah for comments on earlier
versions. This paper was presented to the philosophy departments of the University of
Manitoba; Bowling Green State University; Massachusetts Institute of Technology; the Uni-
versity of California, Berkeley; the University of Minnesota; the University of Massachusetts
at Amherst; and to a conference on the emotions at the University of Manchester.
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disapprove of nakedness or to enforce norms of dress. What Genesis sug-
gests is that the necessity of clothing was not a cultural invention but a
natural fact, evident to the first people whose eyes were sufficiently open.

Or, rather, this fact was brought about by their eyes’ being opened. For
when we are told at the end of Chapter 2 that Adam and Eve were naked
but not ashamed, we are not meant to suppose that they had something
to be ashamed of but didn’t see it, like people who don’t know that their
fly is open or their slip is showing. The reason why Adam and Eve were
not ashamed of their nakedness at first is that they had no reason to be
ashamed; and so they must not have needed clothing at that point. But
in that case, the opening of their eyes must have produced the very fact
that it enabled them to see: their eyes must have been opened in a way
that simultaneously made clothing necessary and enabled them to see its
necessity. What sort of eye-opening was that?

According to the story, their eyes were opened when they acquired a
knowledge of good and evil. But this description doesn’t answer our ques-
tion. Although a knowledge of good and evil prompted them to remedy
their nakedness — as evil, we suppose — we are still not meant to suppose
that their nakedness had been evil antecedently. So the knowledge of
good and evil didn’t just reveal some evil in their nakedness; it must also
have put that evil there. The question remains, what item of knowledge
could have had that effect?

I am going to propose an account of shame that explains why eating
from the tree of knowledge would have made Adam and Eve ashamed of
their nakedness. Ultimately, this account will yield implications for cur-
rent debates about the shamelessness of our culture. The way to recover
our sense of shame is not, as some moralists propose, to recover our for-
mer intolerance for conditions previously thought to be shameful. I will
propose an alternative prescription, derived from my diagnosis of how
Adam and Eve acquired a sense of shame.

I

The story of Genesis makes little sense under the standard philosophical
analysis of shame as an emotion of reflected self-assessment. According
to this analysis, the subject of shame thinks less of himself at the thought
of how he is seen by others.'

! My characterization of the standard analysis is intended to be vague, so as to encompass
the views of several philosophers, including John Deigh, “Shame and Self-Esteem: A
Critique,” Ethics 93 (1983): 225—45; Gabriele Taylor, Pride, Shame, and Guill; Emotions of
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The problem is to explain how the shame of Adam and Eve could have
involved a negative assessment of themselves.

In modern society, of course, public nakedness violates social norms
and consequently elicits social censure, which can be echoed by self-
censure on the part of its object. But assessments of this kind would have
been unknown in the pre-social conditions of Eden. Adam and Eve’s
shame might still have reflected an observer’s assessment if they thought
of themselves as being judged by a natural rather than social ideal, but
what could that ideal have been? It couldn’t have been, for example, an
ideal of attractiveness: Adam and Eve didn’t think of themselves as being
unattractive to one another. In any case, shame is more likely to arise in
someone who feels all too attractive to an observer, such as the artist’s
model who blushes upon catching a glint of lust in his eye.?

This famous example might be taken to suggest that the knowledge
acquired by Adam and Eve was knowledge of sex. What they suddenly
came to see, according to this interpretation, were the sexual possibilities
of their situation, which put lust in their eyes and then shame on their
cheeks at the sight of the other’s lust. Unlike the artist’s model, however,
Adam and Eve had no pretensions to a professional or purely aesthetic
role from which they might feel demoted by becoming sexual objects to
one another. So the requisite assessment of the self remains elusive.

III

This last interpretation also requires the implausible assumption that
what the Creator sought to conceal from Adam and Eve, in forbidding

Self-Assessment (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), Chapter 3; Roger Scruton, Sexual Desire;
A Moral Philosophy of the Erotic (New York: The Free Press, 1986), pp. 140—49; Simon
Blackburn, Ruling Passions (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), pp. 17-1g; and Richard
Wollheim, On the Emotions (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999), Chapter g. Other
authors include only some of these elements in their accounts of shame. For example,
some analyze shame in terms of a negative self-assessment, without reference to any
real or imagined observer (e.g., John Rawls, A Theory of Justice [Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 19711, pp. 442-46; Michael Stocker and Elizabeth Hegeman, Valuing
Emotions [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19961, pp. 217-30; Jon Elster, Strong
Feelings: Emotion, Addiction, and Human Behavior [Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 19gg],
p- 21). Others analyze shame as a response to the denigrating regard of others, without
requiring a negative assessment of the self (e.g., Bernard Williams, Shame and Necessity
[Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993], Appendix 2).

This example is discussed by Gabrielle Taylor, Pride, Shame, and Guilt, pp. 60-61; and by
Richard Wollheim, On the Emotions, pp. 159-63. Wollheim traces it to Max Scheler, “Uber
Scham und Schamgefiihle,” in Schriften aus dem Nachlass (Bern: Francke Verlag, 1957),
Vol. 1.
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them to eat from the tree, was the idea of using the genitals that He had
given them. And God would hardly have created anything so absurd as
human genitals if He intended them to have no more use than the human
appendix. I don’t deny that the knowledge initially withheld from Adam
and Eve was sexual knowledge in some sense. But it must have been a
special kind of sexual knowledge, involving more than the very idea of
getting it on. I suggest that what they didn’t think of until the Fall was the
idea of not getting it on — though I admit that this suggestion will take
some getting used to.

Here I am imagining that the knowledge gained from the tree was
not physically extracted from the fruit itself; rather, it was knowledge
gained in the act of eating the fruit. And this knowledge was gained in
practice only after having been suggested in theory, by the serpent. What
the serpent put into Eve’s ear as a theory, which she and Adam went on
to prove in practice, was the idea of disobedience: “You don’t have to
obey.”

One might wonder how this piece of knowledge could have qualified
as sexual. What was there for Adam and Eve to disobey when it came to
sex? The Lord had already enjoined them to “[b]e fruitful and multiply,”
further explaining that “a man . ..shall cleave to his wife: and they shall
be one flesh.” And since the Lord expected Adam and Eve to cleave to
one another in the fleshly sense, he must have equipped them with the
sexual instincts required to make the flesh, so to speak, cleavable. With
everything urging them toward sex, they would hardly have associated
sex with disobedience.

But that’s just my point. Everything urged them toward sex, and so
there was indeed something for them to disobey — namely, the divine and
instinctual demand to indulge. The serpent’s suggestion that Adam and
Eve didn’t have to obey the Lord implied, among other things, that they
didn’t have to obey His injunction to be fruitful, or the instincts with
which He had reinforced that injunction. So the serpent’s message of
disobedience did convey a piece of sexual knowledge, after all.

I may sound as if I'm saying, paradoxically, that the sexual knowl-
edge imparted by the serpent was the idea of chastity: “You don’t have
to obey” could just as well be phrased “Just Say No.” But I would pre-
fer to say that the sexual knowledge imparted by the serpent amounted
to the idea of privacy. What Adam and Eve hastened to cover up after
the Fall would in some languages be called their “shameful” parts: their
pudenda (Latin), aidoia (Greek), Schamteile (German), parties honteuses
(French). But in English, those parts of the body are called private
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parts.3 The genitals became shameful, I suggest, when they became pri-
vate. And the advent of privacy would have required, if not the idea of
saying “no” to sex, then at least the idea of saying “not here” and “not
now.” So the idea of disobeying their sexual instincts could well have
been instrumental in the development of shame, via the development of
privacy.

I'am not going to argue that shame is always concerned with matters of
privacy: matters of privacy are merely the primal locus of shame. Similarly,
the genitals are the primal locus of privacy — which is why our creation
myth traces the origin of shame to the nakedness of our first ancestors.
After I interpret the myth, however, I will explain how privacy extends
beyond the body, and how shame extends beyond matters of privacy, to
express a broader and more fundamental concern. My analysis will thus
proceed in stages, from the natural shamefulness of the genitals, to the
shamefulness of matters that are private by choice or convention, to the
shamefulness of matters that do not involve privacy at all.

v

The philosopher who comes closest to understanding shame, in my view,
is St. Augustine. According to Augustine, man’s insubordination to God
was punished by a corresponding insubordination to man on the part
of his own flesh, and this punishment is what made our sexual organs
shameful:

[TThese members themselves, being moved and restrained not at our will, but
by a certain independent autocracy, so to speak, are called “shameful.” Their
condition was different before sin. For as it is written, “They were naked and
were not ashamed” - not that their nakedness was unknown to them, but because
nakedness was not yet shameful, because not yet did lust move those members
without the will’s consent; not yet did the flesh by its disobedience testify against
the disobedience of man. For they were not created blind, as the unenlightened
vulgar fancy; for Adam saw the animals to whom he gave names, and of Eve we

3 Arecent report on the BBC World Service described a criminal defendant who appeared
on the witness stand stark naked, “with nothing but a plastic clipboard to hide his shame.”
Here the reporter replaced the English “private parts” with a translation of the Latin,
French, or German expressions.

1 The City of God, Book XIV, chapter 15, transl. Marcus Dods (New York: The Modern
Library, 1950), p. 463: “[B]y the just retribution of the sovereign God whom we refused
to be subject to and serve, our flesh, which was subjected to us, now torments us by
insubordination.” I am grateful to George Mavrodes for directing me to the passages
discussed below.
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read, “The woman saw that the tree was good for food, and that it was pleasant to
the eyes.” Their eyes, therefore, were open, but were not open to this, that is to
say, were not observant so as to recognise what was conferred upon them by the
garment of grace, for they had no consciousness of their members warring against
their will. But when they were stripped of this grace, that their disobedience might
be punished by fit retribution, there began in the movement of their bodily
members a shameless novelty which made nakedness indecent: it at once made
them observant and made them ashamed.

This passage has provided many of the elements in my discussion thus far.
For reasons that I'll presently explain, however, I think that the passage
puts these elements together backwards.

Augustine says that the genitals became pudenda when they produced
the “shameless novelty” of moving against their owners’ will — in other
words, when Adam lost the ability to control his erections, and Eve her
secretions. The idea of their ever having possessed these abilities may
seem odd, butit has a certain logic from Augustine’s point-of-view. Augus-
tine thinks that Adam and Eve did not experience lust before the Fall.5 Yet
he also thinks that the Lord’s injunction to be fruitful and multiply must
be interpreted literally. The combination of these thoughts leaves Augus-
tine with a sexual conundrum. How was copulation supposed to occur
without lust, which serves nowadays to produce the necessary anatomi-
cal preparations? Augustine’s answer is this: “The man, then, would have
sown the seed, and the woman received it, as need required, the gener-
ative organs being moved by the will, not excited by lust.”® And it was
because of being governed by the will, according to Augustine, that the
genitals of Adam and Eve were not initially shameful.? They subsequently
became shameful because they were removed from their owners’ volun-
tary control, in punishment for original sin.

Let me introduce my disagreement with Augustine by pointing out
how we differ on the relation between shame and punishment in Genesis.
According to Augustine, bodily insubordination to the will, and the result-
ing shame, were inflicted on Adam and Eve as retribution for their dis-
obedience. In Genesis, however, the Lord discovered the disobedience

5 Ibid., Chapter 21, p. 468: “Far be it, then, from us to suppose that our first parents in
Paradise felt that lust which caused them afterwards to blush and hide their nakedness,
or that by its means they should have fulfilled the benediction of God, ‘Increase and
multiply and replenish the earth’; for it was after sin that lust began.”

5 Ibid., Chapter 24, p. 472.

7 Ibid., Chapter 19, p. 467: “[Tlhese parts, I say, were not vicious in Paradise before sin,
for they were never moved in opposition to a holy will towards any object from which it
was necessary that they should be withheld by the restraining bridle of reason.”
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of Adam and Eve only by discovering that they were hiding from Him
in shame; and so their shame must have preceded their punishment.
Their punishment consisted rather in being banished from the garden
and condemned to a life of toil and sorrow.

What’s more, Augustine does not attribute Adam and Eve’s shame to
the knowledge that they acquired from eating the forbidden fruit. He
attributes their shame to their loss of voluntary control over their bod-
ies, which was inflicted on them as punishment for their disobedience,
which involved the tree of knowledge only incidentally, because that tree
happened to be the one whose fruit was forbidden to them. Thus, eating
from the tree of knowledge led to their shame indirectly, by angering
God, who then hobbled their wills in a way that made their nakedness
shameful. According to the text of Genesis, however, Adam and Eve were
told by the serpent that eating from the tree of knowledge would open
their eyes by itself, and it really did open their eyes, whereupon they were
instantly ashamed. That this progression was antecedently predictable is
implicit in the Lord’s detective work: seeing their shame, He knew that
they must have disobeyed. The text thus suggests that their shame was
a predictable result of their eating from the tree of knowledge, not the
result of any subsequent reengineering of their constitutions.

Note that the constitutional alteration to which Augustine attributes
the shame of Adam and Eve could not have been brought about by the
mere acquisition of knowledge. Having their eyes opened would not in
itself have caused Adam and Eve to lose voluntary control that they pre-
viously possessed. But a slightly different alteration could indeed have
been brought about by the acquisition of knowledge — and, in particular,
by that knowledge of good and evil which Adam and Eve acquired in
eating from the tree. For suppose, as I have already suggested, that this
episode taught them about good and evil by teaching them about the
possibility of disobeying God and their God-given instincts.® In that case,
they must previously have been unaware that disobeying God and Nature
was a possibility, and so they must have been in no position to disobey.
They would have slavishly done as God and their instincts demanded,
because of being unaware that they might do otherwise. And if they slav-
ishly obeyed these demands, without a thought of doing otherwise, then

% Presumably, good and evil corresponded to the will’s obedience and disobedience, respec-
tively. But how could the good have consisted in obedience to instinct? The answer, I
assume, is that human instincts were adapted to the conditions of Paradise in such a way
that their promptings were unfailingly good.
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their free will would have been no more than a dormant capacity, which
they wouldn’t exercise until they discovered the possibility of alternatives
on which to exercise it. That discovery, imparted by the serpent, would
thus have activated the hitherto dormant human will, thereby making it
fully effective for the first time since the Creation.

On this interpretation, the reason why Adam and Eve weren’t ashamed
of their nakedness at first is not that their anatomy was perfectly subordi-
nate to the will but rather that they didn’t have an effective will to which
their anatomy could be insubordinate. In acquiring the idea of making
choices contrary to the demands of their instincts, however, they would
have gained, not only the effective capacity to make those choices, butalso
the realization that their bodies might obey their instincts instead, thus
proving insubordinate to their newly activated will. Hence the knowledge
that would have activated their will could also have opened their eyes to
the possibility of that bodily recalcitrance which Augustine identifies as
the occasion of their shame.

\Y%

What remains to be explained is why the insubordination of the body to
the will should be an occasion for shame. The explanation, I believe, is
that the structure of the will provides shame with its central concern, of
which the central instance is a concern for privacy.

Privacy is made possible by the ability to choose in opposition to incli-
nation. To a creature who does whatever its instincts demand, there is
no space between impulse and action, and there is accordingly less space
between inner and outer selves. Because a dog has relatively little control
over its impulses, its impulses are legible in its behavior. Whatever itches,
it scratches (or licks or nips or drags along the ground), and so its itches
are always overt, always public.

By contrast, our capacity to resist desires enables us to choose which
desires our behavior will express. And we tend to make these choices
cumulatively and consistently over time.? That is, we gradually compile a
profile of the tastes, interests, and commitments on which we are willing
to act, and we tend to enact that motivational profile while also resisting
inclinations and impulses incompatible with it. This recension of our

9 In this and the following paragraph, I draw on a conception of agency that I have devel-
oped elsewhere. See my Practical Reflection (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989);
The Possibility of Practical Reason (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), esp. Chapters
1, 7, and g; and “The Self as Narrator,” (Chapter g in the present volume).
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motivational natures becomes our outward face, insofar as it defines the
shape of our behavior.

Putting an outward face on our behavior sounds like an essentially
social enterprise, but I think that this enterprise is inherent in the struc-
ture of the individual will. Even Robinson Crusoe chose which of his
desires to act on, and his need to understand and coordinate his activi-
ties required him to make choices by which he could consistently abide.
He therefore lived in accordance with a persona that he composed, even
though there was no audience for whom he composed it. Or, rather, he
composed this persona for an audience consisting only of himself, insofar
as it was designed to help him keep track and make sense of his solitary
life. So even Robinson Crusoe had distinct overt and covert selves — the
personality that he acted out, and a personality that differed from it by
virtue of including all of the inclinations and impulses on which he chose
not to act.

A%

In order to make sense and keep track of his life, Robinson Crusoe had to
engage in a solitary form of self-presentation - displaying, if only to him-
self, behavior that was predictable and intelligible as manifesting a stable
and coherent set of motives. Self-presentation serves a similar function
in the social realm, since others cannot engage you in social interaction
unless they find your behavior predictable and intelligible. Insofar as you
want to be eligible for social intercourse, you must offer a coherent public
image.'®

Thus, for example, you cannot converse with others unless your utter-
ances can be interpreted as an attempt to convey a minimally consistent
meaning. You can’t cooperate with others, or elicit their cooperation,

' See Georg Simmel, “The Secret and the Secret Society,” Part IV of The Sociology of Georg
Simmel, transl. Kurt H. Wolff (Glencoe, IlL.: The Free Press, 1950), pp. 311-12:

All we communicate to another individual by means of words or perhaps in another
fashion — even the most subjective, impulsive, intimate matters — is a selection from
that psychological-real whole whose absolutely exact report (absolutely exact in
terms of content and sequence) would drive everybody into the insane asylum —ifa
paradoxical expression is permissible. In a quantitative sense, it is not only fragments
of our inner life which we alone reveal, even to our closest fellowmen. What is more,
these fragments are not a representative selection, but one made from the stand-
point of reason, value, and relation to the listener and his understanding. ... We
simply cannot imagine any interaction or social relation or society which are not
based on this teleologically determined non-knowledge of one another.
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unless your movements can be interpreted as attempts to pursue min-
imally consistent goals. In sum, you can’t interact socially unless you
present others with an eligible target for interaction, by presenting noises
and movements that can be interpreted as the coherent speech and action
of a minimally rational agent.

Indeed, fully social interaction requires that your noises and move-
ments be interpretable, not merely as coherent speech and action, but
also as intended to be interpretable as such. Only when your utterances
can be recognized as aiming to be recognized as meaningful do they
count as fully successful contributions to conversation;'' only when your
movements are recognized as aiming to be recognized as helpful do they
count as fully successful contributions to cooperation; and even a com-
petition or a conflict is not full-blown until the parties are recognized by
one another as trying to be recognized as opponents. Full-blown social
intercourse thus requires each party to compose an overt persona for the
purpose, not just of being interpretable, but of being interpretable as
having been composed partly for that purpose.

Note, then, that self-presentation is not a dishonest activity, since your
public image purports to be exactly what it is: the socially visible face of a
being who is presenting it as a target for social interaction.'® Even aspects
of your image that aren’t specifically meant to be recognized as such are
not necessarily dishonest. There is nothing dishonest about choosing not
to scratch wherever and whenever it itches. Although you don’t make all
of your itches overt, in the manner of a dog, you aren’t falsely pretending
to be less itchy than a dog; you aren’t pretending, in other words, that
the itches you scratch are the only ones you have. You know that the only
possible audience for such a pretense would never be taken in by it, since
other free agents are perfectly familiar with the possibility of choosing not
to scratch an itch. And insofar as your persona is a positive bid for social
interaction, you positively want it to be recognized as such. Not being
recognized as a self-presenter would entail not being acknowledged as a

' Here I am simply making the familiar Gricean point about the content of communicative
intentions; in the remainder of the sentence, I extend the point to other modes of social
interaction.

2 See Thomas Nagel, “Concealment and Exposure,” Philosophy & Public Affairs 277, no. 1
(Winter 1998): 3-30, p. 6: “The first and most obvious thing to note about many of the
most important forms of reticence is that they are not dishonest, because the conventions
that govern them are generally known.”; “[O]ne has to keep a firm grip on the fact that
the social self that others present to us is not the whole of their personality...and that

this is not a form of deception because it is meant to be understood by everyone” (p. 7).
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potential partner in conversation, cooperation, or even competition and
conflict.

You thus have a fundamental interest in being recognized as a self-
presenting creature, an interest that is more fundamental, in fact, than
your interest in presenting any particular public image. Not to be seen as
honest or intelligent or attractive would be socially disadvantageous, but
not to be seen as a self-presenting creature would be socially disqualifying:
it would place you beyond the reach of social intercourse altogether.
Threats to your standing as a self-presenting creature are thus a source of
deep anxiety, and anxiety about the threatened loss of that standing is,
in my view, what constitutes the emotion of shame. The realm of privacy
is the central arena for shame, I think, because it is the central arena for
threats to your standing as a social agent. As Thomas Nagel has put it,
“Naked exposure itself, whether or not it arouses disapproval, is disqual-

ifying.”'3

VII

Because of your interest in being recognized as a social agent, failures
of privacy can set off a sense of escalating exposure. When something
private about you is showing, you have somehow failed to manage your
public image, and so an inadequacy in your capacity for self-presentation
is showing as well, potentially undermining your standing as a social
agent. Stripped of some accustomed item of clothing, you may also feel
stripped of your accustomed cloak of sociality, your standing as a com-
petent self-presenter eligible to participate in conversation, cooperation,
and other forms of interaction. This escalating exposure is implicit in
Bernard Williams’s description of shame when he says that “[t]he root
of shame lies in exposure...in being at a disadvantage: in...a loss of
power.”'1 Failures of privacy put you at a disadvantage by threatening the
power inherent in your role as a participating member of the community,
and the resulting anxiety constitutes the emotion of shame.

I say “failures of privacy,” not “violations.” When people forcibly violate
your privacy, no doubt is cast on your capacity for self-presentation. But
then, violations of privacy do not properly occasion shame. If you learn
that someone has been peeping through your bedroom keyhole, you
don’t feel ashamed at the thought of what he might have seen; or, at least,

'3 Ibid., p. 4.
' Williams, Shamne and Necessily, p. 220.
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you shouldn’t feel ashamed: you should feel angry and defiant. Proper
occasions for shame are your own failures to manage your privacy, as
symbolized in childhood culture by open flies and showing slips. In the
case of the bedroom keyhole, the one who should be ashamed is the
peeping Tom, who lacks the self-possession to keep any of his curiosity
covert.'5 His naked curiosity is what should occasion shame, not your
properly closeted nakedness.

The same goes for your intentional violations of your own privacy,
which do not qualify as failures, either. Deliberately exposing yourself in
public would not cause you to feel shame if it represented an unqualified
success at publicizing your privates rather than a failure at concealing
them. (That’s why people don’t usually feel ashamed of having posed for
Playboy magazine.) Deliberate self-exposure occasions shame only when
it entails some unintentional self-exposure as well — when you take off
more than you meant to, or your taking it off exposes impulses that you
didn’t mean to expose. For only then do you feel vulnerable to the loss
of your standing as a self-presenting person.

Although deliberate self-exposure doesn’t necessarily occasion shame,
there remains a sense in which public nakedness is naturally suited to
occasion it and can therefore be called naturally shameful. What makes
nakedness naturally shameful, I think, is the phenomenon adduced by
St. Augustine — namely, the body’s insubordination to the will. And I'm
now in a position to explain why I agree with this much of Augustine’s
analysis.

VIII

Why does our culture tolerate frontal nudity in women more than in men?
The politically correct explanation is that the culture is dominated by
men and consequently tends to cast women as sex objects. An alternative
explanation, however, is that male nudity is naturally more shameful.
Male nudity is more shameful because it is more explicit, not only
in the sense that the male body is, as Mr. Rogers used to sing, fancy
on the outside, but also in the sense that a man’s outside is liable to
reveal his feelings in a particularly explicit way, whether he likes it or not.
The unwanted erection is a glaring failure of privacy. The naked man is
unable to choose which of his impulses are to be public; and so he is only

'5 The example is Sartre’s, Being and Nothingness, transl. Hazel E. Barnes (New York: Philo-
sophical Library, 1956), pp. 261-62.
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partly an embodied will and partly also the embodiment of untrammeled
instincts. In such a condition, sustaining the role of a social agent becomes
especially difficult.

Equally explicit, I think, is the curiosity expressed in looking at the
naked male body. Viewing the naked female can easily be, or at least
purport to be, an aesthetic exercise; whereas it’s fairly difficult to look at
the male organ without the thought of its sexual role, and hence without
experiencing an undeniably sexual curiosity.

Thus, our double standard about nakedness may confirm St. Augus-
tine’s hypothesis that what’s shameful about nakedness is the body’s insub-
ordination to the will.'"> And my account of privacy may explain this
hypothesis by explaining why the insubordinate body threatens to put its
owner in a socially untenable position, by undermining his standing as a
self-presenting person. What my explanation implies is that the impulse
to cover one’s nakedness out of shame is not, in the first instance, the
impulse to hide something whose exposure might occasion disapproval.
It’s rather the impulse to guard one’s capacity for self-presentation and,
with it, one’s standing as a social agent.

This explanation makes sense of my earlier suggestion that the sexual
knowledge imparted to Adam and Eve by the serpent was the idea of not
indulging. Only after Adam and Eve recognized the possibility of saying
“no” — or, at least, “not now” — to their sexual impulses did they attain a
standing that could be undermined if their genitals proceeded to signal
“yes” instead. Hence only after they recognized their freedom with regard
to sex could they find their nakedness inherently shameful.

IX

The relation between shame and bodily insubordination is also illustrated
by the physiological response to shame, which is blushing. A familiar
feature of this response is that one blush can set off a cascade of ever

16 Here is a piece of ethnographic evidence. In some cultures, men wear almost nothing
other than penis sheaths, which have the effect of making every penis look erect. This
mode of dress represents an alternative solution to the problem of keeping male arousal
private, since it entails that an erect-looking penis is no longer a sign of arousal (just as
wearing a yellow star in occupied Denmark was not a sign of being Jewish). Of course,
the sight of penis sheaths can be alarming to outsiders if they belong to a culture that
favors outright concealment over camouflage. Another piece of evidence, I think, is that
the traditional focus for women’s shame about their bodies is not the genitals as such
but rather menstrual blood, which is unlike female sexual arousal, but like male arousal,
in being visibly insubordinate to the will.
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deeper blushes. The reason is that the blush itself is insubordinate to the
will: one’s complexion foils any attempt to conceal one’s impulse toward
concealment, or to keep private one’s inflamed sense of privacy. This
response to failures of privacy is in itself a further failure of the same
kind.'7

Having blushed can therefore be an occasion for blushing again. Sub-
sequent blushes don’t express or reflect any disapproval of the previous
ones: there’s nothing wrong or bad about blushing. Subsequent blushes
merely express the sense that the previous blushes have further compro-
mised one’s capacity for self-presentation.

Of course, the face often betrays many feelings, and the question there-
fore arises why a bare face isn’t considered even more shameful than
naked genitals. The answer is that the face is also the primary medium
for deliberate self-presentation. The face is indeed shameful insofar as
it defies the will and thereby foils self-presentation; but insofar as it is
instrumental to self-presentation, the face is essential to the avoidance
of shame — which may be why a shameful turn of events is described
metaphorically as a loss of face.'® Some cultures use veils or fans to cover
the face in situations conducive to shame. But face is to be saved only for
the sake of being effectively displayed; and most cultures therefore favor
facial disciplines other than concealment.

X

My account bears a complex relation to the standard account of shame as
an emotion of reflected self-assessment.'9 Mine might be assimilated to

'7 On this feature of blushing, and its relation to sexual arousal, see Scruton, Sexual Desire,
pp- 63-68. Another aspect of the reflexive response to shame is a sudden sense of confu-
sion and disorientation: one’s head spins, one’s ears ring, and the lights may seem to go
dim. A way of describing this aspect of the shame-response would be to say that shame
causes a loss of self-possession; but I would prefer to say that shame is the experience of
self-possession already lost. The occasion for shame is a failure to compose oneselfin the
manner distinctive of persons, and this failure comes to be felt as a loss of composure.
Also relevant here are various terms for shamelessness, such as ‘barefaced,” ‘cheek,’
and ‘effrontery.” The shameless person holds up his face in circumstances where self-
presentation has been discredited and should therefore be withdrawn. (See also notes
26 and 28, below.)

19 Of the existing accounts of shame, Sartre’s is the one with which I most agree. For Sartre,
the thought involved in shame is that “I am as the Other sees me.” And this thought is
in fact the recognition that I am an object: “I am put in the position of passing judgment
on myself as on an object, for it is as an object that I appear to the Other” (Being and
Nothingness, p. 222). Hence the reflected self-assessment in Sartre’s analysis of shame
is an assessment of the self as less than a freely self-defining person: thus far, I agree. As T

18



The Genesis of Shame 59

the standard account as an instance thereof, since I say that to feel shame
is to ft el vulnerable to a particular negative assessment, as less than a
self-presenting person. But this assimilation of the two accounts would
obscure an important difference. In my account, the essential content of
shame has no place for an assessment of the self in terms of ethics, honor,
etiquette, or other specific dimensions of personal excellence. Of course,
one can be ashamed of being greedy, cowardly, rude, ugly, and so on. But
these specific value judgments cannot play the role of the self-assessment
that is involved in the very content of shame, according to my account.
These judgments stand outside the content of the shame that may be
associated with them; and so shame can also occur without them. Let
me explain, then, how specific value judgments acquire their contingent
association with shame.

These judgments are associated with shame because they often serve
as grounds for relegating aspects of ourselves to the private realm. This
connection has already made a brief appearance, in my description of the
peeping Tom, who may feel shame at having exposed his sexual curiosity.
Many of our moral failings consist in impulsive or compulsive behavior in
which we fail to keep some untoward impulse to ourselves. To acknowl-
edge such behavior is to realize that some untoward impulse is showing,
such as our greed or our cowardice, and this realization can induce the
anxiety that amounts to shame, in my view. If our reason for wanting to
keep these impulses private is that we perceive or imagine disapproval
of them, then our shame at their exposure will also be associated with
a reflected assessment of the sort posited by the standard account. But
shame would not be associated with that assessment in the absence of any
sense of compromised self-presentation — for example, if we acted on the
same impulses with abject resignation or brazen defiance.

Once we acquire the idea of privacy by learning that we can refuse
to manifest some of our impulses, or manifest them only in solitude, we
can think about excluding other, non-motivational facts from our self-
presentation. We can think about omitting our ancestry or our income
or our physical blemishes. Again, we wouldn’t try to leave out these fea-
tures of ourselves if we didn’t think of them as somehow discreditable,
and so our shame at their exposure is indeed associated with reflected
disapproval. But if their exposure did not somehow compromise our

understand Sartre, however, he also thinks that this assessment includes the attribution
of a specific flaw or failing, such as vulgarity, which is attributed to the self as to an object;
and here I disagree, for reasons explained below.
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efforts at self-presentation, they wouldn’t cause us shame. If we humbly
admitted to our discreditable ancestry, then our response to real or imag-
ined disapproval of it would amount to no more than a feeling of frank
inferiority.

The possibility of responding to denigrating regard with humility
shows that the perception of facing such regard is not sufficient for shame.
That perception doesn’t lead to shame unless it leads to a sense of being
compromised in our self-presentation. Humility preempts this sense of
being compromised by deflating our pretensions and thereby rendering
our self-presentation consistent with the criticism that we face. Feeling
humbled is thus an alternative to, and incompatible with, feeling humil-
iated or ashamed.

What isn’t incompatible with shame, however, is pride —which goes to
show that a perception of denigrating regard is not necessary for shame
either. We keep some things private not because we fear disapproval of
them but rather because we fear approval of a sort that we would expe-
rience as vulgar or cheap.? Even if we think that others would admire
our poetry, for example, we may not like the idea of exposing it to their
undiscerning admiration. And then if we mistakenly leave it in view, we
may feel shame and pride together — a mixture of feelings that is not
at all incongruous, because we needn’t feel denigrated in order to feel
undermined in our self-presentation.

XI

As the foregoing examples have illustrated, we can feel shame at many
kinds of exposure other than nakedness, because our natural sense of
privacy can be extended by choice to cover many things other than our
bodies. Conversely, we can go naked without shame, if our natural sense
of privacy has been modified by social norms.

Although a free will necessarily draws a line between the public and
the private, individuals have considerable latitude in drawing that line,
and society may therefore lay down norms for how to draw it. Because
norms of privacy dictate that particular things ought to be concealed, they
are implicitly norms of competence at self-presentation. The awareness
of being seen to violate such norms induces the sense of vulnerability

20 Williams mentions this possibility: “people can be ashamed of being admired by the
wrong audience in the wrong way” (Shame and Necssity, p. 82).



The Genesis of Shame 61

constitutive of shame —a sense of vulnerability, that is, to being discounted
as a self-presenting social agent. Hence norms of privacy are implicitly
norms of shame as well.

Such norms can modify or even nullify the natural shamefulness of
things like nakedness or blushing.?! These phenomena are naturally
shameful only in the sense that they involve bodily insubordination, which
is naturally suited to undermine self-presentation and thereby to cause
the relevant sense of vulnerability. But which failures of self-presentation
actually cause a subject to have or to feel this vulnerability can be modified
by social norms. Just as a society may dictate privacy for things that aren’t
naturally shameful, so it may permit publicity for things that are. And if
a society rules that particular bodily upheavals aren’t incompatible with
competent self-presentation, then they are unlikely to undermine the sub-
ject’s status as a self-presenting person. So what naturally caused shame
in Eden may not have caused shame at all in Sodom and Gomorrah.

XII

Moreover, failures of privacy are not the only occasion for shame,
although I do believe that they are the central occasion. One’s stand-
ing as a self-presenting agent can be threatened without the exposure
of anything specific, or of anything that one had specifically hoped to
keep private. The result may be that one feels shame about things that
are quite public, or about nothing in particular at all.**

*! Here is an example, which arose in discussion with members of the Philosophy Depart-
ment at the University of Manitoba. It was pointed out that whereas men's locker rooms
have communal showers, women’s locker rooms have private showers, because women
are less willing to be seen naked, even by other women. How can this difference be rec-
onciled with my claim that male nakedness is naturally more shameful? The answer may
be that our greater toleration for images of female nudity has resulted in more specific
and more demanding standards of beauty for the naked female body than for the male.
Although female nakedness is naturally less shameful, then, women are more likely to
regard their bodies as ugly and to keep them private for that reason —areason that applies
in the locker room no less than elsewhere. Men generally keep their bodies private on
account of their natural shamefulness, which is based in sexuality, whose relevance to
the locker room is vehemently denied by social fictions of sexual orientation.

? The fact that one can feel shame without being ashamed of anything in particular entails
that an analysis of the emotion cannot simultaneously be an analysis of the word and all
of its cognates. Not every instance of shame can be described in terms of what the subject
is ashamed of. By the same token, a subject need not feel shame in order to be described
as ashamed of something, since it may be something that he tries and succeeds at keeping
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Why does my sixteen-year-old son feel shame whenever his peers see
him in the company of his parents? I don’t think that he is ashamed
specifically of us, in the sense of finding us especially discreditable as
parents: we’re no dorkier than the average mom and dad. The explana-
tion, I think, is that being seen in the company of his parents tends to
undermine the self-presentation that he has worked so hard to establish
among his peers. Within his teenage milieu, he has tried to present him-
self as an independent and autonomous individual, and being seen with
his parents is a public reminder that he is still in many ways a dependent
child. Yet I think it would be wrong to say that his continuing subordi-
nation to parents is something that he has tried to keep private; rather,
he has tried to relegate this unavoidably public fact about him to the
background of his public image, while promoting to the foreground var-
ious facts that are in tension with it — facts such as his having a driver’s
license and a telephone. His efforts at self-presentation include not only
separating what is to be public about him from what is to be private, but
also, within the public realm, separating what is to be salient and what is
to be inconspicuous. His self-presentation can therefore be undermined
by failures of obscurity as well as by failures of privacy.

A person can be shamed even by aspects of himself that he accepts
as conspicuous, if they are so glaring as to eclipse his efforts at self-
presentation. Someone who is obviously deformed may experience
shame if he senses that he is perceived solely in terms of his deformity,
to the exclusion of any self-definition on his part. His shame doesn’t
depend on a sense that his deformity is unattractive, since he might
similarly be shamed by any glaring feature, from bright red hair to
unusual height or an extraordinary figure. Even great beauty can occa-
sion shame in situations where it is felt to drown out rather than amplify
self-presentation.

A similar effect can befall victims of social stereotyping. The target of
racist remarks is displayed, not just as “the nigger” or “the hymie,” but as
one who has thus been captured in a socially defined image that leaves
no room for self-presentation. When he responds by feeling shame, he
may accuse himself of racial self-hatred, on the assumption that what he
feels is shame about his race. Yet he needn’t be ashamed of his race in
order to feel shame in response to racism; he need only feel the genuine

private, with the result that it never occasions the emotion of shame. The words ‘shame’
and ‘ashamed’ have many uses that are related only indirectly to the emotion. I have
not offered an account of the words, only an account of the emotion itself, as a sense of
being compromised in one’s standing as a self-presenting social agent.
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vulnerability of being displayed as less than the master of his self-
definition and therefore less than a socially qualified agent.?3

As my account would predict, one defense against the shame of being
stereotyped is to play the part, at the price of self-esteem. When someone
paints blackface on his black face, he is trying to make the role his own,
by incorporating the stereotype into a deliberate self-presentation; and
he is thus trying to strike a compromise with racism, surrendering any
positive image of his race in order to retain some shred of his role as a
self-presenting person. Of course, observers may feel that performing in
blackface is itself shameful, but their feeling rests on the belief that the
performer is only deceiving himself about being left with any real scope
for self-presentation.

Abetter defense against racist remarks is to muster a lively contempt for
the speaker and hearers, since regarding others as beyond one’s social
pale is a way of excluding them from the notional audience required
for the emotion of shame. If one doesn’t care about interacting with
particular people, then one will not feel anxiety about being disqualified
in their eyes from presenting a target for interaction. Hence the victim of
a racist remark can rise above any feelings of shame if he can disregard
the present company as contemptible racists, so as not to feel vulnerable
to their disregard. Unfortunately, this defense can be undermined by the
presence of a sympathetic observer whose recognition the victim hopes
to retain. A racist incident can therefore be rendered more shameful for
the victim if a friend is present to see him stripped of his social agency.

No amount of racial pride can protect the target of racism from the
shamefulness of his position. Pride would protect him from self-hatred,

3 For a deeper discussion of this issue, with references to relevant literature, see Cheshire
Calhoun, “An Apology for Moral Shame” (forthcoming in the Journal of Political Phi-
losophy) . Calhoun argues that shame experienced in the face of racism or sexism may
be a perfectly legitimate response that does not betray self-hatred. But Calhoun reaches
this conclusion from a rather different analysis of shame and its place in the practice of
morality. Liz Anderson has directed me to an apt passage in Ralph Ellison’s Invisible Man,
where the narrator describes the shame he felt to find himself enjoying a yam: “What a
group of people we were, I thought. Why, you could cause us the greatest humiliation
simply by confronting us with something we liked. . .. This is all very wild and childish, I
thought, but hell with being ashamed of what you liked. No more of that for me. I am
what I am!” [Invisible Man (New York: New American Library, 1952), pp. 230-31]. The
thought behind this shame is not that liking yams is wrong or bad; it is that liking yams is
part of a stereotype that a black man must escape in order to be self-defining. Enjoying
his yam, the narrator feels “I am as the Other sees me” — which is Sartre’s formulation
of the thought involved in shame. For further discussion of this formulation, see note
19, above.
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but it can’t protect him from shame, which is anxiety about disqualifi-
cation rather than disapprobation, an anxiety that cannot be allayed by
a sense of personal excellence, and especially not by a sense of racial
excellence, which tends to be formulated in further stereotypes. What
the victim of shame needs to recover is, not his pride in being African-
American or Jewish, but his social power of self-definition, which he can
hardly recover by allowing himself to be typed, even by his friends.*1

XIII

The shame induced by racism is a case of utterly inchoate shame, whose
subject is successfully shamed without being ashamed of anything in par-
ticular. Inchoate shame typically results, as in this case, from deliberate
acts of shaming.

Consider, for example, the shaming carried out by the Puritans by
means of the pillory. The standard account of shame would imply that
the pillory shamed a wrongdoer by exposing him to his neighbors’ dis-
approval of his wrongdoing. But he would have been exposed to that
disapproval anyway, as he went about his daily business. And surely the
pillorywas designed to inflict shame on him even if —indeed, especially if -
his neighbors’ disapproval left him unashamed.*> My account of shame

24 Of course, positive stereotypes offer roles that are easier to play with that sense of convic-
tion which feels like authorship. Hence people often fail to experience the shame that
they ought to feel in letting themselves be co-opted into positive stereotypes, including
such current favorites as The Good Liberal or The Right-Thinking Multiculturalist. But
these stereotypes are only a further form of self-compromise, which might be described
as putting on whiteface.

25 Here I disagree with Nathaniel Hawthorne, who says: “There can be no outrage . . . more
flagrant than to forbid the culprit to hide his face for shame; as it was the essence of
this punishment to do.” (The Scarlet Letter [New York: Bantam Books, 1986], p. 53)-
According to Hawthorne, the essence of the pillory was to prevent the culprit from
alleviating shame that he already felt — presumably, for his wrongdoing. I believe that
the pillory was designed to inflict shame even on wrongdoers who were not ashamed
of what they had done: it was a device for teaching shame to the shameless. To be
sure, the shamefaced culprit was prevented by the pillory from alleviating his shame,
but only by being denied the means of self-presentation. Iliding one’s face in shame
is a symbolic act, since it neither hides one from view nor spares one the awareness of
being viewed. It is rather a symbolic admission of having failed to manage one’s public
self: one withdraws one’s botched self-presentation, symbolized by the face, as if to set it
right before returning it to public view. The pillory prevented this gesture of withdrawal,
thereby preventing the culprit from symbolically reestablishing his self-possession and,
with it, his claim to socially recognized personhood. It was by preventing this restorative
self-presentation that the pillory blocked the wrongdoer’s recovery from shame. As I
argue in the text, this was only one means of self-presentation that the pillory denied
the wrongdoer.
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suggests how the pillory could have had such an effect. The physical
constraints of the pillory — applied to the head and hands, which are
the primary instruments of self-presentation ~ ensured that the wrong-
doer was simultaneously displayed to the public and disabled from pre-
senting himself, so that he was publicly stripped of his social status as a
self-presenting person. Forcibly displaying him in this position had the
effect of shaming him whether or not he was ashamed of what he had
done.®%

This effect is illustrated by another practice, which survives today and
may be the closest that any of us has come to the pillory. As children,
many of us were forced to perform for household guests, and our shame
on these occasions did not necessarily involve any negative assessment of
our performance. Being exposed against our will, and hence displayed
as less than self-presenting persons, was enough to make our position
shameful. It never helped for our parents to say that we had nothing to
be ashamed of, because we weren’t ashamed of anything in particular:
we were merely sensible of being shamed.?7

%6 Another cultural practice of shaming is described by Jon Elster in Strong Feelings,
pp. 100-101:

In nineteenth-century Corsica, contempt for the person who failed to abide by the norms

of vengeance was expressed by the rimbecco, “a deliberate reminder of the unfulfilled
revenge. It could take the form of a song, aremark, agesture or alook, and be delivered by
relatives, neighbors or strangers, men or women. It was a direct accusation of cowardice
and dereliction™

[...]1In Corsica, the man who has not avenged his father, an assassinated relative
or a deceived daughter can no longer appear in public. Nobody speaks to him; he
has to remain silent. If he raises his voice to emit an opinion, people will say to him:
“avenge yourself first, and then you can state your point of view.” The rimbecco can
occur at any moment and under any guise. It does not even need to express itself
in words: an ironical smile, a contemptuous turning away of the head, a certain
condescending look - there are a thousand small insults which at all times of the
day remind the unhappy victim of how much he has fallen in the esteem of his
compatriots. [Quoted from S. Wilson, Feuding, Conflict, and Banditry in Nineteenth-
Century Corsica (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), p. 203.]

Elster interprets this practice as inducing shame in its victim by expressing the commu-
nity’s contempt. The practice does express contempt, of course, but it also conveys the
victim’s loss of credentials as a self-presenter. His every attempt to present himself to
others is met with a reminder that their knowledge of his situation has rendered them
deaf and blind to anything else about him.

*7 One might think that what is felt on these occasions is embarrassment rather than shame.
Let me respond by explaining how I distinguish between the two. Note that ‘embarrass-
ment’ is not, in the first instance, the name of an emotion at all. The primary meaning
of the verb ‘to embarrass’ is “to impede or encumber,” and the noun ‘embarrassment’
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Try to imagine a culture in which heroes and paragons are displayed to
the public in a pillory, the better to receive their neighbors’ admiration.
I find such a culture impossible to imagine, because forcibly displaying
someone cannot help but seem like a means of shaming him.*® The only
way to bear up under admiring attention is to receive it actively or at least
voluntarily — preferably not by strutting and preening, of course, but at
least by holding up a pleased or grateful or even a modest face. Those
who are afraid of actively presenting themselves to admiring attention
may experience the attention as pinning them down, and so they may
experience praise itself as a kind of pillory.?9 That’s why praise alone can
make some people blush with shame, even though they have nothing to
be ashamed of.

refers either to the encumbrance or the state of being encumbered. (Hence the concept
of “financial embarrassments,” which are not so called because they tend to make one
blush.) Insofar as ‘embarrassment’ refers to a mental state, it refers to the state of being
mentally encumbered or impeded - that is, baffled, confounded, or flustered. In this
generic sense, embarrassment can be a component or concomitant of any disconcerting
emotion, including shame. In recent times, ‘embarrassment’ has also come to denote
a particular emotion distinct from shame. (This use of the term is little more than a
hundred years old, according to the Oxford English Dictionary.) This emotion begins
with the sense of being the focus of undue or unwelcome attention — typically, ridicule
or derision — and it culminates in self-consciousness, the self-focused attention that hin-
ders fluid speech and behavior (and that consequently counts as embarrassment in the
generic sense). Being flustered in the face of laughter is the typical case of the emo-
tion called embarrassment. This emotion differs from shame, first, because it involves
self-consciousness rather than anxiety and, second, because it involves a sense of attract-
ing unwelcome recognition rather than of losing social recognition altogether. Being
ridiculed is an essentially social kind of treatment. Self-consciousness in the face of
ridicule is therefore different from anxiety at the prospect of social disqualification.
Whereas the subject of embarrassment feels that he has egg on his face, the subject of
shame feels a loss of face — the difference being precisely that between presenting a
target for ridicule and not presenting a target for social interaction at all. Returning to
the example under discussion in the text, I grant that some children may suffer no more
than embarrassment when forced to perform for guests, if they feel merely self-conscious
about being the center of attention. But other children experience their position more
profoundly, as a threat to their social selves, undermining their prospects of being taken
seriously as persons.

Several readers have pointed out that our culture has a pillory of just this kind: the
tabloids. But then, celebrities feel shame about being displayed in the tabloids, insofar
as they are displayed in ways that undermine rather than enable self-presentation on
their part.

Of course, these people may be afraid of actively receiving admiration because they
would be ashamed of the vanity or exhibitionism that such a self-presentation would
reveal. They consequently find themselves in a bind, with nowhere to turn without
shame. Others may feel no more than embarrassment in the same circumstances: see
note 27, above.
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With these examples, I have completed the promised progression,
from the natural shamefulness of the naked body, to the shamefulness of
matters considered private by choice or convention, to the shamefulness
of circumstances not involving privacy at all. In all of these cases, I have
argued, shame is the anxious sense of being compromised in one’s self-
presentation in a way that threatens one’s social recognition as a self-
presenting person.

X1v

My account of shame has a present-day moral. We often hear that our
culture has lost its sense of shame — an observation that I think is largely
true. Some moralists take this observation as grounds for trying to re-
scandalize various conditions that used to be considered shameful, such
out-of-wedlock birth or homosexuality. These moralists reason that noth-
ing is shameful to us because nothing is an object of social disapproval,
and hence that reviving disapproval is the only way to reawaken shame.

In my view, however, nothing is shameful to us because nothing is pri-
vate: our culture has become too confessional and exhibitionistic.3” The
way to reawaken shame is to revive our sense of privacy, which needn’t
require disapproval at all. To say that people should keep their sexual
practices to themselves is not to imply that there is anything bad or wrong
about those practices. “What!” exclaims St. Augustine, “does not even
conjugal intercourse, sanctioned as it is by law for the propagation of
children, legitimate and honorable though it be, does it not seek retire-
ment from every eye?”3'

What’s responsible for the exhibitionism of our culture, I think, is
a mistake that I warned against earlier, about the dishonesty of self-
presentation.?* People now think that not to express inclinations or
impulses is in effect to claim that one doesn’t have them, and that hon-
esty therefore requires one to express whatever inclinations or impulses
one has. What they forget is that the overt personas we compose are not
interpreted as accurate representations of our inner lives. We have sex in
private but - to quote again from St. Augustine — “Who does not know
what passes between husband and wife that children may be born?"33

3 This point is the main theme of Nagel’s “Concealment and Exposure.”

' The City of God, Chapter 18, p. 466.

? See the quotations from Nagel in note 12.

8 The City of God, Chapter 18, p. 467. See again the quotations from Nagel in note 12.
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No one believes that our public faces perfectly reflect our private selves,
and so we shouldn’t be tempted to pretend that they do, or to accuse
ourselves of dishonesty when they don’t.

XV

The moralists are wrong, in my view, not only about the means of reawak-
ening shame, but also about its proper objects. Although sexual behavior
calls for privacy, for example, the homosexual variety calls for no more
privacy than the heterosexual and is therefore no more an occasion for
shame.

That said, I should add that the moralist’s view of homosexuality as
inherently shameful strikes me as intelligible. The politically correctinter-
pretation of this view is that it is a blatant prejudice if not in fact a men tal
illness diagnosable as a phobia. I do think that this view of homosexuality
is a grievously harmful mistake, but I also think that it is an understand-
able mistake, given the nature of shame.

People who think that homosexuality is shameful tend to be people
who don’t know any homosexuals — or, more likely, don’t realize that
they do. For them, heterosexuality is very much the default condition,
and homosexuality is therefore especially salient. The fact that someone
is 2 homosexual, if it ever comes to their attention, tends to occupy their
attention in connection with that person.?4 And this fact is, after all, a
very private fact about the person, involving the anatomy of his bedmates
and what passes between them in bed. If someone’s sexual orientation
is especially salient to people, then his very presence will cause them to
think about his private life in ways that will occasion shame — vicarious
shame on his behalf, for the imagined exposure of his sexuality, and
shame on their own behalf, for the sexual curiosity aroused.

If they conclude that the homosexual ought to be ashamed, then
the moralists (as I've called them) are behaving like outraged peep-
ing Toms, mistaking their invasion of someone’s privacy for a failure
of privacy on his part. The mistake in this case is both less and more
understandable: less, because the moralists are seeing the homosexual
behavior only in their imaginations; more, because they cannot control

34 AsLiz Anderson has pointed out to me, thiseffectis aggravated by the moralists’ tendency
to think that homosexual relationships are all about sex and not at all about love and
friendship, so that the social appearance of homosexual partners seems as indecent as
the appearance of a heterosexual man with his prostitute.
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their imaginations, which makes them feel that they are being forced to
see, as if they were the victims of an exhibitionist.

The remedy for all of this shame, of course, is to get used to the
fact of the person’s homosexual behavior, so that it can be put out of
mind. Moralists are simply wrong in thinking that they should induce the
homosexual to share the vicarious shame that they feel on his behalf. For
the homosexual to flaunt his sexuality, however, can at most be a means
of forcing this error into the open; it cannot be part of the ultimate
resolution, since the moralists have got at least this much right, that
sexuality requires a realm of privacy.

To say that the homosexual should not, in the end, be flaunting his
sexuality is not at all to suggest a return to the closet, since privacy is not
the same as secrecy or denial. Everyone knows that most adults have sex
with their dates or domestic partners (among others), and no reasonable
norm of privacy would rule out discussion or display of who is dating or
living with whom. But allowing people to know something should not be
confused with presenting it to their view. There’s a difference between
“out of the closet” and “in your face,” and what makes the difference is
privacy.

In short, Adam and Eve were right to avail themselves of fig leaves.
Although the term “fig leaf” is now a term of derision, I think that fig
leaves are nothing to be ashamed of. They manifest our sense of privacy,
which is an expression of our personhood.
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Love as a Moral Emotion

Introduction

Love and morality are generally assumed to differ in spirit. The moral
point of view is impartial and favors no particular individual, whereas
favoring someone in particular seems like the very essence of love. Love
and morality are therefore thought to place conflicting demands on our

This chapter originally appeared in Ethies 109 (January 1999): 338-374. It is reprinted by
permission of the University of Chicago. Copyright © 1999 The University of Chicago. All
Rights Reserved. The theme of this chapter was suggested to me by Harry Frankfurt’s
“Autonomy, Necessity, and Love” (in Vernunflbegriffe in der Moderne, ed. Hans Friedrich
Fulda and Rolf-Peter Horstmann [Klett-Cotta, 1994], pp. 433—47). I first attempted to
state the theme in a paper entitled “Frankfurt on Love and Duty,” written for a con-
ference organized by Ridiger Bittner in the spring of 1996, at the Zentrum fiir inter-
diziplinire Forschung, in Bielefeld, Germany. Some of that paper is reproduced here. Also
contained here is material from a commentary on Henry S. Richardson’s Practical Rea-
soning about Final Ends (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994); my commentary
was presented at a session of the Society for Informal Logic at the 1995 meetings of the
American Philosophical Association (APA) Eastern Division. Earlier versions of this chap-
ter were read to the philosophy departments at Arizona State University; Harvard; Prince-
ton; University of California, Los Angeles; University College London; and to a discussion
group that meets at Oriel College, Oxford, under the auspices of David Charles. This essay
was presented at the 1997 meetings of the APA Eastern Division, with commentaries by
Harry Frankfurt and Thomas Hill. It has also had the benefit of comments from: Neera
Badhwar, Marcia Baron, Paul Boghossian, Linda Wimer Brakel, Michael Bratman, Sarah
Buss, Jennifer Church, Stephen L. Darwall, Elizabeth Fricker, Richard Heck, David Hills,
Robert N. Johnson, Christine Korsgaard, Elijah Millgram, David Phillips, Peter Railton,
Connie Rosati, Tamar Schapiro, Michael Smith, Michael Stocker, and Alec Walen. Work on
this chapter was supported by a sabbatical leave from the College of Literature, Science, and
the Arts, University of Michigan, and by a fellowship from the National Endowment for the
Humanities.
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attention, requiring us to look at things differently, whether or not they
ultimately require us to do different things.'

The question is supposed to be whether a person can do justice to both
perspectives. Some philosophers think that one or the other perspective
will inevitably be slighted — that a loving person cannot help but be inat-
tentive to his®* moral duty, while a fully dutiful person cannot help but
be unloving.3 Other philosophers contend that a person can pass freely
between these perspectives, tempering either with insights drawn from
the other and thereby doing justice to both.

A Problem for Kantian Ethics

The latter arguments have been especially effective when pressed by con-
sequentialists.4 Consequentialism makes no fundamental demands on
an agent’s attention: it says that an agent ought to think in whatever way

! I will not be concerned in this chapter with the possibility of practical conflict between
love and duty; my sole concern will be the supposed psychological conflict — what I have
called the conflict in spirit. For the claim that love and duty conflict in practice, see
Michael Slote, Goods and Virtues (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983), p. 86. Slote’s example
is discussed by Marcia Baron in “On Admirable Immorality,” Ethics 96 (1986): 557-66,
PP 558 ff. An alternative version of Slote’s example appears in Susan Wolf, “Morality and
Partiality,” Philosophical Perspectives 6 (1992): 243-59, 253.

* I explain my reasons for using ‘he’ to denote the arbitrary person in my Practical Reflection
(Princeton, N J.: Princeton University Press, 1989), p. 4, n. 1.

3 Some philosophers see love as conflicting with morality only as the latter is conceived by
a particular moral theory. See, e.g., Julia Annas, “Personal Love and Kantian Ethics in Effi
Briest,” in Friendship; A Philosophical Reader, ed. Neera Kapur Badhwar(Ithaca, N.Y.: Cor-
nell University Press, 1993), pp- 155-73; and Neera Badhwar Kapur, “Why It Is Wrong to
Be Always Guided by the Best: Consequentialism and Friendship,” Ethics 101 (1991):
483-504. Annas and Badhwar think that love is compatible with morality, prop-
erly conceived; and so they reject Kantianism and consequentialism, respectively, for
implying otherwise. Other philosophers see the conflict between love and moral-
ity as cutting across at least some differences among moral theories. These authors
include: Bernard Williams, “A Critique of Utilitarianism,” in J.J.C. Smart and Bernard
Williams, Utilitarianism For and Against (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973),
PP- 75-150; “Morality and the Emotions,” in his Problems of the Self (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1973), pp. 207—-29; “Persons, Character and Morality,” in his Moral Luck:
Philosophical Papers 1973—1980 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), pp. 1-10;
Michael Stocker, “The Schizophrenia of Modern Ethical Theories,” Journal of Philosophy 73
(1976): 453-66, and “Friendship and Duty: Some Difficult Relations,” in Identity, Character,
and Morality: Essays in Moral Psychology, ed. Owen Flanagan and Amélie Oksenberg Rorty
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1990), pp. 219-33; Susan Wolf, “Morality and Partiality,”
and “Moral Saints,” Journal of Philosophy 79 (1982): 419-39; John Deigh, “Morality and
Personal Relations,” in his The Sources of Moral Agency: Essays in Moral Psychology and Freudian
Theory (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp. 1-17.

4 See Henry Sidgwick, The Methods of Ethics (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1981), pp. 432 ff.; Sarah
Conly, “Utilitarianism and Integrity,” Monist 66 (1983): 298-311, and “The Objectivity of
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would do the most good, which will rarely entail thinking about how to
do the most good. Although the consequentialist standard is impartial
and impersonal, its satisfaction allows, and probably requires, partial and
personal attention to individuals.

Kantian moral theory cannot efface itself in this fashion, because
it makes fundamental demands on an agent’s practical thought. What
morality demands of an agent, according to Kant, is that he act on a
maxim that he can universalize — or, roughly, that he act for reasons of a
type that he could regard as valid for anyone in similar circumstances.5
Because Kantianism thus demands that an agent be able to take a partic-
ular view of his own reasons, it requires him to be morally minded and
not just morally behaved.

This moral theory is sometimes misrepresented by those who claim
that it conflicts with the spirit of love. For example, Kantian ethics has
been said to require that one accord others “equal consideration” in a
sense that entails “giving equal weight to the interests of all,” which would
seem incompatible with caring about some people more than others.? Yet
equal consideration in Kantian ethics consists in considering everyone
as having equal access to justifications for acting — which amounts to
considering everyone’s rights as equal, not everyone’s interests. Caring
about some people more than others may be perfectly compatible with
according everyone equal rights.?

Even so, Kantian morality seems to require an agent to live with a nag-
ging reservation, insofar as he is to act on no maxim that he cannot

Morals and the Subjectivity of Agents,” American Philosophical Quarterly 22 (1985): 275-86;

Peter Railton, “Alienation, Consequentialism, and the Demands of Morality,” Philosophy

and Public Affairs 13 (1084): 134-72. See also Alan Gewirth, “Ethical Universalism and

Particularism,” Journal of Philosophy 85 (1988): 283-302; and Frank Jackson, “Decision-

Theoretic Consequentialism and the Nearest and Dearest Objection,” Ethics 101 (1991):

461-82.

Here I am glossing over many exegetical issues in order to state a version of the Categorical

Imperative that seems both intuitively plausible and faithful to Kant. I defend this version

of the Categorical Imperative in my “The Voice of Conscience” (Chapter 5 in the present

volume).

Lawrence A. Blum, Friendship, Altruism and Morality (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,

1980), p. 44.

7 A similar reply can be made to the following remark by Robert C. Solomon: “On the
Kantian model, the particularity of love would seem to be a form of irrationality — compa-
rable to our tendency to make ‘exceptions’ of ourselves, in this case, making exceptions
of persons close to us” (“The Virtue of (Erotic) Love,” Midwest Studies in Philosophy 13
[1988]: 12—31, p. 18). The Kantian model forbids only those exceptions by which we
act for reasons that we couldn’t make generally accessible. It does not forbid differential
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universalize. This reservation threatens to interfere with some of the
motives and feelings generally regarded as essential to love. The Kantian
moral agent cleaves to his loved ones only on the condition that he
can regard cleaving to loved ones as reasonable for anyone, and he
thereby seems to entertain “one thought too many ” for cleaving to them
at all.

This formulation of the problem comes from Bernard Williams, dis-
cussing the case of a man who can save only one of several people in peril
and who chooses to save his own wife. Williams remarks, “It might have
been hoped by some (for instance, his wife) that his motivating thought,
fully spelled out, would be the thought that it was his wife, not that it was
his wife and that in situations of this kind it is permissible to save one’s
wife.”®

As Kantian moralists have hastened to point out, however, their theory
allows an agent to act without expressly considering whether he could
universalize his maxim, provided that he would notice and be deterred if
he couldn’t; and the motivational force of love not only can but should be
conditional to this minimal extent.? Although Kant’s impartial morality
can never fully remove itself from the deliberative process, they argue, it
can make itself sufficiently inconspicuous to allow for intimate personal
relations. Conscience can stand by in the role of chaperone, and love
need not feel inhibited by such unobtrusive supervision.

Effective as this solution may be, it concedes too much to the supposed
problem. To argue that conscience can leave room for love by withdraw-
ing into the background of our thoughts is implicitly to concede that it
would interfere with love if permitted to share the foreground. A conflict
in spirit is thus admitted but shown to be manageable, through segrega-
tion of the conflicting parties.

treatment of different people. (This point is also made, e.g., by Marcia Baron in “Impar-
tiality and Friendship,” Ethics 101 [1991]: 836-57, p. 851.)

8 Williams, “Persons, Character and Morality,” p. 18.

9 See Henry E. Allison, Kant’s Theory of Freedom (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1990), pp. 191-98; Barbara Herman, The Practice of Moral Judgment (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1993), esp. chapters 1, 2, and g; Marcia Baron, “On Admirable
Immorality” and Kantian Ethics Almost without Apology (Ithaca, N.Y.:: Cornell University
Press, 1995), chapters 4-6. See also H.]. Paton, “Kant on Friendship,” Proceedings of the
British Academy 42 (1956): 45-66; N.J.LH Dent, “Duty and Inclination,” Mind 83 (1974):
552—70; Mary Midgley, “The Objection to Systematic Humbug,” Philosophy 53 (1978):
147-60; Adrian M.S. Piper, “Moral Theory and Moral Alienation,” Journal of Philosophy
84 (1987): 102-18; and Cynthia A. Stark, “Decision Procedures, Standards of Rightness,
and Impartiality,” Noiis 31 (1997): 478-95.
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If love and morality were even potentially at odds to this extent, then
love would have to be, if not an immoral emotion, then at least non-
moral. But love is 2 moral emotion. So if we find ourselves segregating
love and morality in order to keep the peace, then we have already made
a mistake.

We have made a mistake, I think, as soon as we accept the assumption
of a conflict in spirit. Love is a moral emotion precisely in the sense thatits
spirit is closely akin to that of morality. The question, then, is not whether
two divergent perspectives can be accommodated but rather how these
two perspectives converge.

Possible Solutions

One way to bring them into convergence would be to reject the Kantian
conception of morality as impartial. Lawrence Blum endorses the view,
which he attributes to Iris Murdoch, that “the moral task is not to generate
action based on universal and impartial principles but to attend and
respond to particular persons.”'® The way to effect a convergence of
spirit between love and morality, according to Blum, is to allow for greater
partiality in our conception of morality.

I think that this view is the opposite of correct. The way to bring love
into convergence with morality is not to stop thinking of morality as
impartial but to rethink the partiality of love.

Here there is a danger of falling into “righteous absurdity,” as Williams
calls it, by getting too high-minded about love."! I'll try to avoid absurdity,
but I won’t entirely avoid the righteousness, I'm afraid, since I think that
moral philosophers could stand to be more rather than less high-minded
on the subject. The account of love offered by many philosophers sounds

10 Lawrence Blum, “Iris Murdoch and the Domain of the Moral,” Philosophical Studies 50
(1986): 343-67, p. 344. Blum draws this view from Murdoch’s The Sovereignty of Good
(New York: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1970). Others who subscribe to this view include
John Kekes, “Morality and Impartiality,” American Philosophical Quarterly 18 (1981): 295-
303; Andrew Oldenquist, “Loyalties,” Journal of Philosophy 79 (1982): 173-93; John Cot-
tingham, “Ethics and Impartiality,” Philosophical Studies 43 (1983): 83—90; Annette Baier,
“The Moral Perils of Intimacy,” in Pragmatism’s Freud: The Moral Disposition. of Psychoanal-
ysis, ed. Joseph H. Smith and William Kerrigan (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1986), pp. 93—101; Christina Hoff Sommers, “Filial Morality,” Journal of Philoso-
phy 83 (1986): 439-56; Seyla Benhabib, “The Generalized and the Concrete Other:
The Kohlberg-Gilligan Controversy and Moral Theory,” in Women and Moral Theory,
ed. Eva Feder Kittay and Diana T. Meyers (Totowa, N.J.: Rowman & Littlefield, 1987),
pPp- 154—77; Lynne McFall, “Integrity,” Ethics 98 (1987): 5—20. See also various contribu-
tions to a symposium published in Ethics 101, no. 4 (1991).

' Williams, “Persons, Character and Morality,” p. 16.
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to me less like an analysis of the emotion itself than an inventory of
the desires and preferences that tend to arise in loving relationships of
the most familiar kinds. Once we distinguish love from the likings and
longings that usually go with it, I believe, we will give up the assumption
that the emotion is partial in a sense that puts it in conflict with the spirit
of morality.'*

I can foreshadow my conclusion by pointing out that Murdoch’s ethic
of attending to the particular is not necessarily at odds with the ethics
of impartiality. On the contrary, Murdoch emphasizes that the attention
required is “impersonal” and “an exercise of detachment.”'3

To be sure, Murdoch equates attending to individuals with a form of
love for them,'4 and a morality based on love might naturally be assumed
to differ from any morality that is impartial. Yet the attention that embod-
ies love, in Murdoch’s view, is strictly objective and fair-minded:

Should a retarded child be kept at home or sent to an institution? Should an
elderly relation who is a trouble-maker be cared for or asked to go away? Should
an unhappy marriage be continued for the sake of the children?...The love
which brings the right answer is an exercise of justice and realism and really
looking.">

In Murdoch’s language of impersonality, detachment, realism, and jus-
tice, there is no suggestion that particularity entails partiality.

Let me extend these remarks on Murdoch by noting that her term for
that which constitutes love — that is, ‘attention’ — can be translated into
German as Achtung, which was Kant’s own term for the motive of moral-
ity.'8 This is a punning translation, of course, since Achtung can denote

* For a related attempt to rethink the partiality of love, see Jennifer Whiting, “Impersonal
Friends,” Monist 74 (1991): 3—29.

'3 Murdoch, Sovereignty of Good, p. 65.

'4 “Prayer is properly not petition, but simply an attention to God which is a form of love”;

“the capacity to love, that is to see”; “attention to reality inspired by, consisting of, love”

(ibid., pp. 55, 66, 67).

Ibid,, p. o1

Iris Murdoch herself draws this connection in “The Sublime and the Good,” in Exis-

tentialists and Mystics: Writings on Philosophy and Literature, ed. Peter Conradi (New York:

Penguin, 1997), pp. 205—20. In this essay, after asserting that “love is the extremely

difficult realisation that something other than oneself is real” (p. 215), Murdoch says

that this “exercise of overcoming oneself . . . is very like Achtung,” adding: “Kant was mar-

velously near the mark” (p. 216). To be sure, Murdoch’s primary concern in this essay is

to criticize Kant for being “afraid of the particular” (p. 214). But I think that Murdoch

underestimates the extent to which the object of Kantian Achtung can be a universal
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not only attention but also a mode of valuation, and the latter is the mean-
ing intended by Kant.'7 But these two meanings are not independent:
there is a deep conceptual connection between valuation and vision — a
connection evident in words like ‘respect,” ‘regard,’” and even in Kant’s

synonym for Achtung, the Latin reverentia.'d If love is indeed a matter of

law embodied in a particular person, or the object of love can be a particular person
as embodying something universal. In short, I think that Murdoch underestimates how
near Kant was to the mark.

On the concept of respect for persons in moral theory, see: Stephen L. Darwall, “Two
Kinds of Respect,” Ethics 88 (1977): 36~49; William K. Frankena, “The Ethics of Respect
for Persons,” Philosophical Topics 14 (1986): 149-67. As these discussions make clear,
Kantian respect is not the same as esteem. It is rather a kind of a practical considera-
tion paid to another person. See also Robin Dillon, “Respect and Care: Toward Moral
Integration,” Canadian Journal of Philosophy 22 (1992): 105-32.

Immanuel Kant, The Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Mary Gregor (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 19g6), 6:402. All references to Kant’s works are given by the volume and
page number of the Royal Prussian Academy edition of his gesammelte Schriften. (Berlin:
de Gruyter, 1go2-). The Latin vereor is cognate with the Greek ‘opaw,” “to see,” as well
as the English ‘beware.’ On the connection between respect and attention, see
Dillon, “Respect and Care,” pp. 108, 119—-20, 124-27. The connection between love and
attention was attributed by Murdoch to Simone Weil (see Simone Weil, “Human Person-
ality,” in The Simone Weil Reader; ed. George A. Panichas [New York: David McKay, 19771,
PP- 313-39, p- 333). Similar connections are drawn by George Nakhnikian, “Love in
Human Reason,” Midwest Studies in Philosophy 3 (1978): 286-317; Roger Scruton, Sexual
Desire: A Moral Philosophy of the Erotic (New York: Free Press, 1986), pp. gg—100; Martha
Craven Nussbaum, “‘Finely Aware and Richly Responsible’: Literature and the Moral
Imagination,” in Anti-Theory in Lthics and Moral Conservatism, ed. Stanley G. Clarke and
Evan Simpson (Albany: SUNY Press, 1989), pp. 111~34; and Nathaniel Branden, “Love
and Psychological Visibility,” in Badhwar, ed, pp. 64—72. David Hills has pointed out to
me that Stanley Cavell’s essay on King Learis primarily about our motives for avoiding the
visibility that comes with being loved (Stanley Cavell, “The Avoidance of Love: A Reading
of King Lear,” in his Must We Mean What We Say? A Book of Essays [Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 19761, pp. 267-353). The psychoanalytic literature offers an especially
vivid instance of love as a form of attention. It is D. W. Winnicott’s image of the mother’s
face as a mirror (“Mirror-Role of Mother and Family in Child Development,” in his Play-
ing and Reality [New York: Routledge, 1989], pp. 111-18). Winnicott imagines that the
good-enough mother (as he calls her) expresses in her face the feelings that she sees
expressed in the baby’s face, thus presenting the baby with an expression that mirrors
both its face and its state of mind. The mother looks at the baby in a way that enacts her
unclouded perception of what it feels: hers is a look that visibly sees. This image of “really
looking” is also, unmistakably, an image of motherly love. (On the application of Mur-
doch’s views specifically to maternal love, see also Sara Ruddick, “Maternal Thinking,”
in Women and Values: Readings in Recent Feminist Philosophy, ed. Marilyn Pearsall [Belmont,
CA: Wadsworth, 19861, pp. 340-51, 347 ff.)

Winnicott's image may explain why Freud imagined the psychoanalyst as offering his
patient “a cure through love” while doing no more than holding up a mirror to him. (For
the former notion, see Freud’s letter to Jung, December 6, 1906, The Freud/Jung Lelters:
The Correspondence between Sigmund Freud and C.G. Jung [Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
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“really looking,” then it ought to resemble other instances of valuation-
as-vision, including Kantian respect.

My aim in this chapter is to juxtapose love and Kantian respect in a
way that is illuminating for both. On the one hand, I hope to show that
we can resolve some problems in our understanding of love by applying
the theory of value and valuation that Kant developed for respect. On the
other hand, I hope that this application of Kant’s theory will show that
its stern and forbidding tone is just that — a tone in which Kant stated the
theory rather than an essential characteristic of the theory itself, which is
in fact well suited to matters of the heart.

Respect for the Law and Respect for Persons

A potential obstacle to this project is that Kantian respect is, in the first
instance, respect for the law, an attitude whose object is widely assumed to
consist in rules of conduct, or (in Blum’s phrase) “universal and impartial
principles.” An attitude toward rules or principles would seem to have
nothing in common with love for a person.

I shall argue, however, that Kantian respect is not an attitude toward
rules or principles. It is rather an attitude toward the idealized, rational
will, which qualifies as a law because it serves as a norm for the actual,
empirical will - thus qualifying, in fact, as that law which the will is to
itself. This rational will, in Kant’s view, is also the intelligible essence of
a person: Kant calls it a person’s true or proper self. Respect for this law
is thus the same attitude as respect for the person; and so it can perhaps
be compared with love, after all.

Even within the confines of the Groundwork, Kant speaks of the law in sev-
eral different senses. The English word ‘law’ is normally used to denote,
first, particular rules of conduct; second, an abstract form or status that
some rules exemplify (when, as we say, they have the force of law); and
third, the associated social institutions that apply them (when, as we say,
we call in the law).

Kant uses das Gesefz in something like the first sense when referring to
the output of universalization, the “universal law” into which one must

University Press, 19741, pp. 12—13; for the latter, see Freud, “Recommendations to Physi-
cians Practicing Psycho-Analysis,” The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works
of Sigmund Freud, ed. James Strachey [London: Hogarth Press, 1958] [hereafter cited as
S.E], vol. 12, pp. 111—20, p. 118. This connection was suggested to me by Nina Coltart’s
essay “Attention,” in her Slouching towards Bethlehem [New York: Guildford, 1992],

pp- 176-93.)
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imaginatively transform one’s maxim in order to test its permissibility. He
also refers to the Categorical Imperative as a law in this sense.'9

To my knowledge, however, Kant never holds up the law in this first
sense as the proper object of respect or reverence. The moral agent who
imaginatively transforms his maxim into a universal law may subsequently
act out of reverence for the law, but this reverence is not directed at the
particular law he has imagined; nor is it directed at the rule requiring
this imaginative exercise. Rather, the agent’s engaging in this exercise —
and his thereby obeying that rule — manifests his reverence for the law in
some other sense.

Kant speaks of the law in something like the abstract, second sense when
he gives this derivation of the Categorical Imperative: “For since besides
the law this imperative contains only the necessity that our maxim should
conform to this law, while the law, as we have seen, contains no condi-
tion to limit it, there remains nothing over to which the maxim has to
conform except the universality of a law as such; and it is this conformity
alone that the imperative properly asserts to be necessary.”*® Here the
law to which the Categorical Imperative requires conformity is law in the
abstract sense — the universal form of law — rather than any particular law,
which would need some “condition to limit it.” Das Gesefz in this context
is the abstraction that’s described in an earlier passage as “the idea of the
law in itself.”!

In that earlier passage, Kant seems to say that the idea of the law in itself
is the proper object of reverence and hence the determining ground of
the good will. But then he goes on to ask, “What kind of law can this be
the thought of which...has to determine the will if this is to be called
good absolutely and without qualification?” In reply, he offers a more
subtle formulation: “Since I have robbed the will of every inducement
that might arise for it as a consequence of obeying any particular law,
nothing is left but the conformity of actions to universal law as such, and
this alone must serve the will as its principle.”?? The English version fails
to make clear that what is said to determine the will, in this passage, is
not the idea of the universal law but rather the idea of the conformity of
actions to that law — the idea of “the universal-law—abidingness of actions”

19 Immanuel Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, trans. H.J. Paton (New York:
Harper & Row, 1964), 4:420, 426, 437.

29 Ibid., 4:421-22. See also 4:402.

2! Ibid., 4:400-401.

22 Ibid., 4:40¢2.
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(die allgemeine Gesetzmdssigkeit der Handlungen). And shortly thereafter,
Kant says that the object of reverence is “a possible enactment of uni-
versal law” — a Gesetzgebung, not a Gesetz.*3

What determines the good will by commanding respect or reverence,
then, is not exactly the idea of law in the abstract but rather the idea of
law’s being laid down for, and taken up in, a person’s actions. This object
of reverence remains as yet obscure, Kant says — and we can only agree.*1
We can seek clarification, however, by considering other senses in which
Kant speaks of the law.

Kant says that the will is a law to itself.*> In what sense is the will a law?

Kant explains: “The proposition ‘Will is in all its actions a law to itself’
expresses . ..only the principle of acting on no maxim other than one
which can have for its object itself as at the same time a universal law.”*°
This explanation is less than satisfactory, since it fails to make clear how
“will is a law to itself” can express the principle of acting on lawlike
maxims. Perhaps the connection is that the will is a law to itself insofar as
it gives itself lawlike maxims on which to act, thereby functioning toward
itself as a law-giving authority, which is the third of the senses canvassed
above for the English word ‘law.’

Yet there is a further respect in which the will is a law to itself. Kant says
that when an agent considers himself as an inhabitant of the intelligible
world “he is conscious of possessing a good will which, on his own admis-
sion, constitutes the law for the bad will belonging to him as a member of
the sensible world.”*7 Kant is not here envisioning one will causally gov-
erning another: after all, the intelligible and the sensible are supposed to
be two different aspects of one and the same thing. Rather, Kant is envi-
sioning the purely intelligible will as a paradigm or ideal established for
the sensible will. The will is a law to itself in the sense that its own intelligi-
ble or noumenal aspect serves as an ideal for its sensible or phenomenal

*3 Ibid., 4:403. See also 4:436.

24 Ibid., 4:403.

Ibid., 4:440, 447.

Ibid., 4:446.

*7 Ibid., 4:455. Also relevant here is this passage from Immanuel Kant, Critique of Practical
Reason, trans. Lewis White Beck (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1956), 5:32. “One need
only analyze the sentence which men pass upon the lawfulness of their actions to see in
every case that their reason, incorruptible and self-constrained, in every action holds up
the maxim of the will to the pure will, i.e., to itself regarded as a priori practical.” Here
the process of submitting a maxim to the test of the Categorical Imperative is equated
with holding it up to a conception of the will itself, as a faculty of a priori practical reason.

~
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self. In its capacity as an ideal, the noumenal will qualifies as a law in a
fourth sense that is somewhat foreign to the English word.

The ideal will is one that acts on lawlike maxims, and this ideal is what
commands our respect: “Our own will, provided it were to act only under

the condition of being able to make universal law by means of its maxims -

this ideal will which can be ours is the proper object of reverence.”*®

Reverence for the law is therefore reverence for that intelligible aspect
under which our will is an ideal, or law, to its empirical self. Since the
intelligible aspect of the will is to give itself lawlike maxims, reverence
for this ideal is also reverence for the will as a self-governing authority;
and under either guise, it counts as reverence for the law. But reverence
for the law, so understood, is directed neither at lawlike maxims nor at
the Categorical Imperative, considered as a rule. Its object is rather that
ideal which is held up to us by the Categorical Imperative — namely, the
intelligible aspect of our will as a faculty of acting on lawlike maxims.
We can now understand why Kant said earlier that the proper object of
reverence is a possible enactment of universal law, or the idea of actions
conforming to universal law, rather than simply universal law itself. These
notions of law-giving and -following are Kant’s first approximations to
the notion of the rational, self-governing will, which is indeed the proper
object of reverence. Reverence for this object can also be called reverence
for the law, but not because it is reverence for a rule, a body of rules,
or even the abstract form of rules.? It can be called reverence for the

28 Kant, Groundwork, 4:440. See 4:435: actions performed from duty “exhibit the will which
performs them as an object of immediate reverence”; ibid., 4:436: “The law-making
[ Gesetzgebung] which determines all value must for this reason have a dignity — that is, an
unconditioned and incomparable worth — for the appreciation of which, as necessarily
given by a rational being, the word ‘reverence’ is the only becoming expression”; Kant,
Critique of Practical Reason, 5:73: “Since this law, however, is in itself positive, being the
form of an intellectual causality, i.e., the form of freedom, it is at the same time an
object of respect.” In this last passage, the moral law is an object of respect insofar as
it is “the form of an intellectual causality” — i.e., a conception of the free will. See also
Kant, Groundwork, 4:410~11, where Kant explains how “the pure thought of duty, and
in general of the moral law, has...an influence on the human heart so much more
powerful than all the further impulsions capable of being called up from the field of
experience.” The explanation of this influence is that “in the consciousness of its own
dignity reason despises these impulsions and is able gradually to become their master.”
Here the influence exerted by “the pure thought of the moral law” is equated with an
influence exerted by reason’s “consciousness of its own dignity.” The motive by which we
are influenced in contemplating the moral law is thus a response to an ideal conception
of ourselves.

29 As should already be clear from my survey of how Kant uses the term das Gesetz, I do
not mean to deny that individual rules or the abstract form of rules plays a role in
Kantian moral theory. In particular, the abstract form of rules plays a crucial role in the
procedures followed by the will in living up to its self-ideal of being an autonomous legal
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law because it is reverence for the authoritative self-ideal that the will’s
intelligible aspect constitutes for it, which is precisely its aspect as self-
governing legal authority.3°

Thus, respect for the law is an attitude toward the rational will. And
a person’s rational will must “think itself into the intelligible world” as
the bearer of freedom, which cannot be found in the sensible order.3!
Rational will therefore constitutes the person as he is in himself rather
than as he appears; it is, as Kant says, “sein eigentliches Selbst.”?* So
if reverence for the law is in fact reverence for rational will, then it is
reverence for that which constitutes the true or proper self of a person.

The result is that reverence for the law, which has struck so many
as making Kantian ethics impersonal, is in fact an attitude toward the
person, since the law that commands respect is the ideal of a rational will,
which lies at the heart of personhood. This result puts us in a position to
consider how Kantian reverence might resemble another moral attitude
toward the person, the attitude of love.33

authority. My interest, however, is focused exclusively on the law as the proper object of
Achtung. And 1 find strong textual evidence for the conclusion that the proper object
of Achtungis not the abstract form of law but rather the idea of a will that constrains its
dictates to be compatible with that form.

This reading seems not to fit a statement in the footnote attached to Kant’s initial dis-
cussion of reverence: “All reverence for a person is properly only reverence for the law
(of honesty and so on) of which that person gives us an example” (Groundwork, 4:400).
My interpretation says, on the contrary, that all reverence for the law is properly only
reverence for the person.

The context of this statement is important to its interpretation. In the present foot-
note, Kant is forestalling an objection to the effect that reverence is “an obscure feeling”
rather than “a concept of reason.” Kant’s answer to this objection is that “although rever-
ence is a feeling, it is not a feeling received through outside influence, but one self-produced
by a rational concept.” He is therefore at pains to emphasize that reverence is a response
to something in the rational order rather than to anything in the empirical world.

Kant’s statement about the object of reverence must be read in this light. Itis meant,
I think, to rule out persons as proper objects of reverence insofar as they are inhabitants
of the empirical world. Their serving as objects of reverence in their purely intelligible
aspect, as instances of rational nature, is compatible with the point that Kant is trying
to make. It is precisely in this aspect that persons embody the law that is the object of
reverence, according to my interpretation. Thus, “the law . . . of which that person gives
us an example” is one and the same with the rational nature of which he gives us an
example. (See also the material at 5:76 ff. of Kant’s Critique of Practical Reason, which
appears to support this interpretation.)

31 Kant, Groundwork, 4:458.

* Ibid., 4:457-58. See also 4:461.

My approach bears similarities to that of Gregory Vlastos, “Justice and Equality,” in Social
Justice, ed. Richard B. Brandt (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1962), pp. 31—72.
Vlastos draws a connection between love and the principles of social justice, as being

30
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The Conative Analysis of Love

“Love . .. looks different after one has read Freud,” says Richard Rorty.34
It looks different, according to Rorty, because it has come to appear
“morally dubious.”35 If we are to rethink our conception of love, as I have
proposed, then we might as well begin with Freud.

Freud’s Theory of Drives
One might think that Freud renders love morally dubious by reducing
it to sex. Even brotherly love, of both the literal and figurative varieties,
is regarded by Freud as “aim inhibited” libido, consisting of drives that
“have not abandoned their directly sexual aims, but...are held back by
internal resistances from attaining them.”3® Yet I think that what makes
love morally dubious, when so conceived, is not that it is fundamentally
sexual but that it takes the form of a drive.37

Freud conceives of a drive as a constant, internal stimulus that the sub-
jectis motivated to remove, whereupon he attains a temporary, repeatable
satisfaction, toward which the drive is said to aim.3® In addition to this
aim, a drive also has an object, “the thing in regard to which or through
which the [drive] is able to achieve its aim,” but its attachment to this

jointly grounded in the “individual worth” of a person. My approach also resembles that
of Dillon in “Respect and Care,” although I differ from Dillon in trying toretain a Kantian
conception of respect. Finally, I also find similarities to Weil’s “Human Personality,” in
which the disparagement of “the person” and “rights” strikes me as aimed at un-Kantian
versions of these concepts, and hence as Kantian in spirit.

34 Richard Rorty, “Freud, Morality, and Hermeneutics,” New Literary History 12 (1980):
1777-85, p. 180. This passage is quoted by Baier, p. 93. Murdoch says that Freud “presents
us with a realistic and detailed picture of the fallen man” (Sovereignty of Good, p. 51). My
discussion of Freud is an attempt to make clear and explicit what is implicit in Murdoch’s
brief allusions to him (pp. 46-51).

35 Richard Rorty, “Freud, Morality, and Hermeneutics,” p. 178.

3% Freud, “The Libido Theory,” in S.E., vol. 18, pp. 255-59, p. 258. See also Freud, Civiliza-

tion. and Iis Discontents, S.E., vol. 21, pp. 59-145, pp. 102-3; “Group Psychology and the

Analysis of the Ego,” S.E., vol. 18, pp. 67-143, pp. 90-91, and 137-40; “The Dynamics

of Transference,” in S.E., vol. 12, pp. 97-108, p. 105; “Three Essays on the Theory of

Sexuality,” S.E., vol. 7, pp. 125—243, p. 200.

‘Drive’ is the literal translation of the word (Trieb) that is translated in S.E. as ‘instinct’.

For a critique of the latter translation, see Bruno Bettelheim, Freud and Man’s Soul (New

York: Vintage, 1984), pp. 103-12.

Freud, “Instincts and Their Vicissitudes,” in S.E., vol. 14, pp. 111-140, pp. 118—23. See

also Freud, New Introductory Lectuves in Psychoanalysis, in S.E., vol. 22, pp. 3-182, g7. In

what follows I substitute the word ‘drive’ for ‘instinct’ in the S.E. translation. Freud later
modified the notion that drives aim at the removal of a “tension due to stimulus,” but
only by introducing the possibility of their aiming at a particular qualitative character

in the stimulus (“The Economic Problem of Masochism,” S.E., vol. 19, pp. 156-70,

pp- 159-61). This modification makes no difference for my purposes.
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object is purely instrumental. The object “is what is most variable about
a [drive] and is not originally connected with it, but becomes assigned
to it only in consequence of being peculiarly fitted to make satisfaction
possible.”39 Hence a drive is not in any sense a response to its object. It is
a preexisting need,*° individuated by its aim,*' to which the object is an
adventitious and replaceable means.**

The conception of love as a drive can have various unfortunate impli-
cations. One implication embraced by Freud is that love tends to cloud
rather than clarify the lover’s vision. For Freud, love is anything but an
exercise of “really looking.”

In Freudian theory, the satisfaction of a drive is entirely internal to the
subject, because it consists in the removal or modification of an inner
irritant. A drive therefore focuses on an object only insofar as it can be
used as a source of inner relief — a scratch for the subject’s felt itch. And
an itchy mind has a way simply of imagining objects to be scratchy.

The consequence is that Freudian love, far from an exercise in perceiv-
ing the beloved, is often an exercise in misperceiving him. Misperception
becomes extreme in the state of being in love, which is typically marked,
according to Freud, by overvaluation and transference. In overvaluation,
we project onto our object various excellences borrowed from our ego-
ideal, setting up “the illusion. .. that the object has come to be sensually
loved on account of its spiritual merits, whereas on the contrary these
merits may really only have been lent to it by its sensual charm.”#3 In
transference, the affection we feel for one object is merely a repetition of
feelings originally felt for other objects, so that we relate to our beloved, as
one commentator has putit, “through a dense thicket of absent others.”44
Freud emphasizes that a patient’s transference-love for the analyst reg-
ularly arises “under the most unfavourable conditions and where there
are positively grotesque incongruities.”5 Yet he believes that the same

39 Freud, “Instincts and Their Vicissitudes,” p. 122.

4% Freud himself offers the word ‘need’ for the motivating stimulus of a drive (ibid.,
pp. 118-19).

4! See Freud, “Three Essays,” p. 168.

42 Freud, “Instincts and Their Vicissitudes,” pp. 122-23: “[The object] may be changed any
number of times in the course of the vicissitudes which the [drive] undergoes during its
existence; and highly important parts are played by this displacement of [drive].”

43 Freud, “Group Psychology,” pp. 112-13. See also Freud, “Three Essays,” pp. 150-51; “On
Narcissism: An Introduction,” in $.E,, vol. 14, pp. 67-102, pp. 88 ff.

44 Janet Malcolm, Psychoanalysis: The Impossible Profession (New York: Vintage, 1980), p. 6.

45 Freud, Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis, in S.E., vol. 16, p. 442.
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mechanism of misdirected affection is at work not just within the analytic
relationship but whenever we are in love.4°

Of course, the love that we feel when we are in love is that which is
proverbially said to be blind. Overvaluation and transference are simply
the mechanisms by which Freud explains the blindness of romantic love.
And I do not want to claim that blind, romantic love has any special
kinship with morality. When I say that love is a moral emotion, whatI have
in mind is the love between close adult friends and relations — including
spouses and other life-partners, insofar as their love has outgrown the
effects of overvaluation and transference.

Unfortunately, however, Freud offers no reason why the forces con-
ducive to misperception in the case of romantic love should lead to any
clearer perception in their aim-inhibited manifestations as love between
parents and children, or as love among siblings or friends.47 Aim inhi-
bition just is a matter of pursuing something other than what one really
wants, and so it is similar to those mechanisms by which “spiritual mer-
its” are substituted for “sensual charms,” or one love object for another.
Freud’s explanation for the blindness of romantic love thus gives us rea-
son to expect love in all forms to suffer at least from blurred vision. Loving
someone, we bring to bear on him our infantile needs and all of our imag-
inative resources for casting him as a source of their satisfaction. But we
needn’t see or be moved to see him as he really is.

I believe that it was by clouding the eyes of love in this fashion, not
by uncovering its genitals, that Freud undermined its moral standing.
As Murdoch says, “The chief enemy of excellence in morality. ..is per-
sonal fantasy: the tissue of self-aggrandizing and consoling wishes and
dreams which prevents one from seeing what is there outside one.”®

15 Freud, “Observations on Transference-Love,” in S.E., vol. 12, pp. 157-71, p. 168. Indeed,
Freud says that transference governs “the whole of each person’s relations to his human
environment” (An Autobiographical Study, in S.E., vol. 20, pp. 3—74, p- 42). See also Freud,
Five Lectures on Psychoanalysis, in S.E., vol. 11, pp. 3—-55, p. 51: “Transference arises spon-
taneously in all human relationships.”

17 See, e.g, Freud’s explanation of parental love as a form of narcissistic overvaluation:

“Parental love, which is so moving and at bottom so childish, is nothing but the parents’

narcissism born again” (“On Narcissism,” p. g1).

Murdoch, Sovereignty of Good, p. 59. Murdoch is not here speaking specifically of Freud,

though she has already noted that “Freud takes a thoroughly pessimistic view of human

nature” in which “fantasy is stronger than reason” (p. 51 see also pp. 66-67). For a

related discussion of the Freudian conception of love, see Marcia Cavell, “Knowing

and Valuing: Some Questions of Genealogy,” in Psychoanalysis, Mind and Art: Perspectives
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Freud embedded love deep within the tissue of fantasy, thereby closing
it off from the moral enterprise.

Analytic Philosophers on Love
Analytic philosophers might be expected to differ from psychoanalysts on
the subject of love, and they have fulfilled this expectation insofar as they
have deemphasized the sexual. But they are in unexpected agreement
with Freud on the psychological form of love, since they tend to conceive
of it as having an aim, in the manner of a Freudian drive.

Here are some examples. Henry Sidgwick: “Love is not merely a desire
to do good to the object beloved, although it always involves such a
desire. It is primarily a pleasurable emotion, which seems to depend
upon a certain sense of union with another person, and it includes,
besides the benevolent impulse, a desire of the society of the beloved.”19
Laurence Thomas: “Roughly (very roughly), love is feeling anchored in
an intense and nonfleeting (but not necessarily permanent) desire to
engage in mutual caring, sharing, and physical expression with the indi-
vidual in question or, in any case, some idealized version of her or him.”5°
Harry Frankfurt: “What I have in mind in speaking of love is, roughly
and only in part, a concern specifically for the well-being or flourish-
ing of the beloved object that is more or less disinterested and that is
also more or less constrained.”' Gabriele Taylor: “If x loves y then x
wants to benefit and be with y etc., and he has these wants (or at least
some of them) because he believes y has some determinate character-
istics ¥ in virtue of which he thinks it worth while to benefit and be
with §.”5* William Lyons: “For X to love Y, ... X must not merely evalu-
ate Y as appealing ..., but X must want certain things in regard to Y as
well. X must want to be with ¥, to please Y, to cherish Y, to want Y to
return the love, to want Y to think well of him.”53 Patricia Greenspan:
“Attachment-love is picked out as such by the justificatory complete-
ness of its analysis, with personal evaluations taken as needed to support

on. Richard Wollheim, ed. Jim Hopkins and Anthony Saville (Oxford: Blackwell, 19g2),
pp. 68-86, esp. pp. 81 ff.
19 Sidgwick, p. 244.
59 Laurence Thomas, “Reasons for Loving,” in The Philosophy of (Erotic) Love, ed. Robert
C. Solomon and Kathleen M. Higgins (Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 1991),
pp. 467-76, p. 470.
Frankfurt, “Some Thoughts about Caring,” Ethical Perspectives 5 (1998): 3—14, p. 7.
Gabriele Taylor, “Love,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 76 (1976): 147-64, p. 157.
3 William Lyons, Emotion (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), p. 64.
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These philosophical accounts of love can thus be read as aim-inhibited
versions of Freud. They retain Freud’s commitment to a conative analysis,
in which love impels the lover toward an aim; they merely replace the
sexual aim identified by Freud with the aims of desexualized charity and
affection.®°

The error in all of these theories, I think, is not their choice of an aim
for love but their shared assumption that love can be analyzed in terms
of an aim. This assumption implies that love is essentially a pro-attitude
toward a result, to which the beloved is instrumental or in which he is
involved. I venture to suggest that love is essentially an attitude toward
the beloved himself but not toward any result at all.®*

Having an Object but No Aim

Kant makes a similar claim about the moral motive of reverence, when he
says that it orients the will toward ends consisting of persons rather than
results to be achieved.’? Kant’s notion that the end of an action can be a
person rather than an envisioned result is the model for my suggestion
that love can have an object but no aim.

60 Indeed, Freud names “such features as longing for proximity, and selfsacrifice” as char-

actertistic of aim-inhibited libido (“Group Psychology,” pp. go-g1).

Compare Scruton, pp. 101—2. Scruton considers and rejects the claim that love

approaches its object with no aim. My argument for this claim will draw on Michael

Stocker’s “Values and Purposes: The Limits of Teleology and the Ends of Friendship,”

Journal of Philosophy 78 (1981): 747-65. Stocker’s version of the claim reads as follows:

“There are no ends, properly so-called, the seeking of which is, as such, to act out of

friendship” (p. 756). Note that in denying that there is any particular aim attached to the

motive of friendship, Stocker uses the term ‘end’ instead of ‘aim.” I prefer to distinguish
between ends and aims, however, because I want to say that acting from friendship does
involve an end — namely, one’s friend, who serves as one’s end in the sense that one acts
for his sake. Of course, the idea of a person’s serving as an end comes straight out of

Kantian moral psychology, as I shall explain later. In this application of Kantian theory,

I am drawing on Elizabeth Anderson’sValue in Ethics and Economics (Cambridge, MA:

Harvard University Press, 1993), chapter 2. The departure from classical moral psychol-

ogy in which I thus join Stocker and Anderson bears some resemblance to the departure

from Freudian drive theory that was taken by objects-relations theorists, who asserted
the priority of libidinal objects over libidinal aims. See especially the essays in part 1 of

W.R.D. Fairbairn’s Psychoanalytic Studies of the Personality (London: Routledge, 1990).

62 Kant, Groundwork, 4:427 ff. As I mentioned in the preceding note, this application of
Kantian moral psychology is indebted to Anderson, chapter 2. Also relevant here are
R.S. Downie and Elizabeth Telfer, Respect for Persons (New York: Schocken, 19770), chapter
1; and Stephen Darwall, “Self-Interest and Self-Concern,” Social Philosophy and Policy 14
(1997): 158-78, and “Empathy, Sympathy, Care,” Philosophical Studies 8g (19g8): 261-8z2.
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Persons as Ends

The notion of persons as ends is puzzling to many philosophers, because
they think that an end is an aim simply by definition.®3 Yet the concept of
an end is not in fact equivalent with that of an aim, as becomes evident
when philosophers attempt to nail down this equivalence. For example:

An end is an aim of action. It is something for the sake of which an action is to
be done.. .. “Why did the chicken cross the road? To get to the other side!” “In
order to get to the other side,” we might explain, just in case someone did not
getit. An end, in this broad sense, states a goal.%

There is a slight incongruity in this passage. If an end is anything for
the sake of which an action is to be done, then it shouldn’t have to be
something that the action is done in order to achieve. Perhaps you ought
to attend church or synagogue this weekend for the sake of your dear
departed mother, or just for old times’ sake. Old times aren’t something
that you act in order to achieve; neither is your mother. So ‘for the sake
of’ and ‘in order to’ are not interchangeable constructions.

Perhaps some paraphrase with “in order to” can be cobbled together
for every mention of a “sake.” We might say that you ought to attend
church or synagogue in order to fulfill your late mother’s wishes, or in
order to revive the memory of old times, rather than for your mother’s
or old times’ sake. We shall then have identified an achievement corre-
sponding to each of the “sakes” for which we described you as acting. But
note that each of these achievements can in turn be re-expressed in terms
of a “sake,” since we might equally say that you ought to attend religious
services for the sake of fulfilling your mother’s wishes, or for the sake of
reviving the memory of old times. And the question then arises whether
these “sakes” are the same “sakes” with which we began. Is attending ser-
vices for the sake of fulfilling your mother’s wishes the same as attending
services for the sake of your mother herself?

Not really. In doing something for the sake of fulfilling your mother’s
wishes, you would be acting on a motive that was once shared by all sorts
of people — car mechanics, telephone operators — who didn’t have any
feelings for your mother herself. A stranger might have offered your
mother his seat on the bus for the sake of accommodating her evident

63 David Phillips has directed me to this quotation from Sidgwick(p. ggon): “The concep-
tion of ‘humanity as an end in itself’ is perplexing: because by an End we commonly
mean something to be realised, whereas ‘humanity’ is, as Kant says, ‘a self-subsistent
end.””

64 Richardson, p. 50.
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desire to sit down, but he needn’t thereby have acted for her sake. His
guilty awareness of a desire that he ought to accommodate need not have
included any personal feelings about its subject. He might just have been
in the habit of deferring to the wishes of elderly ladies.

Of course, you also want to fulfill a wish of your mother’s: if she had
never wanted you to attend religious services, you would never think of
doing so for her sake. In this respect, you have a motive similar to that of
the stranger on the bus. Butyou have an additional motive that he lacked,
in thatyou want to fulfill your mother’s wish for her sake, whereas he acted
without any thought for her. He had no further end than to do what your
mother wanted;®> but you have a further end for which you want to do
what she wanted — namely, your mother herself. So when you act, you act
with the proximate end of fulfilling her wish, but ultimately for her sake.

If one is to act for the sake of a person, the person himself must be the
object of a motive operative in one’s action: he must be that with a view
to which one is moved to act. ‘That with a view to which one is moved
to act’ is nearly equivalent to ‘that for the sake of which one acts’, and
either expression can serve as the definition of an end.?® Hence every
“sake” belongs to an end. By the same token, however, not every end is an
aim — not, that is, if one can be moved to act, for example, with a view to
a person, in being moved by an attitude that takes a person as its object.

Kant is emphatic in insisting on this possibility. His reason for insisting
on it is his belief that a will actuated with a view to results cannot be
unconditionally good, because the value of results is always conditional.%7

55 Of course, he might have had a further end - e.g., if he deferred to the elderly out of
respect for his own mother, who taught him to do so. In that case, he might have given
up his seat for the sake of his mother, not yours.

66 One of these proposed definitions is not quite right. An end is that for the sake of which
one acts, but it is not exactly that with a view to which one is moved to act; it is that
with a view to whose (positive) value one is moved. Because I have not yet discussed the
value of a person, I temporarily gloss over this particular wrinkle in the concept of an
end. This wrinkle becomes important in cases of motivation by negative attitudes — at
least, under some conceptions of those attitudes. I myself am inclined to think that hate,
e.g., is not the mirror image of love because hate, unlike love, really is a drive: hating
someone is not a response to his (negative) value but rather a matter of adopting him as
the object of one’s aggression. On this view, to act out of hate is to be motivated, in the
first instance, with a view to an aggressive aim, not with a view to the person hated. But
one might think, alternatively, that hate is the mirror image of love, in thatitisaresponse
to the disvalue of its object. On this view, actions motivated by hate are motivated with a
view to the hated person. Yet they still aren’t done for the sake of that person, nor with
the person as their end, because they aren’t motivated with a view to the positive value
of anything. So conceived, hateful actions would be utterly pointless.

57 Kant, Groundwork, 4:400, 428, 437.
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If an unconditionally good will is to exist, Kant believes, there must be
“something which is conjoined with my will solely as a ground and never
as an effect”; there must be “a ground determining the will” that is “not
an expected result.”®

Kant’s first candidate for this role is “the idea of the law in itself,” but
as I have already argued, this abstraction is quickly replaced in Kant’s
account by the rational will, which is both a law to itself and the true
self of a person. Kant distinguishes this end from others by saying that it
“must. . . be conceived, not as an end to be produced, but as a self-existent
end.”™ That is, the rational nature of a person already exists, and so
taking it as an end doesn’t entail any inclination to cause or promote
its existence. When Kant says that rational nature “exists as an end in
itself,””” he is emphasizing that it is an end whose existence is taken for
granted.

The existence of this end is taken for granted, in particular, by the
motivating attitude of which it is the proper object. Because ends are
motivational objects, what distinguishes some of them as self-existent lies
in the distinctive relation by which they are joined to their associated
motives. Self-existent ends are the objects of motivating attitudes that
regard and value them as they already are; other ends are the objects of
attitudes that value them as possibilities to be brought about. The fact
that a person is a self-existent end just consists in the fact that he is a

58 Ibid., 4:400-401.

59 Ibid., 4:437. Paul Guyer notes that the word translated by Paton as ‘self-existent’ is
selbstindig, which can be translated idiomatically as ‘self-sufficient’ or ‘independent’
(Paul Guyer, “The Possibility of the Categorical Imperative,” Philosophical Review 104
[1095]: 35385, pp. 373~74, n. 17). According to Guyer, rational nature is selbstindig
only in the sense that it is “independent of particular, contingent ends.”

I don’t think that my interpretation of Kant rests on the translation of this term.
What supports my interpretation is that it respects the sharp distinction that Kant draws
between ends in themselves and ends that are the potential results of our actions. Guyer’s
interpretation tends to collapse this distinction, by treating ends in themselves as things
that we are obliged to “promote” and “preserve.”

Although my interpretation of Kant doesn’t rest on the translation of this term, I
still find Paton’s translation preferable to Guyer’s. Selbstiindig can perhaps be translated
as ‘selfsufficient’ or ‘independent,’ but it is not strictly equivalent to either of these
expressions. The literal German equivalent of ‘independent’ is unabhéingig; the literal
equivalent of ‘self-sufficient’ is selbstgeniigsam. The root word stindig means ‘fixed, con-
stant, standing’ ~ as in ‘a standing committee.” Selbstindig therefore suggests that an
end so described is already in place, “standing” on its own two feet, not needing to be
brought into existence. That’s why selbstiindig is contrasted in this sentence with “to be
produced.” The translation ‘self-existent’ conveys this contrast while also echoing Kant’s
earlier statement that rational nature existiert als Zweck an sich selbst ( Groundwork, 4:429).

7° Ibid., 4:429.
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proper object for the former sort of attitude. Specifically, he is a proper
object for reverence,’" an attitude that stands back in appreciation of the
rational creature he is, without inclining toward any particular results to
be produced.?*

One might contend that such an attitude cannot motivate action except
by way of a desire, whose object would then be some envisioned result.
This contention implies that acting out of respect for a person entails

7' Kant draws this connection in ibid., 4:428.

72 1 thus disagree with interpretations that treat respect for rational nature as requiring
“the preservation and promotion of freedom,” or efforts to “help others set their own
ends and rationally pursue them.” (The first quotation is from Guyer, p. 372; the second
is from Thomas E. Hill, Jr., “Humanity as an End in Itself,” in his Dignity and Practical
Reason in Kant’s Moral Theory [Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 19921, pp. 38-57,
p. 54.) Insofar as we regard rational nature as something for us to promote, preserve,
or facilitate, we regard it no differently from happiness, and our motive toward it is no
different from desire. Hence these interpretations assimilate ends-in-themselves to ends
that are projected results of our actions, collapsing a distinction on which Kant repeat-
edly insists.

I grant that these interpretations seem to gain some support from the passage in
which Kant applies the Formula of Humanity to his standard examples (Groundwork,
4:480). Here he says: “It is not enough that an action should refrain from conflicting
with humanity in our own person as an end in itself: it must also harmonize with this end.
Now there are in humanity capacities for greater perfection which form part of nature’s
purpose for humanity in our person. To neglect these can admittedly be compatible with
the maintenance of humanity as an end in itself, but not with the promotion of this end.” Yet
I do not think that we can draw conclusions from this passage until we have attempted to
reconcile it with the numerous passages in which Kant denies that humanity is aresult to
be produced. Consider, e.g, how Kant expands upon this denial only a few pages later:
“The end must here be conceived, not as an end to be produced, but as a self-existent
end. It must therefore be conceived only negatively — that is, as an end against which we
should never act” (4:437). How can these two passages be rendered consistent?

In the earlier passage, the first sentence says that our humanity, regarded as an end,
requires us not only to avoid acts that would “conflict” with it but also to undertake acts
that “harmonize” with it. I regard this statement as consistent with the later statement
that humanity must be conceived negatively, as an end against which we mustn’tact. The
reason why we are required to undertake positive steps in cultivating our talents is that
the alternative would be to neglect them, which would be to act against our humanity.
The duty of self-cultivation, like all imperfect duties, is the positive requirement that
results when some omission is forbidden - in this case, the omission that would consti-
tute self-neglect. Thus, the fundamental requirement is the negative requirement not
to act against our humanity by neglecting our talents.

The question is whether self-cultivation also entails promoting our own human-
ity, as the final sentence of the first passage seems to say. A problem in reading this
sentence is that Kant applies the Formula of Humanity, like the Formula of Uni-
versal Law, via the notion of a system of nature, which is “analogous” to the sys-
tem of morality (Groundwork, 4:437). In the present case, nature is said to have a
“purpose (Zweck) for humanity in our person,” a purpose that is at most analogous
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having not only the person as our end but also an additional end that
isn’t self-existent.7?

I could accept a version of this claim, by conceding that self-existent
ends such as persons must always have subordinate ends consisting in
desired consequences — that they must always be ends for the sake of
which one wants to accomplish some result. Yet even if I conceded that
self-existent ends must always have subordinate ends consisting in desired
outcomes, I would still deny that the one sort of end can be reduced to the
other. Perhaps you cannot act for your mother’s sake unless there is some
outcome that, for her sake, you want to produce. Even so, your desiring
the outcome for her sake entails your having a motive over and above
simply desiring the outcome, or even desiring it under some description
that mentions her.7? It entails your having a motive that takes her as
its object and that motivates your desire for the outcome, to which she
consequently stands as an ulterior end. Your wanting the outcome for her
sake consists in your wanting it out of this further attitude toward her.

Kant thinks that respect is an ulterior motive in this sense, but he
thinks that it has a negative rather than positive relation to the motives
subserving it. When considering the motivational force of respect, he séys
that its object “must. .. be conceived only negatively — that is, as an end

to the end (Zweck) consisting of our humanity itself. I think that Kant then glosses over
the distinction between these two Zwecke. The sentence consequently abbreviates Kant’s
view, which is that promoting nature’s purpose for humanity is an analog, or image,
for the positive steps that we must take in order to avoid acting against our humanity
as an end. What is to be promoted, then, is nature’s purpose for humanity, not the
self-existent end of humanity itself. (Paton gives a similar reading of this passage in his
“Analysis of the Argument,” [in Kant, Groundwork, p. 311, though he elsewhere suggests
that Kant simply “forgets” the passage when saying that the end of humanity is to be
conceived only negatively [p. 140, n. 1, which refers to p. 82 of the translation].) My
reading of these passages is supported, I believe, by Kant’s treatment of the topic in The
Metaphysics of Morals. There he says a person has a duty to cultivate his faculties “so that
he may be worthy of the humanity that dwells within him” (6:387). Humanity is “the
capacity to set oneself an end,” and the associated duty is “to make ourselves worthy of
humanity by culture in general, by procuring or promoting the capacity to realize all sorts
of possible ends” (6:392). What we are required to cultivate, then, is not our humanity,
which already “dwells within” us, but rather the capacities that would make us worthy of
our humanity, and whose neglect would be an affront to it.

73 For this point, see Michael Smith, “The Possibility of Philosophy of Action,” in Human
Action, Deliberation and Causation, ed. Jan Bransen and Stefaan Cuypers (Dordrecht:
Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1998), pp. 17—41.

71 We can say that wanting to produce an outcome for her sake consists in the fact that a
reference to her in the description of the outcome is motivationally relevant: you want
to produce the outcome, say, as something that mattered to her, in particular. But what
explains the motivational relevance of this reference to her in the description of the
desired outcome? What explains it, I claim, is that you have some attitude toward her,
out of which you desire the outcome.
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against which we should never act, and consequently as one which in
all our willing we must never rate merely as a means.”’> In other words,
respect can motivate us, if not by impelling us to produce its object, then
by deterring us from violating it; and the violation from which we are thus
deterred can be conceived as that of using the object as a mere means to
other ends.

Kant offers a further hint about the motivational potential of rever-
ence. “Reverence,” he says in a footnote, “is properly awareness of a value
which checks my self-love.””% Now, ‘self-love’ is a term that Kant uses for
motivation by empirical motives and the associated prudential reason-
ing.77 Such motivation aims at achieving empirical results, via the use
of necessary means. As we have seen, reverence for a person exerts its
negative motivational force by placing a constraint on our use of him
as a means to desired ends. That’s why it can be said to check our self-
love: it arrests some of our empirical motives — in particular, the motives
in whose service we might be tempted to put the person to use. Such a
motive against having or acting on another motive is a negative second-
order motive.”

The Beloved as an End

Could this model of a negative second-order motive apply to love? Let me
return to Kant’s description of reverence as the awareness of a value that
arrests our self-love. I am inclined to say that love is likewise the awareness
of a value inhering in its object; and I am also inclined to describe love
as an arresting awareness of that value.

75 Kant, Groundwork, 4:437. See also 4:428: “Their nature already marks them out as ends
in themselves — that is, as something which ought not to be used merely as a means - and
consequently imposes a limit on all treatment of them (and is an abject of reverence).”
This aspect of respect is discussed by Darwall in “Two Kinds of Respect.”

Kant, Groundwork, 4:400. I have substituted the verb ‘checks’ for ‘demolishes’ in Paton’s

translation. The verb used by Kant is Abbruch tut, and Abbruch means ‘a breaking up’ or

‘breaking off - a rupture. Causing an Abbruch to self-love would fall short of demolishing

it. Compare Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, 5:73: “Pure practical reason merely checks

selfishness. . .. But it strikes down self-conceit.” The expression that Beck here translates
as ‘checks’ is once again Abbruch tut, which is expressly contrasted with the more decisive

‘striking down’ in the next sentence.

77 See Kant, Groundwork, 4:406. See also Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, 5:22.

78 Some might argue that even this motive must be a desire, such as a desire not to use
another person merely as a means. But I would reply, as before, that one can want not to
use others, and consequently be moved not to use them, without so wanting or being so
moved for their sake, since one can want and pursue such restraint for one’s own sake,
or for the sake of restraint itself — a project that is hardly moral. The moral project is to
abstain from the use of others for their sake, which requires that one take them as an
end, by virtue of having a motive, such as respect, that takes them as its object.

76
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This description of love seems right, to begin with, as a piece of phe-
nomenology, just as the conative analysis of love seems implausible, to
begin with, on phenomenological grounds. Love does not feel (to me,
at least) like an urge or impulse or inclination toward anything; it feels
rather like a state of attentive suspension, similar to wonder or amaze-
ment or awe.

If respect arrests our self-love, as Kant asserts, then what does love
arrest? I suggest that it arrests our tendencies toward emotional self-
protection from another person, tendencies to draw ourselves in and
close ourselves off from being affected by him. Love disarms our emo-
tional defenses; it makes us vulnerable to the other.

This hypothesis would explain why love is an exercise in “really look-
ing,” as Murdoch claims. Many of our defenses against being emotionally
affected by another person are ways of not seeing what is most affect-
ing about him. This contrived blindness to the other person is among
the defenses that are lifted by love, with the result that we really look at
him, perhaps for the first time, and respond emotionally in a way that’s
indicative of having really seen him.

According to this hypothesis, the various motives that are often iden-
tified with love are in fact independent responses that love merely
unleashes. They are the sympathy, empathy, fascination, and attraction
that we feel for another person when our emotional defenses toward him
have been disarmed. The hypothesis thus explains why love often leads to
benevolence but doesn’t entail a standing desire to benefit: in suspending
our emotional defenses, love exposes our sympathy to the needs of the
other, and we are therefore quick to respond when help is needed. The
resulting benevolence manifests our heightened sensitivity to the other’s
interests rather than any standing interest of ours.

The responses unleashed by love for a person tend to be favorable
because they have been unleashed by an awareness of value in him,
an awareness that is also conducive to a favorable response. But these
responses need not be exclusively favorable. Love also lays us open to
feeling hurt, anger, resentment, and even hate.”9

The present hypothesis thus discourages us from positing necessary con-
nections between love and desires for particular outcomes. It applies to

79 See D. W. Winnicott, “Hate in the Countertransference,” Through Paediatrics to Psycho-
analysis (London: Hogarth Press, 1975), pp. 194-203, p. 199. See also Jerome Neu,
“Odi et Amo: On Hating the Ones We Love,” in Freud and the Passions, ed. John O’Neill
(University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1996), pp. 53—72.
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a lover’s aim what Freud says about his object — namely, that it “is what is
most variable about” his love “and is not originally connected with it.”8
Only vague generalizations can be drawn about what love can motivate
the lover to do.

I suspect that those who see particular motives as necessary to love are
simply imagining the lover in a narrow range of stereotypical situations,
to which love has made him especially responsive. In reality, I think, love
can occur in a far wider range of situations, calling for a wider range of
motivational responses.

For example, I think that love naturally arises between student and
teacher, but that when it opens one’s eyes to what the other really is, one
sees that he is one’s teacher or student, who is to be dealt with profession-
ally. Students and teachers may of course feel desires for intimacy with
one another, but such desires are unlikely to be an expression of true love
in this context; usually, they express transference-love, in which the other
is a target of fantasies. When I say that I have had the good fortune to
be loved by some of my students, I do not mean the students who have
shown a desire to get next to me. Students who want to benefit and be
with me seem not loving but confused, just as I do not strike myself as lov-
ing when I feel a desire to treat students otherwise than as students. Here
is a relationship in which true love can manifest itself in an inclination to
keep one’s distance.

The Partiality of Love

I have suggested that love is an arresting awareness of value in a person,
differing from Kantian respect in that its primary motivational force is to
suspend our emotional self-protection from the person rather than our
self-interested designs on him.?' Yet if love is a way of valuing persons,
then in loving some people but not others, we must value some people
but not others. The upshot seems to be that love really is partial in a
sense that conflicts with the spirit of morality, which insists that people
are equally valuable.

How We Want to be Loved
This difficulty is best appreciated from the perspective of the beloved.
That human beings are selective in love matters more to us in our capacity

80 Quoted at n. 39.
81 I discuss other differences between love and respect below.
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as objects of love than in our capacity as subjects. We want to be loved,
and in being loved, to be valued, and in being valued, to be regarded as
special. We want to be prized, treasured — which seems to entail being
valued discriminately, in preference to or instead of others. The love that
we want to receive therefore seems to be precisely that discriminating
love which threatens to conflict with impartial morality.

Notice, then, that when philosophers are trying to impress us with the
supposed conflict between love and morality, they tend to shift from the
perspective of the lover to that of the beloved. The perspective of the
lover is where the conflict is supposed to arise, between two potential
sources of motivation. So when philosophers tell us about the problem
in the abstract, they speak to us in our capacity as lovers, by saying that
morality threatens to interfere with our loving particular people. But
when theywant to getusworried about the problem, to make us feel what'’s
problematic about it, they speak to us in our capacity as aspiring objects of
love, by warning that morality threatens to interfere with our being loved.
Thus, for example, the “one thought too many ” that Williams detects in
the husband of his story is, more specifically, one too many for the wife:
it interferes with her being loved in the way that she would hope.®?

One of the merits that I would like to claim for the present hypothesis
about love is that it helps to explain why and how we want to be loved.
There is little attraction in the prospect of being cathected by another’s
libido; but having another heart opened to us by a recognition of our true
selves — well, that seems worth wanting. Yet if my hypothesis has captured
what makes love desirable to receive, mustn’t it also have captured the
very partiality that sets love in conflict with morality?

I think that the question how we want to be loved provides one of our
first exposures in childhood to that air of paradox which, for some of us,
eventually condenses into philosophy. We are told by adults who love us,
and who want us to feel loved, that we are special and irreplaceable. But
then we are told by the same adults, now acting as moral educators, that
every individual is special and irreplaceable. And we wonder: if everyone
is special, what’s so special about anyone?

Adults often confuse us further by saying that we’re special because no
one else is quite like us — as if the value attaching to us, and to everyone
else as well, was that of being qualitatively unique. This explanation seems

82 See also Stocker’s example of the hospital visit in “The Schizophrenia of Modern Ethical
Theories,” p. 462.
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to invoke scarcity as a standard of value, but it is easily defeated by the very
same standard. How valuable can our uniqueness make us if everyone is
unique? We sense a similar paradox in attempts to elicit our childish
awe at individual snowflakes, of which (they say) no two are alike. Why
get excited about any one unprecedented snowflake, when its lack of
precedents is so well precedented?

Matters only get worse if adults start to detail the personal qualities for
which we are loved, since these qualities fail to distinguish us completely,
and they consequently feel like accidents rather than our essence. We are
like the girl who wants to be loved but not for her yellow hair — and not,
we should add, for her mind or her sense of humor, either — because she
wants to be loved, as she puts it, “for myself alone.”®3 What is this self for
which she wants to be loved? What can it be, if not her particular bundle
of personal qualities, which include the color of her hair?

By now it should come as no surprise that I find an answer to this
question in Kantian moral theory.®t Kant’s theory of value reveals the
philosophical error behind our confusion about being loved.

The Value of Self-Existent Ends

Kant says that the value of a person is different in kind from the value of
other things: a person has a dignity, whereas other things have a price.
The difference is this: “If [something] has a price, something else can
be put in its place as an equivalent, if it is exalted above all price and so
admits of no equivalent, then it has a dignity.”®5

83 The reference is to Yeats’s poem “For Anne Gregory,” in The Collected Poems of W.B. Yeats
(New York: Macmillan, 1956), p. 240. Note that by Anne’s reckoning, the husband in
Williams’s example entertained, not one thought too many, but two. Since Anne wants
to be loved for herself alone, she would have no use for either one of the premises
adduced by a husband who reasoned “that it was his wife and that in situations of this
kind it is permissible to save one’s wife.” She would no more want to be loved for being
someone’s wife than for her yellow hair. Yet Williams is surely right that the husband’s
first premise — that it was his wife — was appropriate in the circumstances, and that only
the second was potentially problematic. Perhaps, then, the motivating thoughts that are
appropriate in such cases aren’t thoughts of love at all. I shall return to this possibility
at the end of the chapter. For some recent discussions of the passage from Yeats, see
Neil Delaney, “Romantic Love and Loving Commitment: Articulating a Modern Ideal,”
American Philosophical Quarterly 33 (1996): 339-56, pp. 345—46; and Roger E. Lamb,
“Love and Rationality,” in Lamb, ed., pp. 23-47.

Here again I have benefited from Anderson’s Value in Ethics and Economics. See also Scru-
ton, pp. 104-5. Scruton considers the idea, which I shall defend, that to be loved for
oneself is to be treated as an end in oneself. Scruton rejects this idea, but only because
he doesn’t adequately explore the Kantian notion of an end in itself (pp. 104, 111, 123).
85 Kant, Groundwork, 4:434.
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The distinction between price and dignity, in Kantian theory, corre-
sponds to the distinction between ends that consist in possible results of
action and ends that are self-existent.3° The former ends are objects of
preference and choice, which are comparative. Among the various out-
comes that we could produce by acting, we must choose which ones to
produce, given that we can’t produce all of them. We therefore need a
common measure of value for these ends, so that we can combine the
values of those which are jointly producible and then compare alter-
native combinations. Values that allow for comparisons among alterna-
tives also allow for equivalences, and so they qualify as prices in Kant’s
terminology.®7

Yet a self-existent end, which is not to be produced by action, is not
an alternative to other producibles. Its value doesn’t serve as grounds
for comparing it with alternatives; it serves as grounds for revering or
respecting the end as it already is. What Kant means in calling this value
incomparable is that it calls for a response to the object in itself, not in
comparison with others.?

Kant’s view is that the incomparable value of a person is a value that he
possesses solely by virtue of his being a person — by virtue, in fact, of
what Kant calls his rational nature. Do I mean to suggest that love is an
awareness of this same value?

I don’t want to say that registering this particular value is an essential
feature of love, since love is felt for many things other than possessors of
rational nature. All that is essential to love, in my view, is that it disarms
our emotional defenses toward an object in response to its incomparable
value as a self-existent end.®Y But when the object of our love is a person,
and when we love him as a person — rather than as a work of nature, say,

86 See Anderson’s “pragmatic theory of comparative value judgments” (pp. 47fF.).

87 Kantdraws the connection between products and prices by speaking, in both cases, about
the relativity of the values involved. That is, an end that consists in a possible product
of action has a value relative to the strength of our desire for that product (Groundwonrk,
4:427); and relative value of this kind necessarily has the form of a price (4:434-35).
This way of connecting products and prices is compatible with the way that I connect
them. Strength of desire is the common currency to which we resort when forced to
compare the values of alternative products.

Ibid., 4:436.

Kant himself says that “morality, and humanity so far as it is capable of morality, is the
only thing which has a dignity” (ibid., 4:435). He thus seems to rule out the possibility
of responding to objects other than persons as self-existent ends. I am inclined to differ
from Kant on this point. See also Anderson, pp. 8~11.
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or an aesthetic object — then indeed, I want to say, we are responding to
the value that he possesses by virtue of being a person or, as Kant would
say, an instance of rational nature.

Before balking at this statement, recall the following tenets of Kantian
theory: that the rational nature whose value commands respect is the
capacity to be actuated by reasons; that the capacity to be actuated by
reasons is also the capacity to have a good will; and that the capacity for a
rational and consequently good will is that better side of a person which
constitutes his true self. I find it intuitively plausible that we love people
for their true and better selves. Were we to speak of the yellow-haired girl
in German, we might well borrow Kant’s phrase and say that she wished
to be loved for “ihr eigentliches Selbst.”

Remember, further, that the capacity to be actuated by reasons is a
capacity for appreciating the value of ends, including self-existent ends
such as persons. For Kant, then, people have a capacity whose value we
appreciate by respecting them; and that capacity, at its utmost, is their
capacity for respect. I am suggesting that love is an appreciation for the
same value, inhering in people’s capacity to appreciate the value of ends,
including self-existent ends such as persons. For me, then, people have a
capacity whose value we appreciate not only with respect but also some-
times with love; and that capacity, at its utmost, is their capacity not only
for respect but also for love. I find it plausible to say that what we respond
to, in loving people, is their capacity to love: it’s just another way of saying
that what our hearts respond to is another heart.

The idea thatlove is aresponse to the value of a person’srational nature
will seem odd so long as ‘rational nature’ is interpreted as denoting the
intellect. But rational nature is not the intellect, not even the practical
intellect; it’s a capacity of appreciation or valuation — a capacity to care
about things in that reflective way which is distinctive of self-conscious
creatures like us. Think of a person’s rational nature as his core of reflec-
tive concern, and the idea of loving him for it will no longer seem odd.

I can now summarize my view of the relation between love and Kantian
respect, as follows. The Kantian view is that respectis a mode of valuation
that the very capacity for valuation must pay to instances of itself.9" My
view is that love is a mode of valuation that this capacity may also pay to

9¢ Here I am smuggling Kantian universalization into my account, by speaking in the
abstract of a capacity for valuation, and then speaking about the attitude of this abstract
capacity toward particular instances of itself. I would need to offer a fair amount of
argumentation in order to earn the right to this manner of speaking.
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instances of itself. I regard respect and love as the required minimum
and optional maximum responses to one and the same value.

Respect for others is required, in Kant’s view, because the capacity for
valuation cannot take seriously the values thatit attributes to things unless
it first takes itself seriously; and it cannot first take itself seriously if it treats
instances of itself as nothing more than means to things that it already
values.9' That’s why the capacity for valuation, when facing instances of
itself, must respond in the manner constitutive of respect, by restraining
its self-interested tendency to treat them as means.

In my view, love for others is possible when we find in them a capacity
for valuation like ours, which can be constrained by respect for ours, and
which therefore makes our emotional defenses against them feel unnec-
essary.9? That’s why our capacity for valuation, when facing instances of
itself, feels able to respond in the manner constitutive of love, by suspend-
ing our emotional defenses. Love, like respect, is the heart’s response to
the realization that it is not alone.

Being Valued as Special

We now have both halves of a solution to our childhood puzzle about
being loved. One half of the solution is that being loved does not entail
being valued on the basis of our distinctive qualities, such as our yellow
hair; on the contrary, it entails being valued on the basis of our person-
hood, in which we are no different from other persons. Of course, this
half of the solution is by itself no solution at all, because it leaves us won-
dering how being valued on so generic a basis is compatible with being
valued as special. But that’s where the second half of the solution comes
in. The second half is this: being valued merely as persons is compati-
ble with being valued as special because our value as persons is a dignity
rather than a price.

As we have seen, the distinction between price and dignity rests
on a distinction between the responses that constitute their proper
appreciation.9 Preference and choice belong to one mode of appre-
ciation, which is warranted by that kind of value which Kant calls a price.

9" Note that this formulation of Kant’s view treats the value of persons as one that ratio-
nal nature doesn’t find in but must project onto instances of itself. See Christine M.
Korsgaard, The Sources of Normativity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19g96),
pp. 122-25.

9% Thanks to Richard Heck for suggesting the first sentence of this paragraph, and to
Christine Korsgaard for suggesting the last.

93 This way of understanding the distinction is due to Anderson: “Things that differ in the
kind of worth they have merit different kinds of appreciation” (chapter 1, p. g).
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Dignity is a different kind of value because it warrants a different mode
of appreciation, consisting of motives and feelings in which we submit to
the object’s reality rather than strive toward its realization.

This distinction between modes of appreciation relies, in turn, on a
prior distinction, between appreciating the value of an object and judg-
ing it to have that value.”* When Kant says that an object with dignity
“admits of no equivalents,” he is speaking about how to appreciate such
an object, not how to judge it. Kant himself believes that each person
has a dignity in virtue of his rational nature, and hence that all persons
should be judged to have the same value. What he denies is that com-
paring or equating one person with another is an appropriate way of
responding to that value. The value that we must attribute to a person
imposes absolute constraints on our treatment of him, thus commanding
a motivational response to the person in and by himself. And the con-
straints that it imposes on our treatment of the person include a ban on
subjecting him to comparisons, which would implicitly subordinate his
value to some ulterior or overarching value.

Thus, the value that we must attribute to every person requires that
we respond to each person alone, partly by refusing to compare him
with others. The class of persons just is a class whose members must be
appreciated as individuals rather than as members of a class.

There is a tendency to assume that attributing value to people as mem-
bers of a class is incompatible with appreciating them as individuals. For
example:

Although the Kantian formula of persons as ends in themselves is claimed to
regard persons as irreplaceable, there is a sense in which Kantian respect does
in fact view persons as intersubstitutable, for it is blind to everything about an
individual except her rational nature, leaving each of us indistinguishable from
every other. Thus, in Kantian-respecting someone, there is a real sense in which
we are not paying attention to her — it makes no difference to how we respect her
that she is who she is and not some other individual.9>

94 Ibid., p. 2. I am using the verb ‘to appreciate’ where Anderson uses ‘to value’.

95 Dillon, “Respect and Care,” p. 121. This passage is discussed by Baron in Kantian Ethics
Almost Without Apology, p. 10, n. g. See also Robin S. Dillon, “Toward a Feminist Con-
ception of Self-Respect,” Hypatia 7 (1992): 52-69. For a similar point about love, see
Neera Kapur Badhwar’s “Friends as Ends in Themselves,” Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research 48 (1987): 1-25, p. 5: “If I love you unconditionally, I love you regardless of
your individual qualities — your appearance, your temperament, your style, even your
moral character. So you are no different from anyone else as the object of my love, and
my love for you is no different from my love for anyone else. But then in what sense are
you the object of my love?” See also Neu, p. 58.
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But this reasoning confuses judgment and appreciation. In respecting
someone, we are “blind to everything except her rational nature” only
in the sense that we are responding to a value attributable to her on the
basis of that nature, which is shared by others. But our response to a value
attributable to her on a shared basis can still consist in “paying attention
to her” in her own right.

For the same reason, we can judge the person to be valuable in generic
respects while also valuing her as irreplaceable. Valuing her as irreplace-
able is a mode of appreciation, in which we respond to her value with an
unwillingness to replace her or to size her up against potential replace-
ments. And refusing to compare or replace the person may be the appro-

priate response to a value that we attribute to her on grounds that apply

96

to others as well.Y” The same value may be attributable to many objects

without necessarily warranting substitutions among them.

Of course, some values do warrant substitutions among the objects that
share them: that’s the definition of a price. To assume that something
will be irreplaceable only if it is uniquely valuable is thus to assume that
its value is a price rather than a dignity.

No wonder, then, that we were suspicious of adults who said that we
were irreplaceable in their love because of being qualitatively unique.9?

ab

A similar point is made by Cynthia Stark, pp. 483-84.

Versions of this thoughtcan be found in many of the works quoted at nn. 4957, including
those of Taylor, Lyons, and Greenspan. Nozick is a complicated case. In Robert Nozick,
Anarchy, State, and Utopia (New York: Basic Books, 1974), p. 168, he said: “An adult may
come to love another person because of the other’s characteristics; but it is the other
person, and not the characteristics, that is loved. The love is not transferable to some-
one else with the same characteristics.” But when Nozick seeks to understand the non-
transferability of love in The ixamined Life, he falls back on “the particularity of the qual-
ities that you come to love.” Nozick now explains that love isn’t transferable because “no
other person couldhave precisely those traits” (p. 81). Here Nozick expresses the view cur-
rently under discussion, that someone is valued as irreplaceable only if he is valued under
adescription that fits him uniquely. See also Kapur, “Why It Is Wrong to Be Always Guided
by the Best,” p. 483. In the text, I criticize this view as involving a confusion between
value judgment and appreciation. Other confusions are common in the literature on this
subject. One confusion is between “the basis and the object of love,” as Alan Soble puts
it (The Structure of Love [New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1990], pp. 225 ff.). In
this case, loving someone for his qualities is equated with loving the qualities themselves.
Another confusion is between the basis of love and the way in which love picks out its
object. In this case, the qualities by which love picks out an object are assumed to be the
same as those for which it values that object - as if it couldn’t pick out an object by one set
of qualities while valuing him for another. Love is therefore said to have as its object all
of the people who share the qualities on which it is based. (See, e.g., the quotation from
Badhwar in n. 93.) See also Robert Kraut, “Love De Re,” Midwest Studies in Philosophy 10
(1986): 413-30; Amélie Oksenberg Rorty, “The Historicity of Psychological Attitudes:
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These adults were implying that we would indeed be subject to replace-
ment by anyone who shared the qualities grounding their love, and
hence that our irreplaceability depended on our possessing qualities
that no one shared. They were in effect conceding that their love for us
established criteria of equivalence to us; they were merely asserting that
these criteria were too narrow for anyone else to satisfy, like a job descrip-
tion so specific as to fit only one applicant.

But if there are criteria of equivalence to something, then it has a
price. Extremely narrow criteria may make the price unaffordable, so to
speak, but they cannot transmute it into what Kant calls a dignity. For
they cannot prevent the thing’s being replaceable in principle; they can
only ensure that there will be no replacements in practice. What makes
something truly irreplaceable is a value that commands appreciation for
itasitisin itself, without comparison to anything else, and hence without
substitutions.

If you were lucky, you were one of those children who learn about their
worth from that Kindergarten Kantian, Dr. Seuss:

Come on! Open your mouth and sound off at the sky!
Shout loud at the top of your voice, “I AM I!

ME!

ITamI!

And I may not know why

But I know that I like it.

Three cheers! 1 AM 11798

According to Dr. Seuss, your sense of deserving love needn’t rest on any
flattering self-description (“I may not know why”). It rests solely on your
individuality as a person, your bare personal identity, as expressed in the
statement "I am 1.”799

The fact that you are you is just the fact that you are a self-identical
person - that you are an “I,” or as Dr. Seuss says elsewhere, a “Who.”'®

Love Is Not Love Which Alters Not When It Alteration Finds,” Midwest Studies in Philos-
aophy 10 (1986): 399—412; Scruton, pp. 103-7; Delaney, p. 346; Lamb, “Love and Ratio-
nality”; Deborah Brown, “The Right Method of Boy-Loving,” in Lamb, ed., pp. 49-63.

98 Happy Birthday to You! (New York: Random House, 1959).

99 Lest you feel tempted to celebrate being yourself instead of some other person, Dr.
Seuss makes clear that being yourself is rather to be contrasted with being “a clam or a
ham or a dusty old jar of sour gooseberry jam” — or, worse yet, being a “Wasn’t.” Being
yourself is thus to be contrasted, not with being someone else, but with failing to exist
as a person at all.

'9¢ Dr. Seuss, Horton Hears « Who! (New York: Random House, 1954). The refrain of this
book is: “A person’s a person, no matter how small.”
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This fact makes you eligible to be loved in just the way that you want to be
loved, for yourself alone. To be loved for yourself alone is to be loved just
for being you — for your bare individuality as a person, which you express
by saying “I am I.”

In being a self-identical person, of course, you are no different from
anyone else: everyone can say “I am I.” But Kant’s theory of value reveals
that being valued as a person is not a matter of being compared with
others, anyway. If you assimilate Kant’s insight, you will realize that being
prized or treasured as special doesn’t entail being compared favorably
with others; it rather entails being seen to have a value that forbids com-
parisons. Your singular value as a person is not a value that you are sin-
gular in possessing; it’s rather a value that entitles you to be appreciated
singularly, in and by yourself.

In this sense, everyone can be singularly valuable, or special. The
specialness of each person is a value of the kind that attaches to
ends in themselves, which are to be appreciated as they are in them-
selves rather than measured against alternatives. It is therefore a value
whose possession by one person isn’t prejudicial to its possession by any
other.

Once you realize that someone’s love can single you out without bas-
ing itself on your distinguishing characteristics, you are in a position to
realize, further, that the latter sort of love would in fact be undesirable.
Someone who loved you for your quirks would have to be a quirk-lover,
on the way to being a fetishist.'”" In order for his love to fit you so snugly,
it would need so many angles as to be downright kinky. Of course, you
may hope that love would open a lover’s eyes to everything about you,
including your quirks, and that he would see them in the reflected glow
of your true, inner value. But if you learned that they were themselves
the evaluative basis of his love, you would feel trivialized.

19t See Whiting’s complaint against “the fetish concern with uniqueness characteristic of
modern diseussions of friendship” (p. 8). Those moved by this concern sometimes
go so far as to suggest that love for someone should be based not only on his merits
but also on his flaws, because his flaws help to individuate him. (See, e.g., Gregory
Vlastos, “The Individual as an Object of Love in Plato,” in his Platonic Studies [Princeton,
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1973], pp. 3—42; Martha C. Nussbaum, “Beatrice’s
‘Dante’: Loving the Individual?” in Virtue, Love, and Form: Essays in Memory of Gregory
Vlastos, ed. Terence Irwin and Martha C. Nussbaum [Edmonton: Academic Printing &
Publishing, 19931, pp. 161—78.) While I agree that we want to be loved warts and all, as
the saying goes, I don’t think that we want to be loved for our warts. Who wants to be the
object of someone’s wart-love? What we want is to be loved by someone who sees and
isn’t put off by our warts, but who appreciates our true value well enough to recognize
that they don’t contribute to it.
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The Selectivity of Love

Why, then, do we love only some people? And why do we say that we
love them for their distinctive qualities, such as their senses of humor or
their yellow hair? Let me answer both of these questions by pointing out
an important respect in which love differs, in my opinion, from Kantian
respect.

Love for the Empirical Person
Kant says that respect is produced by the subordination of our will to
a mere concept or idea.'”® Our respect for a person is a response to
something that we know about him intellectually but with which we have
no immediate acquaintance. According to my hypothesis, the value to
which we respond in loving a person is the same as that to which we
respond in respecting him — namely, the value of his rational nature,
or personhood. But I have not said, nor am I inclined to say, that the
immediate object of love is the purely intelligible aspect of the beloved.
Love of a person is not felt in contemplation of a mere concept or idea.
The immediate object of love, I would say, is the manifest person,
embodied in flesh and blood and accessible to the senses. The manifest
person is the one against whom we have emotional defenses, and he must
disarm them, if he can, with his manifest qualities. Grasping someone’s
personhood intellectually may be enough to make us respect him, but
unless we actually see a person in the human being confronting us, we
won’t be moved to love; and we can see the person only by seeing him in
or through his empirical persona.

Hence there remains a sense in which we love a person for his observable
features — the way he wears his hat and sips his tea (in the lyrics of the
jazz era), or the way he walks and the way he talks (in the lyrics of rock
and roll). But loving a person for the way he walks is not a response to
the value of his gait; it’s rather a response to his gait as an expression or
symbol or reminder of his value as a person.

Unfortunately, the philosophical tradition of reducing all motives to
propositional attitudes has left us with no generally accepted vocabulary
for describing most of the ways in which the value of one thing can be
reflected in or refracted through another. This tradition treats all value

102 See the footnote in Kant, Groundwork, 4:401 and my discussion of this passage in n. go.
See also 4:439.
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as emanating from states of affairs, and as radiating only to other states
related to them as means. The ways in which the value of a person can
infuse his persona, and the ways in which we can respond to his value
through that persona, are consequently beyond our ordinary powers of
philosophical description. Maybe we need a language of “valuing as,”
analogous to our language of “seeing as,” to describe how we respond to
a person’s looks or acts or works as conduits rather than sources of value.
We might then feel more comfortable with the idea of appreciating these
features as expressions or symbols of a value that isn’t theirs but belongs
instead to the inner — or, as Kant would say, merely intelligible — person.

The desire to be valued in this way is not a desire to be valued on the
basis of one’s distinctive features. Itis rather a desire that one’s own rendi-
tion of humanity, however distinctive, should succeed in communicating
a value that is perfectly universal. (In this respect, it’s like the desire to be
found beautiful.) One doesn’t want one’s value as a person to be eclipsed
by the intrinsic value of one’s appearance or behavior; one wants them to
elicit a valuation that looks through them, to the value of one’s inner self.

One reason why we love some people rather than others is that we can
see into only some of our observable fellow creatures. The human body
and human behavior are imperfect expressions of personhood, and we
are imperfect interpreters. Hence the value that makes someone eligible
to be loved does not necessarily make him lovable in our eyes. Whether
someone is lovable depends on how well his value as a person is expressed
or symbolized for us by his empirical persona. Someone’s persona may
not speak very clearly of his value as a person, or may not speak in ways
that ar : clear to us.

Another reason why we discriminate in love is that the value we do
manage to see in some fellow creatures arrests our emotional defenses to
them, and our resulting vulnerability exhausts the attention that we might
have devoted to finding and appreciating the value in others. We are
constitutionally limited in the number of people we can love; and we may
have to stop short of our constitutional limits in order to enjoy the loving
relationships that make for a good life.

We thus have many reasons for being selective in love, without having
to find differences of worth among possible love objects.'*3 We know that

193 A similar point is made about selectivity in friendship by Diane Jeske in “Friendship,
Virtue, and Impartiality,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 57 (1997): 51-72,
pp. 69 ff.
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people whom we do not happen to love may be just as eligible for love
as our own children, spouses, parents, and intimate friends. In merely
respecting rather than loving these people, we do not assess them as lower
in value. Rather, we feel one emotion rather than another in appreciation
of their value. Loving some but not others entails valuing them differently
but not attributing different values to them, or even comparing them
at all.

Other Grounds for Partiality

Perhaps I can illustrate this point by returning briefly to Williams’s story
of a man who can save only one of several people in peril and wants to
save his wife. Williams recognizes that the Kantian moral agent would
save his wife, as any husband would. The problem, for Williams, is that he
would save his wife only after reflecting impartially on the permissibility
of doing so — a second thought that Williams regards as unloving. But I
think that Williams overestimates the partiality that love would require
of the agent in this case.

I do believe that the man’s love for his wife should heighten his sensi-
tivity to her predicament. But I cannot believe that it would leave him less
sensitive to the predicament of others who are in ~ or perhaps alongside —
the same boat. My own experience is that, although I may be insensitive
to suffering until I see it in people I love, I cannot then remain insensitive
to it in their fellow sufferers. The sympathy that I feel for my wife’s diffi-
culties at work, or my children’s difficulties at school, naturally extends
to their coworkers and classmates.

The idea that someone could show love for his own children by having
less compassion for other children strikes me as bizarre. Whatever caused
someone to favor his own children in this manner could hardly be love.
Of course, a person’s love for his children shouldn’t necessarily lead him
to love other children. Ideally, he will find his own children especially
lovable — that is, especially expressive, in his eyes, of an incomparable
value. But when his children awaken him to that value as only they can,
they awaken him to something that he recognizes, or ought to recognize,
as universal.

Of course the man in Williams’s story should save his wife in preference to
strangers. But the reasons why he should save her have nothing essentially
to do with love.

The grounds for preference in this case include, to begin with, the
mutual commitments and dependencies of a loving relationship. What
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the wife should say to her husband if he hesitates about saving her is not
“What about me?” but “What about us?”'*1 That is, she should invoke
their partnership or shared history rather than the value placed on her
by his love. Invoking her individual value in the eyes of his love would
merely remind him that she was no more worthy of survival than the other
potential victims, each of whom can ask “What about me?”

No doubt, the man also has nonmoral, self-regarding reasons for pre-
ferring to save his wife. Primary among these reasons may be that he is
deeply attached to her and stands in horror at the thought of being sep-
arated from her by death. But attachment is not the same as love. Even
a husband who long ago stopped loving his wife — stopped really looking
or listening — might still be so strongly attached to her as to leap to her
rescue without a second thought.

Conclusion

Maybe that’s what Williams imagines the wife to be wishing for: a blind
attachment, to which any critical reflection would be inimical. But then
the wish that is disappointed by the Kantian agent in this story is not the
wish for a loving husband; it’s more like the wish for a trusty companion.

Insofar as the wife wants to be loved, however, she will want to be seen
for the priceless creature that she is. She will therefore want to be seen,
not in a way that tips the balance in her favor, but rather in a way that
reveals the absurdity of weighing her in a balance at all.

[lustrating this absurdity is all that lifeboat cases are good for, in my
opinion. These cases invite us to imagine situations in which we feel
forced to make choices among things that cannot coherently be treated
as alternatives, because their values are incomparable. Love does not help
to overcome the absurdity in these cases: it doesn’t help us to compare
incomparables. On the contrary, love is virtually an education in this
absurdity. But for that very reason, love is also a moral education.

'91 This way of putting the point was offered to me by Peter Railton, in a very helpful
conversation about an earlier draft of this chapter.
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The Voice of Conscience

How do you recognize the voice of your conscience? One possibility is
that you recognize this voice by what it talks about — namely, your moral
obligations, what you morally ought or ought not to do. Yet if the dictates
of conscience were recognizable by their subject matter, you wouldn’t
need to think of them as issuing from a distinct faculty or in a distinctive
voice. You wouldn’t need the concept of a conscience, any more than you
need concepts of distinct mental faculties for politics or etiquette. Talk of
conscience and its dictates would be like talk of the mince-pie syllogism,
in that it would needlessly elevate a definable subject matter to the status
of a form or faculty of reasoning.'

Our having the concept of a conscience suggests, on the contrary, that
ordinary practical thought does not contain a distinct, moral sense of
‘ought’ that lends a distinct, moral content to some practical conclusions.

The mince-pie syllogism was the ironic invention of Elizabeth Anscombe. Anscombe
objected to the notion that the practical syllogism was merely a syllogism on a practical
topic, such as what one ought to do. She argued that if there were a distinct logical form
for reasoning about what one ought to do, then there might as well be distinct forms
for reasoning about every definable topic, including mince pies. (Intention [Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 19571, 58.)

This essay was originally presented at a meeting of the Aristotelian Society, held in Senate
House, University of London, on Monday, 23rd November, 1998, at 8.15 p.m.; and originally
appeared in Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, 1999, vol. gg, no. 1, pp. 57—76. Itis reprinted
by permission of Blackwell Publishing. In writing this essay, I have drawn on conversations
and correspondence with Marcia Baron, Jennifer Church, Stephen Darwall, David Hills,
David Phillips, and Connie Rosati. Work on this essay has been supported by a sabbatical
leave from the College of Literature, Science, and the Arts, University of Michigan; and by
a fellowship from the National Endowment for the Humanities.



The Voice of Conscience 111

The point of talking about the conscience and its voice is precisely to
mark a distinction among thoughts that are not initially distinguishable
in content. Among the many conclusions we draw about what we ought
or ought not to do, some but not others resonate in a particular way
that marks them as dictates of conscience. The phrase ‘morally ought’
is a philosophical coinage that introduces a difference of sense where
ordinary thought has only a difference of voice — whatever that is.

But what is it? Conscience doesn’t literally speak. The idea of its address-

-ing you in a voice is thus an image, albeit an image that may infiltrate
your experience of moral thought and not just your descriptions of it.
Yet whether the dictates of conscience are somehow experienced as spo-
ken or are just described as such after the fact, this image must represent
something significant about them, or it wouldn’t be used to identify them
as a distinctive mode of thought. The question is what literal feature of
these thoughts is represented by the image of their being delivered in a
voice.

The answer, I think, is that the dictates of conscience carry an authority
that distinguishes them from other thoughts about what you ought or
ought not to do.? The voice of conscience is, metaphorically speaking,
the voice of this authority. To recognize an ‘ought’ as delivered in the
voice of conscience is to recognize it as carrying a different degree or
kind of authority from the ordinary ‘ought’, and hence as due a different
degree or kind of deference.

If the voice of conscience does represent a distinctive authority that
accompanies some practical conclusions, then it is more than a curios-
ity of moral psychology: it symbolizes a fundamental feature of morality,
regarded by some philosophers as the fundamental feature. Kant, in par-
ticular, thought that what morality requires can be deduced from the
authority that must accompany its requirements. If Kant had written in
the imagery of conscience, he might have put it like this: by reflecting
on how the voice of conscience must sound, you can deduce what it must
say — whereupon you will have heard it speak.

Of course, Kant didn’t formulate his moral theory in these terms, but I
think that they can be substituted for terms such as ‘duty’ and ‘moral law’
in Kant’s own formulations, with some gain in clarity and persuasiveness

* The authority of conscience is the central theme of Butler’s Sermons. For a recent discus-
sion of Butler, see Stephen Darwall, The British Moralists and the Internal ‘Ought’ 1 640—1740
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), chapter g.
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for modern readers. My goal is to reconstruct Kant’s categorical impera-
tive in the terms of conscience and its voice.3

The idea of reconstructing the categorical imperative as the voice of con-
science originated with Freud. Freud was interested in the voice of con-
science because he thought that it could explain why paranoiacs heard
voices commenting on their behaviour;? and that it could in turn be
explained by the psychological origins of conscience in parental disci-
pline ‘conveyed . .. by the medium of the voice.’? In tracing conscience to
the voice of parental discipline, Freud also thought that he could explain

why its power ‘manifests itself in the form of a categorical imperative.’®

This explanation showed, according to Freud, that ‘Kant’s Categorical
Imperative is.. .. the direct heir of the Oedipus complex.’?

My view, which I cannot defend here,? is that the categorical imperative
can indeed be identified with the super-ego, at least in one of its guises.
For I think that the categorical imperative is what Freud would call an ego
ideal. The ego ideal, in Freudian theory, is that aspect of the super-ego
which represents the excellences of parental figures whom the subject
loved and consequently idealized when he was a child.? Although Kant
often framed the categorical imperative as a rule for the will to follow,
I think that it is better understood as an ideal for the will to emulate,
in that it describes an ideal configuration of the will itself. And I think

3 There is at least one passage in which Kant uses the word ‘conscience’ in reference to the
activity of applying the categorical imperative: Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, trans.
H.]. Paton (New York: Harper and Row, 1964), 89 (422). (Page numbers in parentheses
refer to the Prussian Academy Edition.)

4 ‘On Narcissism: An Introduction,’ in The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works
of Sigmund Freud, Vol. 14, ed. James Strachey (London: The Hogarth Press, 1957), 69~102,
at g5. See also Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Iigo, S.I5. 18: 67-143, at 110 [53];
New Introductory Lectures on Psycho-Analysis, S.E. 22: 3-182, at 59 [74]. (Page numbers in
brackets refer to the Norton paperback volumes of individual works from the Standard
Edition.)

5 ‘On Narcissism.” 14: g6.

The Ego and the Id, S.E. 1g: 3-66, at 35, 48 [31, 49]. Freud also uses this phrase in Totem

and Taboo, S.E. 13: ix-162, at 22.

7 “The Economic Problem of Masochism,” S.E. 1g: 156-70, at 167. Freud also identified

the super-ego with the Kantian ‘moral law within us’ (New Introductory Lectures, 22:61, 163

[77, 202]).

But see ‘A Rational Superego’ (Chapter 6 in the present volume).

9 Freud’s views on the relation between super-ego and ego ideal are clearly summarized in
Joseph Sandler, Alex Holder, and Dale Meers, ‘The Ego Ideal and the Ideal Self,” 18 The
Psychoanalytic Study of the Child 139-58 (1963). See also Joseph Sandler, *On the Concept
of the Superego,’ 15 The Psychoanalytic Study of the Child 128-62 (1960).
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that this ideal could indeed be internalized from parental figures as they
appear to the eyes of a loving child.

This conception of the categorical imperative as an ego ideal will reap-
pear at the end of this essay, but it is not my immediate concern. What
concerns me here is Freud’s suggestion that the categorical imperative
can be identified with the voice of conscience.

The image of conscience as having a voice is potentially misleading in
one respect. Taken literally, the image may lead us to think of conscience
as an external intelligence whispering in our ears, like Socrates’s daimon.
Even when taken figuratively, the image still suggests that the dictates of
conscience occur to us unbidden, as thoughts that we don’t actively think
for ourselves, and hence as external to us, in the sense made familiar by
the work of Harry Frankfurt.'®

Conscience is most likely to seem external in this sense when it opposes
temptation: conscience and temptation can seem like parties to a dispute
on which we sit as independent adjudicators. Yet even this judicial image
is misleading, since the disputing parties do not appear as distinct from
ourselves. We ourselves play each role in the mental courtroom, now
advocating the case of temptation, now that of conscience, representing
each side in propria persona. In short, we vacillate — which entails speaking
in different voices, not just hearing them.

Thus, hearing the voice of our conscience is not really a matter of
hearing voices. It’s rather a matter of recognizing a voice in which we
sometimes speak to ourselves.

Freud’s theory of the super-ego might seem to favor the image of con-
science as an independent agency, distinct from and in opposition to the
self. Freud certainly thought that in cases of mental illness, the super-
ego could become the source of voices heard involuntarily, and hence
from outside the self in Frankfurt’s sense.!' Yet in the normal subject,
the super-ego bears an ambiguous relation to the self. It is ‘a differenti-
ating grade in the ego’,'? and the process of introjection by which it is
formed is a way of identifying with other people, which is necessarily a
deployment of the self. So another description of what happens when the

' The Importance of What We Care About (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988),
especially chapters ¢, 5, 7, and 12.

'L See the passages cited in note 5.

2 This is the title of Chapter XI of Group Psychology.
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super-ego addresses the ego is that the self identifies with others in
addressing itself.

Although Kant doesn’t tend to speak of the conscience per se, his moral
philosophy also reflects the complexity of its relation to the self. On the
one hand, Kant says that the moral law is necessary and inescapable; on
the other hand, he describes it as a law that we give to ourselves. For
Kant, giving ourselves the moral law represents both our exercise of an
autonomous will and our subjection to a necessity larger than ourselves;
just as, for Freud, conscience is the ego addressing itself in the voice of
external authority.'3

This analogy reveals what is right about Freud’s claim that the voice of
the super-ego is the voice of Kant’s categorical imperative. The necessity
to which we submit in the law that we give to ourselves can be imagined
as the authority we recognize in a voice with which we address ourselves —
namely, the voice of conscience. I want to show that Kant’s attempt to
derive the content of the moral law from the very concept of its practical
necessity can be restaged as an attempt to derive the words of conscience
from the authoritative sound of its voice.

An example of rational authority. The first step in this reconstruction of
Kantian ethics is to analyze the authority that Kant would attribute to
the conscience. Whereas Freud thought of the conscience as the seat of
internalized parental authority, Kant would think of it —if he thought in
such terms at all —as a seat of rational authority. But what sort of authority
is that?

Consider, by way of analogy, the authority of cognitive judgments whose
propositional content is self-evidently true. You make such a judgment,
for example, when you confirm for yourself that 2 + 2 = 4. To say that
such a judgment is authoritative is to say that it merits deference. But
why should anyone defer to your judgment on matters of elementary
arithmetic?

The answer is not that you're especially well positioned to think about
such matters. When it comes to adding 2 and ¢, all thinkers are in the
same position. But for that very reason, a computation performed by
you here and now can take the place of anyone’s, including your own
on future occasions. That is, you can compute the sum of 2 and 2 once

13 Kant seems to reject the image of an external voice of conscience at Groundwork g3
(425—26), where he insists that moral philosophy cannot serve ‘as the mouthpiece of
laws whispered to her by some implanted sense or by who knows what tutelary nature. ...’
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and for all, in that you would only compute it similarly in the future; and
you can also compute it one for all, in that others would only compute it
similarly, too. Your judgment is thus authoritative because it can serve as
proxy for anyone’s, including vour later selves’. To see yourself as judging
authoritatively is to see yourself as judging for all in this sense — in the
sense, that is, of judging as anyone would.

But what if your judging as anyone would were, in turn, a matter on
which judgments might differ? In that case, your arithmetic judgment
might only seem authoritative to you. Surely, however, you recognize
your judgment as having an authority that anyone would recognize. You
must therefore see yourself as judging, not just as anyone would, but as
anyone would judge that anyone would.

And now an infinite regress rears its head. For what if judgments could
differ as to whether you were judging as anyone would judge that any-
one would - and so on? Fortunately, there is independent reason to
expect such a regress in the present context, and also to regard it as
benign.

The reason is that the facts of elementary arithmetic are common
knowledge among those who consider them, and common knowledge
involves a regress of the present form. Anyone who adds 2 and 2 sees, not
just that it’s 4, but also that anyone who added 2 and 2 would see that
it’s 4, and that such a person would see this, too, and so on. The facts
of elementary arithmetic are like objects in a public space, where every-
one sees whatever everyone else sees, and everyone sees everyone else
seeing it. Unlike publicly visible objects, however, the facts of arithmetic
are common knowledge among all possible thinkers rather than a finite
population of actual viewers.

As a participant in this common knowledge, you have higher-order
knowledge about the judgments of all other thinkers, and about their
judgments about the judgments of all. This higher-order knowledge con-
stitutes a perception of authority in your own judgment that 2 + 2 = 4,
since it represents this judgment as that which anyone would think, and
would think that anyone would think, and so on.

So it’s just as we might have expected: the voice of authority is the one
with the reverb. But now we know the source of the reverberations. A
judgment resounds with authority when it is perceived as echoing and
re-echoing in the minds of all other thinkers, as it does when its content
is a matter of common knowledge.
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This authority attaches, as we have seen, to items of a priori knowledge,
such as the judgment that 2 + 2 = 4. Items of a priori knowledge would
seem to be the only bearers of this authority, in fact, since only the a priori
can be regarded as what anyone would think, or be thought to think, and
so on.

The authority of the moral law. I suspect that the form of common knowledge
among all thinkers - of that which anyone would think, and would think
that anyone would think, and so on - is the form that Kant attributes
to the moral law in calling it universal. Of course, Kant thinks that
the moral law is universal in the sense that it applies to all rational
creatures; and the most economical way of representing a universally
applicable law is with a universal quantifier, as in °‘All rational crea-
tures must keep their promises’ or ‘No rational creature may lie.” But
serious problems, both textual and philosophical, stand in the way of
reading Kant’s talk of universal law as referring to universally quantified
rules.
Consider, to begin with, these two passages from the Groundwork:

Everyone must admit that a law, if it is to hold morally — that is, as the ground of an
obligation — must carry with it absolute necessity; that the command ‘Thou shalt
not lie’ does not hold just for men, without other rational beings having to heed
it, and similarly with all the other genuine moral laws; and that consequently the
ground of obligation here must be sought, not in the nature of man or in the
circumstances of the world where he is located, but solely a prioriin the concepts
of pure reason.'

It may be added that unless we wish to deny to the concept of morality all truth
and all relation to a possible object, we cannot dispute that its law is of such
widespread significance as to hold, not merely for men, but for all rational beings
as such — not merely subject to contingent conditions and exceptions, but with
absolute necessity. . .. And how could laws for determining our will be taken as laws
for determining the will of a rational being as such — and only because of this for
determining ours - if these laws were merely empirical and did not have their
source completely a priori in pure, but practical reason?'?

These passages are central to the Groundwork, because they introduce the
conceptual connections among morality, universality, and the a priori —
the connections through which Kant hopes to derive the content of the

4 Groundwork vi (389), my translation. For reasons that will be explained later, I have
brought this passage into conformity with Paton’s translation of the following passage,
in which ‘gelten fur’ is translated as ‘hold for.’

5 Groundwork 76 (408).
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categorical imperative from the very concept of morality. The passages
argue that the concept of morality entails that its laws carry ‘absolute
necessity’; which entails that they hold not only for men but for all rational
creatures; which entails that they hold a priori.

Suppose that we interpret this argument as using the word ‘laws’ to
denote general rules, and as contrasting rules that quantify over men with
rules that quantify over rational creatures. We must then wonder why
the former rules are any less necessary than the latter, since the former
apply necessarily to anything insofar as it is a man, just as the latter apply
necessarily to anything insofar as it is rational, and either represent some
conduct as necessary for the relevant agents. ‘All men must keep their
promises’ and ‘All rational creatures must keep their promises’ would
seem to be equally necessary, each within its specified domain. We may
also wonder why the concept of morality calls for laws of the latter form.
Couldn’t there be a distinctively human morality, in which ‘All men must
keep their promises’ would count as a law? Finally, we may wonder why
such a law could not follow a priori from the concept of a man, just as a
rule quantifying over rational creatures might follow from the concepts
of reason and rationality.

Note, however, that Kant’s example of absolute necessity is not a gen-
eral rule that quantifies over all rational creatures. His example is rather a
second-person command, ‘Thou shalt not lie.” And what Kant says about
such a requirement is not that it must refer to all rational creatures but
that it must ‘hold for’ them — an expression that he repeats throughout
the Groundwork, as we shall see.

Of course, the pronoun in ‘Thou shalt not lie’ might be standing in
for a universal quantifier, and what’s at issue could be the domain of that
implicit quantifier. Yet if the issue were whether ‘thou’ referred to all
men or to all rational creatures, then Kant wouldn’t ask for whom the
rule holds. The rule, fully spelled out, would be either ‘(All) thou (men)
shall not lie’ or ‘ (All) thou (rational creatures) shall not lie,” and in either
case it would have to hold or not hold, without limitation. ‘All men shall
not lie’ cannot hold only locally or selectively, any more than ‘All men
are mortal.’

Suppose, however, that “Thou shalt notlie’ were a type of which various
tokens were addressed to various agents, with corresponding variance in
the reference of the pronoun. Commands of this type could be said to
‘hold for’ particular agents in two related senses: they might be authori-
tative from the perspectives of particular agents as addressees, and they
might consequently be valid in application to those agents. To ask for
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whom the rule holds would be to ask who finds himself addressed by an
authoritative command of this type.

According to this interpretation, Kant isn’t thinking of moral require-
ments as universally quantified rules; he’s thinking of them as person-
ally addressed practical thoughts, of the form ‘Thou shalt not lie.” We
can now extend the interpretation so as to explain Kant’s chain of
inferences.

For suppose, next, that when Kant insists on the ‘absolute necessity’ of
moral requirements, he means that the corresponding thought must be
absolutely authoritative from the perspective of the addressee: an agent
should not be able to exempt himself from the force of such a thought.
Absolute necessity, so understood, can indeed be said to follow from the
very concept of a moral requirement. So we have accounted for the first
link in Kant’s chain.

Now suppose that ‘Thou shalt not lie’ would be absolutely authorita-
tive, in the requisite sense, if and only if it were what any agent would
think to himself upon considering whether to lie, and would think that
any agent would think, and so on. If it were such a thought, then an
agent considering whether to lie would not only think to himself ‘Thou
shalt not lie’ but would also think of himself as having nothing else to think,
because this thought would strike him as what anyone would think on
the subject, including himself on other occasions. He would therefore
think of the question as having been settled once and for all - or, in
other words, authoritatively. By contrast, if ‘Thou shalt not lie’ weren’t
such a thought, then even an agent who thought it would regard it as
optional, there being other things that anyone, including himself, might
think on the subject. He would therefore find it lacking in authority. Here
is a sense in which the absolute authority entailed in the very concept of
moral requirements can be seen to consist in their ‘holding for’ all ratio-
nal agents — that is, by constituting what anyone would think, or would
think that anyone would think, and so on. We have now accounted for
the second link in Kant’s chain.'®

The third link follows without further suppositions. The form of what
anyone would think, and would think that anyone would think, and so
on — the form, if you like, of that than which there is nothing else fo
think — is the form of a priori knowledge. When it attaches to a thought

16 See also Groundwork g2—-3 (425): ‘[D]uty has to be a practical, unconditioned necessity
of action; it must therefore hold for all rational beings. ...
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such as “Thou shalt not lie,’ it yields a thought that is simultaneously
a priori and practical. Hence the very concept of a moral requirement
can be seen to entail an absolute authority that is found only in a priori
practical thought.'7 Kant’s argument is now complete.

I have embroidered this interpretive hypothesis on two mere swatches of
text. How it will look against the broader fabric of Kantian ethics remains
to be seen. First, however, I want to register an important qualification.

My hypothesis is that moral laws, for Kant, are not universally quan-
tified rules but rather personally addressed practical thoughts, whose
universality and authority both consist in their being what anyone would
think, and would think that anyone would think, and so on. Yet if ‘Don’t
lie’ is universal in this sense, then everyone in the relevant circum-
stances will find himself with nothing else to think; and if everyone
in the relevant circumstances finds himself with nothing else to think
but ‘Don’t lie,” then there will, in effect, be a universal rule of not
lying.

For this reason, my hypothesis cannot be that moral laws, for Kant,
aren’t universally quantified rules at all; it must be that they aren’t uni-
versally quantified rules in the first instance. Moral laws, as I understand
them, can be expressed in universally quantified rules, provided that
those rules are understood as expressing the authority of personal prac-
tical thoughts, whose authority just consists in their being what anyone
would think that anyone would think.

Let me emphasize, then, that I do not mean to ignore or dismiss the
many passages in which Kant himself enunciates laws as universally quan-
tified rules of behaviour. I merely suggest that the universal rules enun-
ciated by Kant should be understood as summaries of something more
complex, or as the outer surfaces of something deeper ~ namely, a state
of affairs in which practical thoughts, in personal form, are common
knowledge among all agents.

How universalization works. With this qualification in mind, I want to apply
my interpretive hypothesis to Kant’s account of universalization, the pro-
cedure by which maxims are tested under the categorical imperative.
Here, too, the hypothesis helps to resolve both textual and philosophical
problems.

'7 See Groundwark 93 (426): ‘These principles must have an origin entirely and completely
a priori and must at the same time derive from this their sovereign authority. ...’
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Consider this instance of universalization:'8

[A person] finds himself driven to borrowing money because of need. He well
knows that he will not be able to pay it back but he sees too that he will get no loan
unless he gives a firm promise to pay it back within a fixed time. He is inclined to
make such a promise; but he has still enough conscience to ask ‘Is it not unlawful
and contrary to duty to get out of difficulties in this way?’ Supposing, however, he
did resolve to do so, the maxim of his action would run thus: ‘Whenever I believe
myself short of money, I will borrow money and promise to pay it back, though
I know that this will never be done.” Now this principle of self-love or personal
advantage is perhaps quite compatible with my own entire future welfare; only
there remains the question ‘Is it right?’ I therefore transform the demand of self-
love into a universal law and frame my question thus: ‘How would things stand if
my maxim became a universal law?’ I then see straight away that this maxim can
never hold as a universal law of nature and be self-consistent, but must necessarily
contradict itself. For the universality of a law that every one believing himself to be
in need can make any promise he pleases with the intention not to keep it would
make promising, and the very purpose of promising, itself impossible, since no
one would believe he was being promised anything, but would laugh at utterances
of this kind as empty shams.

The target of universalization in this passage is what Kant calls a maxim
of action: ‘Whenever I believe myself short of money, I will borrow money
and promise to pay it back, though I know that this will never be done.’
We might think that the way to make this maxim universal is to replace the
first-person pronoun with quantified variables ranging over all rational
creatures.'9 Kant seems to suggest such a procedure when he refers to
‘the universality of a law that every one believing himself to be in need
can make any promise he pleases. ...” But Kant also suggests a different
procedure, when he considers whether his maxim itself ‘can ... hold asa

8 Groundwork go (422). I have brought Paton’s version of this passage into conformity with
his translation of the preceding passage, by rendering ‘gelten’ as ‘to hold.’ (See note
15.)

For an interpretation of universalization along these lines, see, e.g., Onora O’Neill,
Acting on Principle: An Essay on. Kantian Ethics (New York: Columbia University Press,
1975), esp. Chapter Five, 50-93; and ‘Consistency in Action,’ in Constructions of Reason:
Explorations of Kant’s Practical Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989),
81—104. See also Christine Korsgaard, ‘Kant’s Formula of Universal Law,” in Creating the
Kingdom of Ends (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 77-105. According to
Korsgaard, universalization ‘is carried out by imagining, in effect, that the action you
propose to perform in order to carry out your purpose is the standard procedure for
carrying out that purpose’ (92). In the present case, then, the agent ‘imagines a world
in which everyone who needs money makes a lying promise and he imagines that, at the
same time, he is part of that world, willing his maxim’ (‘Kant’s Analysis of Obligation: the
Argument of Groundwork I’ in ibid., 43—76, at 63). Finally, see Roger J. Sullivan, Kant’s
Moval Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 168-69.

19
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universal law.” Kant’s maxim is framed in the first person, and so it — the
maxim itself — can ‘hold’ as a universal law only if first-personal thoughts
can somehow be universal.

Kant’s framing his maxim in the first person is no accident. He could
not have restated it, for example, as ‘Immanuel Kant will make lying
promises when he is in need.” Such a third-personal thought would not
be a maxim of action, since it could not be acted upon by the thinker until
he reformulated it reflexively, in the first person. Insofar as the target of
universalization is a practical thought, it is essentially first-personal.*”

This first-personal thought should remind us of the second-personal
injunction considered above, ‘Thou shalt not lie,” which was there
regarded as being addressed by the agent to himself. So regarded, ‘Thou
shalt not lie’ was couched in what might be called the reflexive second-
person — the second-person of talking to oneself. And when it is thus
addressed to oneself, ‘Thou shaltnotlie’ is just the contradictory of ‘I shall
lie,” the maxim thatis currently up for universalization. Our earlier reflec-
tions on how the second-personal injunction could be a universal law are
thus directly relevant to the universalization of the first-personal maxim.

As before, we might consider transforming the maxim into a universal
law, by substitution of a quantifier for the first-person pronoun. But Kant
speaks more often of maxims’ being laws themselves than of their being
transformed into laws. In addition to asking whether a maxim can ‘hold as
a universal law,’?! he asks: whether maxims can ‘serve as universal laws,’**
whether they have ‘universal validity . . . as laws’*3 or ‘the universality of a
law’;?* whether a maxim ‘at the same time containsin itself its own univer-
sal validity for every rational being’*> or is constrained ‘by the condition
that it should be universally valid as a law for every subject’;*" whether
it ‘can have for its object itself as at the same time a universal law’*7 or
can ‘have as its content itself considered as a universal law.”*% All of these
expressions call for a single thought to be regarded simultaneously as the
maxim of one agent and as a law for all.

20 On this topic, see John Perry, The Problem of the Essential Indexical and Other Essays (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1993).

2t Also at 103—4 (438).

** 94 (420).

23 126 (458); see also 129 (461).

%4 128 (460).

*> 105 (437-38).

105 (438).

7 114 (447).

115 (447).
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According to my interpretation, however, a single thought can simulta-
neously be a first-personal maxim and a universal law, if it is what anyone
would think in response to the relevant practical question, and would
think that anyone would think, and so on. It is then a type of thought
whose tokens would be authoritative for any agent. And imagining that
‘I will make false promises’ would be authoritative for anyone is a way of
imagining a universal law of making false promises.

This interpretation explains how an individual maxim can ‘have as
its content itself considered as a universal law’®Y or ‘contain in itself its
own universal validity for every rational being.’3 Universalizing a first-
personal maxim (‘I will make false promises’) is not, in the first instance,
a process of conjoining it with some universally quantified variant of
itself (‘Everyone will make false promises’). Universalizing this maxim is
rather a matter of regarding the maxim itself as what anyone would think,
or would think that anyone would think, and so on. The universalized
maxim is more like this — ‘Obviously, I will make false promises’ — where
‘obviously’ indicates that the following thought would occur to anyone,
as would occur to anyone, and so on. That’s how a first-personal maxim
can contain its own universal validity within itself.

Kant says that a universal law of making false promises would have the
result that ‘no one would believe he was being promised anything, but
would laugh at utterances of this kind as empty shams.” If we think of this
law as a universally quantified rule, to the effect that everyone may or will
make false promises when in need, then we shall have to wonder why it
would have the results predicted.

The answer might be that people’s adherence to such a law would
entail the issuance of so many false promises that everyone would even-
tually learn to distrust everyone else.?' But this answer would be a piece

*9 115 (447)-

3% 105 (437-38).

3! For this interpretation, see O’Neill, ‘Universal Laws and Ends-in-Themselves,’ in Con-
structions of Reason, 126-44, at 132: “The project of deceit requires a world with sufficient
trust for deceivers to get others to believe them; the results of universal deception would
be aworld in which such trust was lacking, and the deceiver’s project was impossible.’ See
also Korsgaard, ‘Kant’s Formula of Universal Law,” g2: ‘The efficacy of the false promise
as a means of securing the money depends on the fact that not everyone uses promises
this way. Promises are efficacious in securing loans only because they are believed, and
they are believed only if they are normally true.’ Finally, see Sullivan, Kant’s Moral Theory,
171: ‘Truthful assertions cannot survive any universal violation of the essential point of
such speech. Once everyone lies for what each considers a “good” reason, we can never
know when any verbal behavior counts as “telling the truth.”
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of empirical reasoning, about how social interactions would evolve in
response to a particular pattern of conduct; whereas Kant says that the
requirements of morality must be derivable a priori. This piece of empir-
ical reasoning would therefore be out of place in the process of univer-
salization, by which the specific requirements of morality are derived.

What’s more, the same empirical reasoning wouldn’t apply to a law
licensing promises whose falsity would go undetected, since the prolifer-
ation of undetectably false promises would not undermine people’s trust;
yet Kant reaches the same conclusion about a law of undetectable false-
hoods. He imagines a case in which ‘T have in my possession a deposit, the
owner of which has died without leaving anyrecord of it.” Moral reflection
in these circumstances raises the question ‘whether I could. .. make the
law that every man is allowed to deny that a deposit has been made when
no one can prove the contrary.” Kant’s conclusion is ‘that taking such a
principle as a law would annihilate itself, because its result would be that
no one would make a deposit.’3* This conclusion cannot be an empirical
prediction of what would happen under a universally quantified rule of
denying unrecorded deposits. General adherence to such a rule would
not in fact discourage prospective depositors, precisely because there
would be no record of the deposits involved.

In my view, however, the way to imagine a universal law of denying
unrecorded deposits is to imagine that the maxim ‘Iwill deny unrecorded
deposits’ is authoritative, in that it is what anyone would think, and would
think that anyone would think, and so on. This law would indeed under-
mine the faith of prospective depositors — not empirically, through the
pattern of conduct it produced; but rationally, through the a priori prac-
tical thinking that it embodied, which would be common knowledge
among all agents. No one would make unrecorded deposits if stealing them were
all there was to think of doing with them.

If the maxim of denying unrecorded deposits were a law in this
sense, then the authority of that maxim would be evident to prospective
depositors no less than it was to their intended trustee, since the maxim
would be what anyone would think that anyone would think. Depositors
would only have to reason about the case from the perspective of their
trustee in order to see what his maxim for dealing with their deposits

32 Critique of Practical Reason, trans. Lewis White Beck (Indianapolis: Bobbs Merrill, 1956),
27 (27). The same case appears, with embellishments, in the essay ‘On the Proverb:
That May be True in Theory, But Is of No Practical Use,” in Perpetual Peace and Other
Essays, trans. Ted Humphrey (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 1983), 61~g2, at 6g—70
(286-287).
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would be, since there would be nothing else to think of doing with them.
That the trustee would deny having received their deposits isn’t some-
thing that depositors would have learned from past experience of his or
anyone else’s behaviour; it’s something that would be evident to them
through their own practical reasoning, as proxy for his. They would con-
sequently be deterred from making unrecorded deposits.

This interpretation simply assumes that the connections fundamental
to Kant’s conception of morality — the connections among universality,
necessity, and the a priori — hold for all of the laws involved in universal-
ization, including: (1) the categorical imperative, in which the procedure
of universalization is prescribed; (2) the specific requirements derived by
means of that procedure; and, finally but crucially, (8) the laws imagined
within it. In this last instance, imagining one’s maxim to be a universal
law must entail imagining it to have all three connected properties — that
is, to be universally inescapable a priori. Hence universalization is a pro-
cedure of imagining one’s maxim to constitute practical but a priori and
hence common knowledge.

The nature of maxims. Thus far I have avoided inquiring into the nature
of maxims, choosing instead to work with simple expressions of intent,
such as ‘I’ll make false promises’ or ‘I'll deny unrecorded deposits.” Now
that I have offered an hypothesis as to how maxims are universalized,
however, I can no longer avoid the question of what they are and, more
importantly, why they might be subject to such a procedure. And I don’t
think that maxims are simply intentions or expressions of intent.

Kant says that maxims are ‘principles of volition.’33 Many interpreters
have noted that Kant usually formulates maxims of action so as to specify
both a type of behavior and a purpose to be served by it — or, in other
words, an end as well as a means.?1 I think that maxims so often connect
end and means, and do so in the form of general principles, because they
state the connection between reasons and action.35

33 Groundwork 68 (400).

34 See O’Neill, Acting on Principle, 37-38; Korsgaard, ‘Kant’s Analysis of Obligation,’ 57-58,
and The Sources of Normativity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 108.

35 See Korsgaard, ‘An Introduction to the Ethical, Political, and Religious Thought of
Kant,’ in Creating the Kingdom of Ends, 3-42, at 13—14: ‘Your maxim must contain your
reason for action: it must say what you are going to do, and why’; ‘Kant’s Analysis of
Obligation,” 57: ‘Your maxim thus expresses what you take to be a reason for action.’ I
am inclined to put a slightly finer point on this claim, by saying that the maxim states
the rule of practical inference, from reason to action.
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Consider again the maxim of a lying promise: ‘Whenever I believe
myself short of money, I will borrow money and promise to pay it back,
though I know that thiswill never be done.’ Iinterpret this maxim to mean
that financial need is a reason for promising to return a loan, and that
this reason outweighs the countervailing consideration that the promise
would be false. The maxim is thus a principle of volition in the sense that
it licenses a practical inference, from the premises ‘I need money’ and
‘T'd be lying if I promised to repay a loan,’ to the conclusion ‘T'll promise
to repay a loan.” The license for this inference is framed as a general
principle because the validity of an inference-type cannot vary from one
token to another.

More importantly, the validity of an inference is a logical relation that
must be recognizable a priori. That’s why a maxim is naturally subject
to the test of universalization. If there is a valid inference from ‘I need
money’ to ‘I'll make a false promise,’ then the validity of that inference
must be such as anyone would recognize, and would recognize that any-
one would recognize, and so on. The validity of a practical inference, like
the validity of modus ponens, must hold for — and be common knowledge
among - all thinkers.

In this case, the inference can’t be valid, precisely because its validity
would have to be common knowledge, which would undermine a presup-
position of the inference itself — namely, that making false promises is a
means of getting money.3® If it were common knowledge that a decision
to make false promises followed from a need for money, then nobody
would lend on the basis of promises; promises wouldn’t be a means of
getting money; and a decision to make them would no longer follow.
Thus, if ‘T'll make false promises’ did follow from ‘I need money,’ then it
wouldn’t follow, after all; and so it doesn’t follow, to begin with. A desire
for money isn’t a valid reason for making false promises.

Its not being a reason is also a priori. And this point provides the most
challenging twist in Kant’s argument. Kant thought that we cannot wait
passively to receive practical dictates with a priori authority, and hence
that we cannot wait for the voice of conscience to speak.3? We have to

35 Here I follow what Korsgaard calls ‘the practical contradiction interpretation’ (‘Kant’s
Formula of Universal Law,’ g2). 1 differ from Korsgaard, however, in tracing the practical
contradiction to an imagined piece of common knowledge rather than an imagined
standard practice. (See note 20.)

37 See again the passage quoted in note 14.
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propose our own practical dictates and ask whether they could possibly
carry a prioriauthority. And sometimes, when the answer is no, that answer
turns out to carry the sought-for authority: if resounds with the voice of
conscience.

The practical dictate in the present example is the maxim that making
a false promise follows from circumstances of financial need. That the
validity of this inference must be a priori is itself a priori, since validity
is a matter of rationality, which is common to all thinkers. From the a
priori requirement that the validity of an inference must be a priori, the
impossibility of a valid inference from financial need to false promises
follows a priori as well. Anyone can see, and can see that anyone can
see, that the validity of this inference would have to be a priori, but that
one of the inference’s presuppositions would then be false, so that the
inference wouldn’t be valid, after all. The fact that the validity of such an
inference would have to be common knowledge, which would invalidate
the inference — this fact is itself common knowledge among all who care
to reflect on the matter. So when the question is whether a need for
money is a reason for making false promises, anyone can see that the
answer is no, and that anyone can see it, and so on.

Here, finally, is a dictate of conscience, reverberating with the appro-
priate authority. Conscience tells us that the reasons we thought we had
for doing something couldn’t be reasons for doing it; and it tells us
authoritatively, once and for all. They couldn’t be reasons for doing it,
conscience tells us, because their being reasons couldn’t be seen, and
be seen to be seen, by all. And what conscience here points out to us is
something that can be seen, and seen to be seen, by all. Thus, conscience
authoritatively reveals that our proposed reasons for acting couldn’t be
authoritative and consequently couldn’t be reasons.

The role of autonomy. Butisn’t conscience supposed to forbid us from doing
things rather than merely inform us that we don’t have reason for doing
them?

Kant’s answer, I think, would be that by informing us of the absence
of reasons for doing things, conscience rules out the possibility of our
doing them for reasons and, with it, the possibility of our doing them
autonomously — or, indeed, the possibility of ourdoing them, since we are
truly the agents of the things we do only when we do them for reasons.
And ruling out the possibility of our being the agents of the things we do
is the way that conscience forbids us from doing them at all.
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Kant says:3%

[M]orality lies in the relation of actions to the autonomy of the will.... An action
which is compatible with the autonomy of the will is permitted; one which does not
harmonize with it is forbidden.

Kant could have put his point differently. An action that is incompatible
with the autonomy of the will isn’t, properly speaking, an action at all:
it’s a piece of behavior unattributable to an agent, a bodily movement
in which there is nobody home. So put, of course, the point seems to
be that we won’t do the forbidden thing - or, at least, that we won’t do
it. Yet this point is compatible with the recognition that we might still
do the forbidden thing in the weaker sense of ‘do’ that includes nonau-
tonomous behaviour. As I interpret Kant, the recognition that we could
do something only nonautonomously deters us from doing the thing
even in this weaker sense. The deterrent force of this recognition derives
from our reverence for the idea of ourselves as rational and autonomous
beings.

Kant speaks of a ‘paradox’ with the following content: ‘thatwithout any
further end or advantage to be attained[,] the mere dignity of humanity,
that is, of rational nature in man - and consequently that reverence for
a mere idea — should function as an inflexible precept for the will.’39 In
other words, the prescriptive force of moral dictates is a force registered
in our reverence for the idea of ourselves as rational and autonomous
beings. Conscience tells us that if we do something, we shall have to do it
nonautonmously, without reason; and conscience thereby appeals to our
reverence for this self-ideal as a motive against doing the thing at all.

The Kantian ego ideal. 1 have now returned to the idea that Kant resembles
Freud in positing an ego ideal. This ideal is necessary to motivate our
adherence to the conclusions that result from applying the categorical
imperative — the conclusions that I have identified with the dictates of
conscience. These conclusions authoritatively refute our proposed rea-
sons for acting; butin order to deter us from acting, they must engage our
respect for the conception of ourselves as acting only for reasons. Moral
requirements thus motivate us via an ideal image of our obeying them.

38 Groundwork 107 (439).
39 106 (439)-
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I believe that the ego ideal plays a similar role in Freudian theory.1”
Freud sometimes speaks as if the commands of the super-ego are backed
by threats and obeyed by the ego solely out of fear. In fact, however, his
descriptions of the relations between ego and super-ego depend heavily
on the ego’s admiration for the super-ego, as an internalized object of
love. And it is in this latter capacity that the super-ego is described by
Freud as being, or as including, an ego ideal.

I believe that Freud’s theory of the ego ideal can help us to humanize
Kant’s ideal of ourselves as rationally autonomous. It can help us to see
that what Kant called ‘reverence for a mere idea’ — reverence, that is, for
‘the mere dignity of humanity’4' — is in fact our response to something
that we have internalized from real people in the course of our moral
development. More specifically, I believe that the object of this reverence,
the ideal of ourselves as rationally autonomous, is an ideal that we acquire
in the course of loving our parents, in the manner described by Freud.
But my reasons for this belief will have to wait for another occasion.

4° The claims made in this paragraph are defended in ‘A Rational Superego’ (Chapter 6).
4! Quoted at note g9.



A Rational Superego

Justwhen philosophers of science thought they had buried Freud for the
last time, he has quietly reappeared in the writings of moral philoso-
phers. Two analytic ethicists, Samuel Scheffler and John Deigh, have
independently applied Freud’s theory of the superego to the problem of
moral motivation.' Scheffler and Deigh concur in thinking that although
Freudian theory doesn’t entirely solve the problem, it can nevertheless
contribute to a solution.

Freud claims that the governance exercised over us by morality is a
form of governance that was once exercised by our parents and that was
subsequently assumed by a portion of our own personalities. This inner
proxy for our parents was established, according to Freud, at the time
when we were obliged to give up our oedipal attachment to them. Freud

Scheffler, Human Morality (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), chapter 5 (“Reason,
Psychology and the Authority of Morality”); Deigh, The Sources of Moral Agency: Essays in
Moral Psychology and Freudian Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19g6),
chapter 6 (“Freud, Naturalism, and Modern Moral Philosophy”). See also Scheffler’s
paper “Naturalism, Psychoanalysis, and Moral Motivation,” in Psychoanalysis, Mind and Art:
Perspectives on Richard Wollheim, ed. Jim Hopkins and Anthony Savile (Oxford: Blackwell,
1992), 86-109; and chapter 4 of Deigh’s book (“Remarks on Some Difficulties in Freud’s
Theory of Moral Development”).

From The Philosophical Review 108 (1999), 529-558. Copyright © 1999 Cornell Univer-
sity. Reprinted by permission of the publisher. In writing this essay, I have drawn on
conversations and correspondence with Linda Wimer Brakel, Jennifer Church, Stephen
Darwall, David Phillips, Connie Rosati, Nancy Sherman, and the editors of the Review.
Work on this essay has been supported by fellowships from the National Endowment
for the Humanities and the John Simon Guggenheim Memorial Foundation, together
with matching leaves from the College of Literature, Science, and the Arts, University of
Michigan.
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therefore declares that “Kant’s Categorical Imperative s . . . the direct heir
of the Oedipus complex.”

Scheffler and Deigh are skeptical of Freud’s claim to have explained
the force of Kant’simperative. In Freud'’s thoroughly naturalistic account,
our obedience to moral requirements owes nothing to their meriting obe-
dience; it’s due entirely to incentives that appeal to our inborn drives.
Freud thus explains the influence of morality in a way that tends to
debunk its rational authority, whereas the Categorical Imperative is sup-
posed to carry all the authority of practical reason.

But Scheffler and Deigh believe that moral requirements can carry
rational authority, as Kant believed, while still emanating from a distinct
portion of the personality, formed out of identifications with other per-
sons in the manner described by Freud. These philosophers consequently
envision a rationalist version of Freudian theory. Scheffler describes this
hybrid view as follows:

[TThe suggestion that an authoritative aspect of the self may play a role in moral
motivation is not obviously incompatible in itself with the rationalist position.
Offhand, for example, there seems to be no reason why one could not take the
view that the (generic) superego is part of the psychological apparatus whereby
purely rational considerations succeed in motivating rational human agents. On
this view, the superegos of rational human agents confer motivational authority
on moral principles in recognition of their status as principles of pure practical
reason.3

Deigh also envisions a rationalist version of Freudian theory, but he
would locate the force of reason in the ego, as “the force of the ego’s
initiative in negotiating peace among the id, superego, and the require-
ments of reality.” Of course, the ego’s initiative in these matters is also
attributed by Freud to the operation of natural drives. But Deigh finds this
aspect of Freudian theory unsupported: “Nothing in the theory beyond
its own antirationalist commitments.. . . argues against a rationalist under-
standing” of the same phenomenon.5 Both philosophers thus think
that Freud’s conception of the personality could and perhaps should

2 “The Economic Problem of Masochism,” The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological
Works of Sigmund Freud, ed. James Strachey et al. (London: The Hogarth Press), 19:156-
70, at 167. Freud also identified the superego with the Kantian “moral law within us” (New
Introductory Lectures, S.E. 22:61, 163 [77, 202]). (Page numbers in brackets refer to the
Norton paperback versions of the S.E.)

3 Samuel Scheffler, Human Morality, 96~97 n. 22.

4 The Sources of Moral Agency, 130.

5 Ibid.
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make room for a seat of reason, though they differ as to where reason
should sit.

I think that this marriage of Freud and Kant is worth pursuing, for
several reasons. Freud’s theory of the superego provides a valuable psy-
chological model for various aspects of the Categorical Imperative, if not
for its rational force. And Freud provides something that is missing from
Kantian moral theory — namely, a story of moral development. If only
Freud’s theory could be purged of its antirationalism (as Deigh calls it),
the result might be a valuable complement to Kant.

One feature of the Categorical Imperative thatis reflected in Freudian
theory is its dual status as a prescription and an ideal. On the one hand,
the Imperative tells us what to do: “Act only on that maxim which you
can simultaneously will to be a universal law.” On the other hand, the
imperative describes what a rational will does, and it thereby holds up
the rational will as an ideal for us to emulate. In fact, the motive that
induces us to obey the prescription is our reverence for the ideal that it
conveys.® These two aspects of the Categorical Imperative are mirrored
in Freudian theory by the concepts of the superego and ego ideal. The
superego tells us what to do; the ego ideal gives us a model to emulate.
A standard reading of Freud posits a division of labor between these two
figures, but I shall argue that Freudian theory makes best sense if they are
seen as unified, in the same manner as the corresponding aspects of the
Categorical Imperative.” Our obedience to the demands of the superego
must be seen as motivated by our admiration for it, in its alternate capacity
as ego ideal.

Freud’s moral theory also reflects the interplay between internal and
external authority in Kantian ethics. On the one hand, Kant says that the
moral law is necessary and inescapable; on the other hand, he describes
it as a law that we give to ourselves. We are bound by the authority of
morality, according to Kant, and yet we somehow exercise that authority
in our own right. This combination, which sounds so paradoxical in the
abstract, is made concretely imaginable by Freud. The external author-
ity of morality is represented as the authority of another person, the
parent; the autonomous exercise of that authority is represented as the
assumption of the parent’s role by a part of the self, in which the par-
ent is internalized. Our ability to exercise moral authority over ourselves
is thus explained by the familiar psychological process of internalizing
other people.

| argue for this claim in “The Voice of Conscience” (Chapter 5 in the present volume).
7 See note 29.
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One might think that personalizing the authority of morality in this
fashion violates the spirit of Kantian ethics, which is often described as
austerely impersonal. But here I disagree with the standard interpretation
of Kant. The Categorical Imperative is not an impersonal rule but an ideal
of the person, and our reverence for it is therefore akin to our feelings
for persons whom we idealize. That’s why respect for the moral law, in
Kant, coincides with respect for persons.8 Representing moral authority
in the image of an idealized person is therefore compatible with Kantian
ethics, as I interpret it.

Finally, this representation of moral authority yields a story of moral
development that should be welcome to followers of Kant. Kantian ethics
is an ethics of respecting persons, others as well as ourselves. But what
awakens us to the personhood of others, to the fact that the creatures
around us are persons like ourselves? Freud gives the only plausible
answer to this question. The main theme of Freud’s moral theory is that
we are inducted into morality by our childhood experience of loving and
being loved — the experience without which we would neither idealize
nor internalize a parental figure. Love is our introduction to the fact that
we are not alone in the world; and morality as formulated by Kant is our
practical response to that fact.?

Of course, the Freudian story of moral development can thus be assim-
ilated into Kantian ethics only if it is significantly revised. The ideal that
we internalize from those we love must not be merely a representation
of social respectability or conventional propriety; it must be an ideal of
personhood as rational nature; otherwise, the result will not be an inter-
nal moral authority that Kant would recognize as “the moral law within.”
But I believe that Freudian theory needs to be revised in this direction
anyway, and that the materials for such a revision are provided by Freud
himself. My goal in this essay is to explain how this rationalist version of
psychoanalytic theory emerges from the works of Freud.

Freud’s Theory of Guilt: First Reading

Freud often presents his moral psychology as a theory of the moral emo-
tions, especially guilt. He claims to explain what guiltis and how a sense of
guilt is acquired. But Freud realizes that a theory of guilt must ultimately
rest on a theory of moral authority, since a sense of having disobeyed that
authority is prerequisite to feeling guilty.

8 1 argue for this claim in “Love as a Moral Emotion” (Chapter 4 in the present volume).
9 This way of putting my point was suggested by Christine Korsgaard.
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Freud introduces the connection between guilt and moral authority
as follows:

To begin with, if we ask how a person comes to have a sense of guilt, we arrive at
an answer which cannot be disputed: a person feels guilty . ..when he has done
something which he knows to be [wrong]. But then we notice how little this
answer tells us.'?

What tells us little, according to Freud, is the answer that traces guilt
to self-criticism framed in moral terms, such as ‘wrong.’ This answer is
uninformative, Freud explains, because it “presuppose[s] that one had
already recognized that what is [wrong] is reprehensible, is something
that must not be carried out.” “How,” he asks, “is this judgment arrived
at?”!!

What needs to be explained, in other words, is how some self-
reproaches are recognized to be authoritative about what must or must
not be done, so that they can occasion guilt. Saying that they are couched
in moral terms simply raises the further question how these terms are
known to bear the requisite authority.

Freud prefers to think of moral authority as vested, not in a particular
vocabulary of self-criticism, but rather in a particular self-critical faculty.
This inner faculty is the superego, which is established at the resolution
of the Oedipus complex, when the child imaginatively takes his parents
into himself, through a process known as introjection.

Freud hypothesizes that the introjected parent criticizes the subject’s
behavior and, like a real parent, threatens to punish him for it. The
subject’s fear of this inner disciplinarian constitutes his sense of guilt.
Thus, “the sense of guilt is at bottom nothing else but a topographical
variety of anxiety; in its later phases it coincides completely with fear of
the super-ego.”'* Freud often refers to this fear as “conscience anxiety”
Gewissensangst.'3

1C

=)

Civilization and Its Discontents, S.E. 21:50-145, at 124 [71]. I have substituted the term
‘wrong’ for the translation in the Standard Edition, which is ‘bad.” Freud’s word is bise,
which differs from the English ‘bad’ in that it is essentially a term of moral criticism.
If Freud had wanted a word that was morally neutral, like ‘bad,” he would have used
schlecht. The difference is clearly marked by Der Grosse Duden, which defines bdse as “sittlich
schlecht” - “morally bad.”

' Ibid.

Civilization and Its Discontents, S.E. 21:135 [82]; see also 124—29 [71-75].

©

'3 Ibid., 124 [71]. For the term Gewissensangst, see the editor’s note in Inhibitions, Symptoms
and Anxiety, S.E. 20:77-175, at 128 [56]. Freud seems to equate the sense of guilt with
Gewissensangst at “The Economic Problem of Masochism,” S.E. 19:166-67. See also The
Ego and the Id, S.E. 19:57 [60]; New Introductory Lectures S.E. 22:62 [77].
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Here Freud equates the guiltinduced by self-reproaches bearing moral
authority with fear induced by reproaches bearing a threat. He thus
appears to equate the authority of morality with the power to threaten. I
do not believe that Freud’s view can be reduced to this simple equation of
rightwith might. But the best way to arrive at Freud’sview, I think, is to con-
sider various problems tha istic i

One problem is how the superego can credibly threaten the ego. What
does the ego have to be afraid of?

What the child once feared from his parents is the loss of their love

and of the protection that it afforded against their use of coercive force.'4

Q¢ rurnnld canfrrant thic gimn
I8 uldi WOUuQ CONIToIIL ulis Suiip

What the ego fears from the superego is less clear. Freud says, “The super-
ego retain[s] essential features of the introjected persons — their strength,
their severity, their inclination to supervise and to punish.”'> He says that
the superego “observes the ego, gives it orders, judges it and threatens it
with punishments.”'® Yetitis unclear what punishments the superego can
actually inflict upon the ego, and so it is also unclear what punishments
it can credibly threaten.

Although Freud refers repeatedly to the superego as aggressive, sadis-
tic, and cruel, he never details its cruelties. At one point he says, “The
super-ego torments the sinful ego with the same feeling of anxiety and
is on the watch for opportunities of getting it punished by the external
world.”'7 Yet the feeling of anxiety mentioned here is just the ego’s fear
of harsh treatment, and so it cannot constitute the very harsh treatment
that is feared.'® And Freud never explains how the ego might foresee
and hence fear the superego’s ability to enlist the external world in
administering punishments, since these machinations take place outside
of the subject’s consciousness.'9

4 Civilization and Its Disconlents, S.E. 21:124 [71]; New Introductory Lectures, S.E. 22: 62 [77];
An Outline of Psychoanalysis, S.E. 23:141- 207, at 206 [g5].

'5 “The Economic Problem of Masochism,” §.E. 19:167.

Outline of Psychoanalysis S.E. 23:205 [95]. See also New Introductory Lectures, S.E. 22:62

[77]: “the super-ego. . . observes, directs, and threatens the ego.”

Y7 Civilization and Its Discontents, S.E. 21:125 [72].

For a similar problem, see New Introductory Lectures, S.L. 22:78 | g7], where the superego

is said to punish the ego with “tense feelings of inferiority and of guilt.” How can the

ego be punished with feelings of guilt, if feelings of guilt consist in the fear of this very

punishment? (As for the feelings of inferiority, see the text at note 33.)

'9 One possible solution to the problem is suggested is this passage: “[W]e can tell what
is hidden behind the ego’s dread of the superego. The superior being, which turned
into the ego ideal, once threatened castration, and this dread of castration is probably
the nucleus around which the subsequent fear of conscience has gathered; it is this
dread that persists as the fear of conscience” (The Ego and the Id, S.E. 1g:57 [60]). Here
the fear of conscience is described as a remnant of an earlier fear, felt by the child

<
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A possible solution to the problem is contained in Richard Wollheim’s
account of introjection.?” In Wollheim’s account, the internalized parent
is a figure of fantasy, whose aggression the child imagines both undergo-
ing and watching himself undergo. Wollheim likens the fear of conscience
to the fear felt by an audience when it empathizes with a character being
victimized on the stage. The only difference is that victimization of the
ego is enacted in the mind, with the subject imagining himself in the
roles of victim and audience simultaneously. In his imagined capacity as
empathetic audience to this scene, the subject experiences real fear.

Even if we concede the superego’s ability to instill fear in the ego, a
more serious problem remains, in that fear differs from guilt and cannot
come to resemble it just by being internalized.?' The merely “topographi-
cal” characteristics of fear —its being located in the ego and directed at the
superego — seem insufficient to transform it into the emotion of guilt.**

There is no reason to think that an emotion originally felt by a person
interacting with other people would give rise to an entirely new emotion
just by being consigned to one part of his psyche interacting with other

(a boy, of course) who perceived his father as threatening castration. If Gewissensangst is
castration anxiety redirected at the superego, then it is actually misdirected and cannot
be explained by any real danger. The superego could nevertheless torment the ego
by exacerbating its misdirected fear, like a mugger brandishing a toy knife. Elsewhere,
however, Freud admits that tracing Gewissensangst to castration anxiety only deepens the
mystery (Inhibitions, Symptoms and Anxiety, S.E. 20:139 [69]): “Castration anxiety develops
into moral anxiety - social anxiety — and it is not so easy now to know what the anxiety
is about.” Freud therefore returns to his more general account of conscience anxiety:
“[Wlhat the ego regards as the danger and responds to with an anxiety-signal is that the
super-ego should be angry with it or punish it or cease to love it.” But why should the
ego fear inciting the superego’s anger or losing its love? In Civilization and Its Discontents,
S.E. 21:124 [71], Freud says that the loss of love is feared because it opens the way to
punishment; and surely the same should be said about the incitement of anger. So the
explanation once again depends on the superego’s power to punish the ego, which
remains mysterious. In the Outline (S.E. 23:200 [87-88]), Freud says that the children
fear “loss of love which would deliver them over helpless to the dangers of the external
world,” but this remark is once again inapplicable to the loss of love from the superego.
The Thread of Life (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1984), 121-29. Wollheim
attributes this account to the work of Karl Abraham and Melanie Klein.

2! This point is the main thesis of David H. Jones, “Freud’s Theory of Moral Conscience,”
Philosophy 41 (1966): 34—-57. See also Scheffler, Human Morality, 87-88; Herbert Morris,
“The Decline of Guilt,” in Ethics and Personality: Essays in Moral Psychology, ed. John Deigh
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), 117-31, at 121-22.

Commentators on Freud tend to use the term ‘topographical’ to distinguish Freud’s
earlier model of unconscious, preconscious, and conscious minds from his later, “struc-
tural” model of id, ego, and superego. In their terminology, the location of fear with
respect to ego and superego would be a matter of structure, not topography. But Freud
himself used the term ‘topographical’ for the latter model as well as the former. See, for
example, “Psycho-Analysis,” S.E. 20:261-70, at 266.
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parts.?3 Consider a child who is continually teased as ugly or stupid and
who internalizes that teasing. We can expect that he will be unduly afraid
of attracting attention, and that when he does attract it he will feel un-
warranted embarrassment. That is, we can expect him to re-experience,
in the face of his internal tormentors, the same emotions that he
experienced in the face of their external models. To be sure, internal-
ization will have altered the relevant interactions in some respects. For
example, internal ridicule will greet his mere thought of saying some-
thing in public, before he ever opens his mouth.?4 Although he never
raises his hand in class, his teachers will be able to tell when he knows
the answer, because he has blushed. But internalization won'’t alter the
emotions themselves: internal teasing will arouse embarrassment just like
real teasing.

Similarly, if a real threat inspires ordinary fear, then so should an intra-
psychic threat. Why, then, does the ego’s fear of the superego amount to
the subject’s feeling guilty rather than merely afraid?

This problem reflects back on the superego’s authority, which was
supposed to consist in the power to issue credible threats. Corresponding
to the fact that this power might arouse only brute fear rather than guiltis
the fact that it might constitute only brute muscle rather than authority.
The power to threaten is the power of a bully.

Another way to pose this problem is to ask how the aggression of the
parents or the superego comes to be conceived as punishment rather
than some other form of coercion. Part of the answer ought to be that
the parents’ aggression is conceived as punishment because it is seen
to be backed by authority. Yet what has been posited in back of this
aggression, thus far, is merely the power to threaten it, which doesn’t
adequately differentiate it from any other form of aggression. The ques-
tion therefore remains why the parents, and their internal surrogate,
come to be conceived as authorities administering punishment rather
than arm-twisting bullies.

#3 Here I am disagreeing with John Deigh, who argues that the occurrence of anxiety in
the ego may well amount to the occurrence of some other emotion, such as guilt, in
the person (“Remarks on Some Difficulties in Freud’s Theory of Moral Development,”
goff.). In principle, Deigh is right to reject “the assumption. .. that for the purpose of
ascribing emotions to someone that person and his ego are identical” (91). But I see
no reason why the difference between a person and his ego should make the difference
between guilt and anxiety.

*4 This point corresponds, of course, to Freud’s point about the superego’s punishing
wishes as well as deeds (Civilization and Its Discontents, S.E. 21:125, 127 [72, 74]).
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I doubt whether Freud thought that the authority of parents or the
superego could be reduced to their power to issue credible threats. For
that very reason, however, I doubt whether he thought that the superego
inspired guilt simply by inspiring fear. I rather think that he sought to
explain guilt as a particular species of fear, differentiated from other
species by its intentional object.

Freud’s Explanation of Guilt: Second Reading

The idea behind this explanation is that fear of being punished by an
authority is a different emotion from fear of being coerced by a bully,
because it has a different conceptual content. By “fear of the superego”
Freud means, not fear of a figure that happens to be the superego, but
fear of the superego so conceived —~ conceived, that is, as playing the
superego’s role, of an authority administering punishment. This “topo-
graphical variety of anxiety ” differs from other varieties by being about a
particular part of the psychic topography, functionally specified — namely,
the part with the authority to punish.*> Anxiety about this authority has
moral content and therefore qualifies as intrinsically moral anxiety, which
is equivalent to guilt.

This interpretation diminishes the explanatory importance of the sub-
ject’s introjecting the object of his fear. Guilt does not arise, on this inter-
pretation, whenever fear is redirected from outer to inner aggressors.
Rather, guilt arises when the object of fear is conceived as a punishing
authority. Hence the introjection of the parents to form the superego
is not the crucial step in the development of guilt. The superego can
inspire guilt only because it is formed out of figures already conceived as
authorities administering punishment; and external authorities so con-
ceived would already be capable of inspiring moral anxiety, and hence of
inspiring guilt.?%

5 Freud himself says that his “topographical” method is in fact a way of expressing the
interrelations of “agencies or systems” (An Autobiographical Study, S.E. 20:3~74, at 32 [g4~
35]). See also note 22.

Note that Freud vacillates on precisely this point in Civilization and Its Discontents. In part
7 (S.E. 21:125 [71]) he suggests that the child’s fear of external authority should not
be described as a sense of guilt, because the phrase properly applies only to fear felt in
the face of internal authority, or conscience. But in part 8 (S.E. 21:136 [83]), he says
that the sense of guilt “is in existence before the super-ego, and therefore before con-
science, too. At that time it is the immediate expression of fear of the external author-
ity.” Deigh resolves this inconsistency in the opposite direction. I discuss it further in
note 35.

26
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The crucial step in the development of guilt, according to this inter-
pretation, is the recognition of aggressors as authorities, and of their
aggression as punishment. So interpreted, however, Freud appears to
have largely postponed his question rather than answered it.

The question was how some self-reproaches are recognized to have that
authority which inspires guilt. The answer initially attributed to Freud was
that they are recognized to have this authority when they are perceived
to be backed by a credible threat. That answer was inadequate because it
could explain only the production of generic anxiety rather than guilt,
which is specifically moral anxiety. The initial answer has therefore been
superseded by the claim that self-reproaches inspire moral anxiety when
they are recognized as the reproaches of an authority administering pun-
ishment; which is just to say that they are recognized to have the requisite
authority when they are seen to issue from a figure of authority; which is
not to say very much.

But it is to say more than nothing. The answer now attributed to Freud
gives some characterization of the authority that a self-reproach must be
seen to have if it is to occasion guilt: the requisite kind of authority is
the authority to punish. Even if Freud’s answer to our question ended
here, it would not be entirely trivial. In fact, however, I think that Freud’s
answer continues, with an explanation of how the authority to punish is
recognized. I therefore turn to this further explanation.

The Source of Moral Authority

In many passages, Freud describes the sense of guilt as something more
complex than fear of the superego. He describes it as “the expression
of the tension between the ego and the super-ego,”?’7 making clear that
this tension reproduces a multiply ambivalent relation between child and
parent.

As we have seen, the child fears his parents in their capacity as disci-
plinarians, and he introjects them to form an agency of self-discipline.
But the child also loves and admires his parents, and he similarly gives
himself an inner object of love and admiration, the ego ideal. Although
Freud undergoes various changes of mind on this subject,?® he generally

27 New Introductory Lectures, S.E. 22:61 [76]. See also “The Economic Problem of
Masochism,” S.E. 19:166-67; The Ego and the Id, S.E. 19:37, 51 [38, 511; Civilization and
Its Discontents, S.E. 21:136 [83].

28 AsIshall explain later, Freud first hypothesized that the ego gave itself an ideal to receive
the narcissistic love that it could no longer invest in itself, in light of parental criticism; but
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describes the feared disciplinarian and the admired ideal as coordinate
functions of a single internal figure.*¥ The disciplinarian criticizes and

threatens to punish the ego for not living up to the example set by the

ideal. The introjected parent, in which these functions are combined, is
therefore the internal object of mixed feelings, which combine fear and
admiration.3®

24

he later traced the ego ideal to the parents, on the hypothesis that the superego contained
precipitates of them not only as objects of fear but also as objects of admiration. The
vagaries of Freud’s views on this subject are summarized in Joseph Sandler, Alex Holder,
and Dale Meers, “The Ego Ideal and the Ideal Self,” The Psychoanalytic Study of the Child
18 (1963): 139-58. See also Joseph Sandler, “On the Concept of the Superego,” The
Psychoanalytic Study of the Child 15 (1960): 128-62.

An alternative interpretation holds that these two functions are independent: the dis-
ciplinary function enforces norms of conduct and inflicts feelings of guilt, drawing on
the instinct of aggression; the ideal function holds out norms of personal excellence
and inflicts feelings of inferiority, drawing on the erotic instincts. (See Deigh, “Freud,
Naturalism, and Modern Moral Philosophy,” in The Sources of Moral Agency, 111-32, at
126-28. See also Wollheim, The Thread of Life, 218~25; and Jeanne Lampl-de Groot, “Ego
Ideal and Superego,” The Psychoanalytic Study of the Child 17 [1962]: g4—106.) At best,
I think, this interpretation reconstructs a view toward which Freud might have been
gravitating in his later works: it is certainly not a view at which he ever arrived. There
is no question but that the superego first entered Freud’s thought as the critical faculty
that compares the ego with itsideal (in “On Narcissism”). Here disciplinarian and ideal
work together, the former taking the ego to task for violating the norms embodied in the
latter. This alliance continues in subsequent works, such as The Iigo and the Id, where the
terms ‘super-ego’ and ‘ego ideal’ are used interchangeably. The alternative interpreta-
tion relies on the New Introductory Lectures, where Freud distinguishes a sense of inferiority
from a sense of guilt, saying that “[i]t would perhaps be right to regard the former as the
erotic complement to the moral sense of inferiority” (S.E. 22:66 [82]). Note that even
here, Freud fails to draw a sharp distinction between inferiority and guilt, since he refers
to the latter as “the moral sense of inferiority,” to be distinguished from an erotic sense
of inferiority that is found in the “inferiority complex” of neurotics. (See also The Ego and
the I1d, S.E. 19:51 [51-52].) Hence no general distinction between inferiority and guilt
is intended. Nor is there any textual evidence, to my knowledge, for a division of labor
between ego ideal and superego in producing these feelings. Freud goes on in the same
passage, for example, to say that the superego “punishes [the ego] with tense feelings
of inferiority and of guilt” (S.E. 22:78 [97]). (I discuss this statement in note18 and in
the text, later. See also Group Psychology, S.E. 18:131 [81].) The notion of an alliance
between the disciplinary and ideal functions of the superego is supported not only by
the weight of textual evidence but also by the philosophical considerations that I shall
adduce. The alliance helps Freud to account for the moral content that differentiates
guilt from other forms of anxiety.

See, for example, The Ego and the Id, S.E. 19:36 [32]: “When we were little children
we knew these higher natures, we admired them and feared them; and later we took
them into ourselves.” In Totem and Taboo, Freud asserts that conscience “arose, on a basis
of emotional ambivalence, from quite specific human relations to which this ambiva-
lence was attached” (S.F. 13:68). Freud’s account of conscience in this work is rather
different from the theory that he subsequently developed, beginning with the paper
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The ego ideal provides the normative background against which the
superego can be conceived as having authority. The superego’s aggres-
sion is seen as premised on a normative judgment, to the effect that
the ego has fallen short of the ideal. This judgment is what justifies the
superego’s aggression, insofar as it is justified. The question of moral
authority thus comes down to the question why the ego recognizes this
normative judgment as justifying aggression against itself.

Part of the answer is that the norm applied in this judgment is the
ego’s own ideal, “by which the ego measures itself, which it emulates, and
whose demand for ever greater perfection it strives to fulfil.”3' The ego
thinks that it is being criticized and punished for a failure to meet its own
standards, the standards that it accepted as applicable to itself when it
adopted an ideal.

Yet the ego’s having accepted these standards as applicable to itself
doesn’t necessarily entail having acknowledged a particular figure as
authorized to enforce them. Where does the superego get the authority
to demand that the ego fulfil its own standards, and to punish it when it
fails?

“On Narcissism,” which appeared in the following year. Nevertheless, Totem and Tuboo
contains several references to the form of ambivalence that I am currently discussing —
namely, the combination of admiration and fear. See, for example, p. 50 (“distrust of the
father is intimately linked with admiration for him”) and p. 130 (Little Hans “admired his
father as possessing a big penis and feared him as threatening his own”). This particular
combination of emotions is only one of many cited in this work as accounting for taboo,
“the earliest form in which the phenomenon of conscience is met with” (S.E. 18:67). In
a later work, however, it is singled out as carrying the entire explanation. Here (Group
Psychology, S.E. 18: 135 [86-87]) Freud says that the father of the primal horde was “at
once feared and honoured, a fact which led later to the idea of taboo.” My interpre-
tation of Freud preserves the connection between conscience and taboo, as objects of
admiration and fear combined.

3' New Introductory Lectures, S.E. 22:64-65 [81]. The idea that the ego’s admiration for the
ideal constitutesits acceptance of normsis supported by the following passage, with which
the concept of the ideal is first introduced: “We have learnt that libidinal instinctual
impulses undergo the vicissitude of pathogenic repression if they come into conflict
with the subject’s cultural and ethical ideas. By this we never mean that the individual in
question has a merely intellectual knowledge of the existence of such ideas; we always
mean that he recognizes them as a standard for himself and submits to the claims they
make on him. Repression, we have said, proceeds from the ego; we might say with greater
precision that it proceeds from the self-respect of the ego” (“On Narcissism,” S.I. 14:93).
Freud then introduces the ego ideal as the vehicle of the ego’s self-respect. He thereby
suggests that the ego ideal represents the subject’s acceptance of ethical norms “as a
standard for himself.” See also this passage from the Qutline, S.E. 25:206: “[1]f the ego
has successfully resisted a temptation to do something which would be objectionable to
the super-ego, it feels raised in its self-esteem and strengthened in its pride, as though it
had made some precious acquisition.”
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The authority for the demand comes, I think, from the superego’s
being an aspect of one and the same figure as the ideal. This figure, in
its capacity as ego ideal, sets an example for the ego; in its capacity as
superego, it demands that the ego live up to the example. The demands
that it makes in the latter capacity merely articulate the requirements
that it mutely establishes in the former. The superego’s authority to make
demands on the ego was thus granted by the ego itself, as part and parcel
of the ideal’s authority to set requirements. The one authority is just the
verbal correlative of the other.3*

But what about the authority to punish? What gives the superego the
authority to make the ego suffer for falling short of its own ideal?

At one point Freud describes the superego as punishing the ego with
“feelings of inferiority.”33 This lash was placed in the superego’s hands
by the ego as well. Insofar as the ego can be punished with feelings of
inferiority, it exposed itself to this punishment by idealizing the figure to
which it can now be made to feel inferior.

Unfortunately, this subtle, psychological form of suffering is not one
with which the ego can feel threatened when criticized by the superego.
For as soon as the ego has been criticized, it already experiences this
suffering and is no longer in a position to fear it. And if there is nothing
further for the ego to fear, beyond the sense of inferiority that it already
feels under the superego’s criticism, then it will not feel any anxiety, with-
out which there can be no sense of guilt. In order for the superego’s
reproaches to inspire moral anxiety in the ego, they must threaten some-
thing other than the feelings of inferiority that they have already inflicted.

But the child will have been punished by his actual parents, and unless
he has been abused, their punishment will have inflicted more insult than
injury. He will therefore have come to associate parental criticism with
punishment, as if punishment were another form of criticism, expressed
in actions rather than words. When the child’s ego hears criticism from
the introjected parent, it will expect punishment to follow, but it is
unlikely to distinguish between them with respect to their legitimacy.
It will regard the anticipated punishment as the practical aspect of crit-
icism, which it has authorized the superego to make, as the voice of the
ego ideal.

These psychic materials strike me as sufficient to constitute a rudi-
mentary conception of the superego’s authority to punish. It is not, in

3% Also relevant here is Freud’s suggestion that idealizing a person entails deferring to his
judgment. See the passage from “Three Essays” quoted in note 42.
33 New Introductory Lectures, S.E. 22:78 [g7], discussed in notes 18 and 29.
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my view, an adequate conception of such authority, but it comes as close
as Freudian theory can come, pending revision. I shall therefore return
to this topic briefly at the end of the essay, after I have proposed a philo-
sophical revision to the theory.

The Importance of Idealization

If this reading of Freud is correct, then his explanation for the sense of
guilt depends crucially on admiration as well as fear of the parents or
their internal representative. The ego’s idealization of these figures is
what cloaks their aggression in the authority that inspires moral anxiety
rather than brute fear. Because the ego has set these figures on a pedestal,
it now fears their aggression from above — as aggression before which it
bows as well as cowers — and this concessive form of anxiety constitutes
the emotion of guilt.

Under this interpretation, however, a child internalizes his parents’
discipline in two distinct senses.?* On the one hand, he introjects his
parents to form an inner agency of criticism and aggression. On the other
hand, his admiration for these figures, both real and introjected, entails
that his ego accepts and applies to itself the values that they express. So
the child not only takes in the demanding figures of his parents but also
buys in to their demands.35

34 On the different modes of internalization, see Roy Schafer, Aspects of Internalization
(New York: International Universities Press, 1968); and Drew Westen, “The Superego:
A Revised Developmental Model,” Journal of the American Academy of Psychoanalysis 14
(1986): 181—202, pp. 19off.

35 At times, Freud seems to assume that the former internalization necessarily entails the
latter, perhaps because a figure that is introjected, or taken in, becomes “a differentiating
grade in the ego,” whose demands upon the subject also qualify as his demands upon
himself. But when a subject issues himself demands in the guise of an internalized other,
he still receives those demands in propria persona, as represented by the undifferentiated
remainder of his ego. And in this capacity as recipient, he - or, rather, his ego — may or
may not accept the demands as applicable to him. He may instead take a dismissive or
dcfiant attitude toward them, despite their issuing from a part of himself. His accepting
them as applicable to him is what would constitute the second internalization - the
“buying in,” as I have called it. I believe that Freud is confused, or at least undecided,
about the relation between taking ina demanding figure and buying in to his demands. As
I have said, Freud sometimes seems to think that the former entails and hence explains
the latter; but he also provides the latter with an independent explanation — as if the
former doesn’t explain it, after all. The independent explanation is that a child buys in
to the demands represented by his parents insofar as he loves and admires them. [ have
made this explanation central to the view that I attribute to Freud because I believe that
it is indeed necessary to account for the sense of guilt. But I acknowledge that Freud
himself seems uncertain as to its necessity. [Note continues on p. 143.]
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Both operations are necessary to produce a sense of moral authority,
and hence a sense of guilt. An introjected parent might not carry the
authority needed for inspiring guilt rather than brute fear if it were not
an object of admiration, expressing standards that the ego applies to
itself. The voice of conscience is partly in the ear of the beholder, so to
speak: it’s the voice of an inner critic as heard by an admiring ego. And
what lends this voice the authority that’s distinctive of morality is precisely
the admiration with which it is heard.

Freud’s theory of moral authority thus requires an account of ide-
alization, the process by which people, real and introjected, come to
be admired as ideals. Freud offers two distinct accounts, both of which
attribute idealization to the effects of love.

Before I discuss the relation between idealization and love in detail,
I should say that I am favorably inclined toward the theory that I have
attributed to Freud thus far — up to the relation between idealization and
love, but not including the details of that relation. Experience and intro-
spection lead me to believe that we do indeed give ourselves moral direc-
tion and criticism in identification with other people whom we have loved,
idealized, and imaginatively incorporated into ourselves. Like Scheffler
and Deigh, I think that these leading elements of Freud’s theory help us
to understand the motivational force of moral authority; I would add that
they also help us to understand the morally formative role of love.

But Freud’s overall outline of this role is separable from his specific
conception of love, and of how it leads to idealization. I shall argue that
Freud’s conception of love actually undermines his attempt to cast it as a
morally formative emotion.

Freud on Idealization

Freud initially describes the ego’s establishment of an ideal as indepen-
dent of — and, presumably, prior to — idealization of the parents. He says

I'suggest that this uncertainty is what led Freud to vacillate on the question whether a
child can experience guilt before having introjected his parents. (See note 26.) Taking in
one’s parentsisnot, in fact, necessary for guilt, since one can feel guilty in the face of one’s
actual parents, acknowledged as external authorities. But buying in to the demands of
one’s parents, or of other authority figures, isindeed necessary if fear of their punishment
is to be transformed into moral anxiety, or guilt. Because Freud couldn’t decide whether
taking in parental authority entailed buying in to it, he vacillated on whether guilt without
introjection was possible.

Note, by the way, that Freud claimed introjection to be necessary for the opposite of
guilt as well — that is, for the feeling of pride in one’s self-restraint (Moses and Monotheism,
S.E. 23: 3-137, at 117). I suspect that the same confusion is at work in this passage as
well.



144 Self to Self

that the ego ideal is conjured up by the maturing subject as a means of
recapturing the narcissism of infancy:

As always where the libido is concerned, man has here again shown himself inca-
pable of giving up a satisfaction he had once enjoyed. He is not willing to forgo
the narcissistic perfection of his childhood; and when, as he grows up, he is dis-
turbed by the admonitions of others and by the awakening of his own critical
judgement, so that he can no longer retain that perfection, he seeks to recover
it in the new form of an ego ideal. What he projects before him as his ideal is the
substitute for the lost narcissism of his childhood in which he was his own ideal.3°

Here Freud may seem to have presupposed much of what he is trying
to explain. He’s trying to explain how the ego establishes standards of
perfection for itself, in the form of an ego ideal. But his first step is to
assume that the infantile ego already regards itself as perfect, and hence
thatitalready possesses rudimentary standards of self-evaluation, however
self-serving. At most, then, his story would seem to trace the evolution of
these standards, not their inception.

Clearly, however, Freud thinks that he is also explaining the inception
of self-evaluation, by explaining where the very idea of perfection comes
from. He thinks that it comes from the experience of primary narcissism,
which is a primordial pooling of libido within the ego.37 During this
period of development, the subject’s ego, bathed in the positive energy
of libido, is presented to him as a first instance of perfection — his first
ideal, after which all subsequent ideals are fashioned.

Unfortunately, the details of this explanation reveal it to be fallacious.
As we have seen, the subject is said to project the ego ideal because
he is “incapable of giving up a satisfaction he had once enjoyed” or of
“forgo[ing] the narcissistic perfection of his childhood.”® He conjures
up a new ideal “with the intention of re-establishing the self-satisfaction
which was attached to primary infantile narcissism but which since then
has suffered so many disturbances and mortifications.”?9 The problem is
that these passages describe the idealizing effects of the narcissistic libido
in equivocal terms.

Since libido is an instinct, according to Freudian theory, it operates
by means of an inner irritant that the subject is motivated to allay with

36 “On Narcissism,” S.E. 14:04.

87 “Three Essays,” S.E. 7:218; “On Narcissism,” S.E. 14:75-76; Introductory Lectures, S.I. 15~
16, at 16:416 [517-18].

38 “On Narcissism,” quoted at note 36.

39 Introductory Lectures, S.E. 16:429 [533]. Freud also describes the narcissism of children
as “self-contentment” (“On Narcissism,” S.E. 14:89).

=
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the help of an object, from which he thereby attains a temporary satisfac-
tion.1” The subject of primary narcissism can be described as self-satisfied,
then, because he finds relief from instinctual tension within himself, with-
out the need for an external object. And libido theory would indeed
predict his unwillingness to give up such an immediate fulfillment of his
needs — which might be described either as “a satisfaction he had once
enjoyed” or as “the narcissistic perfection of his childhood.”

But Freud then takes these phrases to denote a flattering self-image,
such as would initially make the child “his own ideal” and would sub-
sequently be undermined by “critical judgment.” Freud thereby implies
that the child initially satisfies himself, not only in the sense of fulfilling
his own needs, but also in the sense of meeting with his own approval.
The young narcissist is portrayed, not just as perfectly satisfied, but as
satisfied that he’s perfect. He isn’t just inwardly sated; he’s smug.

The term ‘satisfaction’ has now been used in two different senses. In
libido theory proper, the term denotes the experienced fulfillment of
instinctual need; when the theory is applied to primary narcissism, how-
ever, the term denotes a favorable value judgment.' By eliding the gap
between these senses, Freud gives libido theory the semblance of explain-
ing why a child would begin life with a favorable self-assessment, whose
loss to external criticism would then oblige him to project an ego ideal.
In fact, libido theory has no resources to explain why the child would
initially approve of himself, much less why he would want to continue
approving of himself or receiving his own approval.**

19 “Instincts and their Vicissitudes,” S.I. 14:111-140, at 118-23.

1' For a particularly clear instance of this equivocation, see Groupy Psychology, 18:110
[52-53]: “We have said that [the ego ideal] is the heir to the original narcissism. in
which the childish ego enjoyed self-sufficiency [sich selbst genugte]; it gradually gathers
up from the influences of the environment the demands which that environment makes
upon the ego and which the ego cannot always rise to; so that a man, when he cannot
be satisfied with his ego itself [mit seinem Ich selbst nicht zufrieden sein kann], may
nevertheless be able to find satisfaction [Befriedigung] in the ego ideal which has been
differentiated out of the ego.”

12 Freud sometimes attempts to provide an explanatory connection between libido and
value judgment, but without success. In one passage, he explains that libidinal objects
are idealized so that they can replace “some unattained ego ideal . . . as a means of satis-
fying our narcissism” ( Group Psychology, S.I5. 18:112-13 [56]). Of course, this explanation
implicitly assumes the idealizing effect of libido in the case of narcissism, which is just
another instance of what needs to be explained. Freud’s other attempts at explanation
are no more successful. For example: “It is only in the rarest instances that the psychical
valuation that is set on the sexual object, as being the goal of the sexual instinct, stops
short at its genitals. The appreciation extends to the whole body of the sexual object
and tends to involve every sensation derived from it. The same over-valuation spreads
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Freud’s early account of the ego ideal therefore lacks the very element
that’s needed to complete his explanation of moral authority. What'’s
needed is an explanation of how the ego comes to elevate someone or
something to the status of an ideal, which can become the object of moral
anxiety. In his first attempt at this explanation, however, Freud offers only
an equivocation instead.

Freud later attributes the ego ideal to introjection of the parents as
objects of admiration.#3 The ego ideal is now thought to preserve the
idealized parents rather than replace the idealized self. As before, how-
ever, the question is how the prior idealization comes about —in this case,
the idealization of the parents.

The answer in this case is that the parents are idealized through the
mechanism of primary identification:

A little boy will exhibit a special interest in his father; he would like to grow like
him and be like him, and take his place everywhere. We may say simply that he
takes his father as his ideal.44

This primary identification antedates the boy’s introjection of his father
into his superego; indeed, it antedates the Oedipus complex, which will
be resolved by that later, more consequential identification.5

over into the psychological sphere: the subject becomes, as it were, intellectually infatu-
ated (that is, his powers of judgement are weakened) by the mental achievements and
perfections of the sexual object and he submits to the latter’s judgements with credulity.
Thus, the credulity of love becomes an important, if not the most fundamental, source
of authority” (“Three Essays,” S.E. 7:150). At the beginning of this passage, Freud equates
taking an object as “the goal of the sexual instinct” with setting a “valuation” on it, or
having an “appreciation” for it. But the goal of the sexual instinct, according to libido
theory, is either relief from sexual tension or an object sought as a source of that relief.
And how does an object’s being sought for sexual purposes amount to its being valued or
appreciated? Freud then says that the subject expands his valuation of the object because
of being “infatuated,” in the sense that “his powers of judgement are weakened.” This
explanation would make no sense if the latter phrase meant that the subject loses his
capacity to make evaluative judgments: the phrase must mean that the subject becomes
less demanding or critical in his evaluations. The explanation therefore presupposes the
existence of an evaluative faculty whose standards can be corrupted by the libido. And
this evaluative faculty must then be the “fundamental source of authority,” since it pro-
vides the capacity of judging another person to have “achievements” and “perfections”
that justify deferring to him. The libido appears to be responsible only for the misappli-
cation of these judgments — and hence the misattribution of authority — to undeserving
objects.

43 For example, New Introductory Lectures, S.E. 22:65 [81]: “There is no doubt that this ego
ideal is the precipitate of the old picture of the parents, the expression of admiration
for the perfection which the child then attributed to them.” See also note 28.

44 Group Psychology, S.E. 18:105 [46].

15 The Ego and the Id, S.E. 19:31f. [26ff.]; Group Psychology, chapter 7; New Introductory
Lectures, S.E. 22:64 [80].
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In primary identification, the child idealizes his parents in the sense
that he wants to be like them, and he wants to be like his parents because
he wants to ingest them. The child is in his oral phase, when “sexual activ-
ity has not yet been separated from the ingestion of food” and so “the
sexual aim consists in the incorporation of the object.”® The child’s love
therefore takes the form of a desire for “the oral, cannibalistic incorpo-
ration of the other person.”7 And because of an imaginative association
between incorporating and embodying, as it were, the desire to incorpo-
rate the other turns into a desire to be the other, or at least to resemble
him.®

Now, idealizing someone does entail wanting to be like him, or even
wishing that one were he; and this entailment lends some plausibility to
Freud’s account of identification. Strictly speaking, however, the account
requires an entailment in the other direction, since it seeks to explain
idealization of the father in terms of the desire to resemble or be him.
This explanation will work only if wanting to resemble or be another
person is sufficient for idealizing him.

We can imagine why this latter entailment might be thought to hold.
Assume, for the sake of argument, that whatever is desired, is desired
sub specie boni, as good.1? This assumption implies that if a child wants to
be like his father, then he regards being like him as good. And placing
value on resembling someone comes very close to idealizing him.

But not close enough. In order to idealize a person, one must not just
regard being like him as a valuable way to be; one must regard it as a way
of being valuable. The idealizing thought is not just “It would be better if
I resembled him” but “/would be better if I resembled him.” Insofar as
one places value on the state of resembling the other person, one must
do so because of value placed on that person, or on the person one would
be in that state.

Suppose that resembling another person appeals to you merely as fun.
In that case, you value the resemblance without necessarily valuing who
it would make you; and so a lack of resemblance would make you feel

45 Thyee Essays, S.E. 7:198.

47 New Introductory Lectures, S.E. 22:63 [79].

43 If we say that the child’s desire to be like his parents is, at bottom, a desire to incorporate
them, then shouldn’t we say that his desire to be like his ego ideal is, at bottom, a desire
to incorporate i? Hasn’t he already incorporated it? The answer, I suppose, is that in
establishing his ego ideal, the child has incorporated his parents only incompletely, so
that the incorporative desire persists. See the discussion in Group Psychology, chapter 11,
of the ego’s ongoing desire to “coincide” with the ego ideal.

19 T believe that this assumption is false. See my paper, “The Guise of the Good,” Noiis 26
(1992): 3—26.
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frustrated without making you feel diminished - disappointed with the
outcome but not disappointed in yourself.

The same goes for the boy who wants to embody his father. The boy
has this desire only because he doesn’t yet distinguish between loving a
person and hungering for a meal. Loving his father, he hungers for him.5°
The resulting desire to incorporate his father should hardly lead him to
like or dislike himself according to whether he succeeds. The desire to
fill his belly isn’t an aspiration to be a full-bellied person. Similarly, the
desire to incorporate father, if formed on the model of hunger, wouldn’t
constitute an aspiration to be father-ful.5>!

More significantly, wanting to incorporate one’s father would not
entail conceding his authority to punish one’s failure to incorporate him.
Idealization brings a sense of exposure to punishment only because it
places a value on the ideal, as worthy of governing one’s life. As I put
it before: when someone has been placed on a pedestal, his aggression
can be feared as coming from above, as aggression before which to bow
as well as cower. But he cannot inspire such moral anxiety by virtue of
being placed on a serving dish instead. His aggression, in that case, is
more likely to be perceived as a defense against being consumed than as
punishment for one’s failure to consume him.

Materials for an Alternative Account

I have now argued that Freud encounters two dead-ends in attempting to
explain the authority of the superego. He attributes this authority to the
love thatwas feltin infancy for one or another precursor of the superego -
either narcissistic love for the self or identificatory love for a parent. In
neither case can Freud explain how love endows its object with the sort of
authority that, when inherited by the superego, would make it an object
of moral anxiety.

I think that Freud makes various gestures toward a third and more
successful account of idealization. These gestures point to a capacity in
the ego to conduct evaluative reasoning aboutideals thatit has adopted or

5° Freud contrasts object love with identification by saying that the former is a desire ‘o have
while the latter is a desire fo be (Group Psychology, S.E. 18:106 [47]). But the desire to be,
when traced to its origins in the oral phase, turns out to consist in a desire to incorporate.
A more accurate contrast would be that between a desire fo have and a desire to have
for dinner. For an interesting discussion of this contrast, see Mikkel BorchJacobsen, The
Freudian Subject, trans. Catherine Porter (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1988), 28ff.
5! Similar points are made by Schafer, Aspects of Internalization, 18—22.
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mightadopt. Freud never follows up these gestures: the rational capacities
of the ego seem not to engage his interest. Pursuing this third account
of idealization therefore entails a fair amount of extrapolation from the
Freudian texts.

I want to attempt this extrapolation because I believe that it reveals,
first, why the superego as Freud conceived it cannot play the role of moral
authority; but, second, how Freud’s conception of the superego can be
revised so as to play that role. We can locate moral authority in figures
who were loved and consequently internalized, I shall argue, provided
that we expand on Freud’s understanding of what gets internalized from
the objects of love.

The third, implicit account of idealization is that it is the work of an
independent faculty of normative judgment, located in the ego. This
faculty is hinted at in both stories that Freud tells about the development
of the ego ideal.

In Freud’s first story, the ego ideal is created to receive the approval
that the ego can no longer bestow on itself. The ideal is therefore fash-
ioned out of those virtues which the ego has found itself to lack. It “gathers
up from the influences of the environment the demands which that envi-
ronment makes upon the ego and which the ego cannot always rise to.”5*
The child’s failure to meet these demands is reflected back to him in
the “admonitions” that render his primary narcissism untenable.53 And
the ego now envisions its ideal as meeting those particular demands, and
hence as an improvement upon its discredited self.

Yet the child must fail to meet a vast miscellany of demands, whose.
collective embodiment would yield a motley and rather banal ideal. The
ego ideal that survives into adulthood cannotsimply be the agglomeration
of whichever demands the ego has not managed to satisfy in childhood.
Of the demands that my father made on me as a child, the ones to which
I was most notoriously unequal were to switch off the lights when I left
a room, to wash my hands before coming to the table, and to lower my
piercing voice. But I have never harbored an idealized image of myself
as a well-manicured baritone conservationist.

Even if the raw materials of the ego ideal are derived from demands
made on a child by others, he must somehow select among them, rank
them, and organize them into a coherent image of a better self. He must

52 Group Psychology, S.E. 18:100 [52]. See also p. 131 [81]: “The ego ideal comprises the
sum of all the limitations in which the ego has had to acquiesce.”
53 “On Narcissim,” S.E. 14:94 (quoted at note g6).
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figure out how to extrapolate from the finite corpus of past demands
to the indefinite series of novel situations that he will encounter in the
future. Here is one point at which he must engage in evaluative rea-
soning.5* Freud himself appears to acknowledge the child’s use of such
reasoning, for example, when he refers to “the awakening of his own

»55

critical judgement.

This acknowledgement becomes clearer when Freud subsequently
attributes the ideal to introjection of the admired parents. In telling this
version of the story, Freud often points out that the child gradually trans-
fers his admiration from his parents to other figures, who are often of his
own choosing.

Freud describes this shift of allegiance as occurring in two phases. Ini-
tially, adults outside the family come to share the parental role, including
that of shaping the superego:

The parental influence of course includes in its operation not only the personali-
ties of the actual parents but also the family, racial and national traditions handed
on through them, as well as the demands of the immediate social milieu which
they represent. In the same way, the super-ego, in the course of an individual’s
development, receives contributions from later successors and substitutes of his
parents, such as teachers and models in public life of admired social ideals.5%

Subsequently the child becomes disillusioned with parental figures alto-
gether and replaces them with other adults as objects of his admiration.
But these replacements are not introjected:

The course of childhood development leads to an ever-increasing detachment
from parents, and their personal significance for the super-ego recedes into the
background. To the imagos they leave behind there are then linked the influences
of teachers and authorities, self-chosen models and publicly recognized heroes,

54 One might argue that the parents select and organize their demands for the child,
by offering general principles of conduct. This suggestion would be in keeping with a
famous remark of Freud'’s: “[A] child’s super-ego is in fact constructed on the model not
of its parents but of its parents’ super-ego; the contents which fill it are the same and it
becomes the vehicle of tradition and of all the time-resisting judgements of value which
have propagated themselves in this manner from generation to generation” (New Iniro-
ductory Lectures, S.E. 22:67 [84]). Yet this remark suggests a mechanism for propagating
principles of conduct, not 2 mechanism for formulating them in the first place. If the
child’s ancestors were, like him, passive receptacles of demands made upon them, then
they would no more have organized and generalized their ideals than he.

55 “On Narcissism,” quoted at note 36.

5% Quiline of Psychoanalysis, S.E. 23:146 [16]. See also The Ego and the Id, S.E. 19:37 [33];
Group Psychology, S.E. 18:129 [78].
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whose figures need no longer be introjected by an ego which has become more
resistant.57

When these two phases are conjoined, the process looks like this:

In the course of development the super-ego also takes on the influences of those
who have stepped into the place of parents — educators, teachers, people chosen
as ideal models. Normally it departs more and more from the original parental fig-
ures; it becomes, so to say, more impersonal. Nor must it be forgotten that a child
has a different estimate of its parents at different periods of its life. At the time
at which the Oedipus complex gives place to the super-ego they are something
quite magnificent; but later they lose much of this. Identifications then come
about with these later parents as well, and indeed they regularly make important
contributions to the formation of character; but in that case they only affect the
ego, they no longer influence the super-ego, which has been determined by the
earliest parental imagos.®

First the personal stamp of the actual parents is eroded from the superego
by the imprints of other parental figures. Then the superego becomes
fixed, and subsequentideals make their impression upon the ego instead.

These descriptions indirectly credit the child with evaluative judgment
in his attachment to adults other than his parents. Although the new
objects of attachment usually occupy socially defined positions of author-
ity, they do not include everyone occupying such positions. Not every
caretaker, teacher, or cultural hero wins the child’s admiration. In the pas-
sages just quoted, Freud twice describes the child as exercising a choice
among the models available to him, and this capacity for choice would
seem to require a capacity for evaluative reasoning.

Evaluative judgment plays an even clearer role in the child’s detach-
ment from his parents. Although this detachment is motivated in part
by emotional conflict within the family, it is also guided by the child’s
growing appreciation for real differences in value:

For a small child his parents are at first the only authority and the source of all
belief. The child’s most intense and most momentous wish during these early
years is to be like his parents (that is, the parent of his own sex) and to be big
like his father and mother. But as intellectual growth increases, the child cannot
help discovering by degrees the category to which his parents belong. He gets
to know other parents and compares them with his own, and so acquires the
right to doubt the incomparable and unique quality which he had attributed
to them. Small events in the child’s life which make him feel dissatisfied afford
him provocation for beginning to criticize his parents, and for using, in order

57 “The Economic Problem of Masochism,” $.E. 19:168.
5% New Introductory Lectures, S.IS. 22:64 [80].
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to support his critical attitude, the knowledge which he has acquired that other
parents are in some respects preferable to them.59

Later the child will long for “the happy, vanished days when his father
seemed to him the noblest and strongest of men and his mother the
dearest and loveliest of women.”*°

Freud doesn’t explain how the child acquires the knowledge that other
parents are in some respects preferable to his own. If the child’s standards
of what is noble or lovely are in fact images of his own father and mother,
then he won’t discover anyone who meets those standards better than
father and mother themselves. How, then, does he discover that other
adults are nobler or lovelier than the figures who epitomize these qualities
for him?

The answer must be that the “intellectual growth” and “critical atti-
tude” to which Freud alludes somehow enable the child to apply eval-
uative concepts autonomously, even to the extent of reevaluating the
instances from which he first learned them. This answer implies that the
child possesses an evaluative faculty that is independent of the received
values preserved in his superego.

This faculty is probably one and the same as that which Freud repeat-
edly cites as instrumental to the therapeutic efficacy of psychoanalysis.
The benefit of revealing previously repressed impulses in psychoanalysis,
Freud explains, is that they can then be submitted to “acts of judgment,”
by which theywill be accepted or rejected rather than merely repressed.”’
In such acts of judgment “the compass of the ego [is] extended,”* and
repression is thereby replaced by “the highest of the human mental
functions.”

What now begins to emerge is that the superego is not a final or ulti-
mate authority in the Freudian psyche. The superego wields authority
only in the eyes of an admiring ego, and the ego possesses an indepen-
dent faculty of judgment as to whom or what to admire. This evaluative

59 “Family Romances,” S.E. 9:236—41, at 237.

60 Ibid., 241.

51 Autobiographical Study, S.E. 20:30 [32]. See “Five Lectures on Psycho-Analysis,” S.E. 11:3-
55, at 28, 53; “Analysis of a Phobia in a Five-Year-Old Boy,” $.E. 10:3-149, at 145; “Repres-
sion,” S.E. 14:143-58, at 146; Outline of Psycho-Analysis, S.E. 23:179 [58]. See also Intro-
ductory Lectures, S.E 16:294 [364]; “A Disturbance of Memory on the Acropolis,” S.E.
21:238-48, at gog-10.

52 Outline of Psycho-Analysis, S.E. 23:179 [58].

63 “Five Lectures,” 11:28. See also “Analysis of a Phobia in a Five-Year-Old Boy,” S.E. 10:145.
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faculty lends authority to the superego but can also call that authority
into doubt.

The Locus of Authority

The secondary position of the superego in the order of normative author-
ity raises a question about Freud’s account of morality. If Freud doesn’t
think that the superego holds ultimate authority for the subject, why does
he make it the seat of conscience?

The answer, I suspect, is that Freud doesn’t think of conscience or
morality as holding ultimate authority, either. For Freud, “morality”
means so-called morality — what society defines as morality — not the
abstract, true morality of moral philosophers. By the same token, “con-
science” means the psychic agent of so-called morality, the inner rep-
resentative of a social force, rather than a faculty of moral perception
or reasoning. Freud is deeply ambivalent about the social force called
morality, and he consequently places its inner representative under the
ultimate authority of the ego, whose evaluative capacities he would never
have accused of being “moral.”

To those who do not share Freud’s moral skepticism, the superego’s
lack of ultimate normative authority is a reason for denying that it plays
the role of moral authority. That role may appear to have fallen instead
to the ego, which has the final say. Moral philosophers may therefore be
tempted, if not to discard Freudian theory, then at least to revise it by
relocating the seat of conscience.’ But I favor an alternative approach.
What Freud’s account of the conscience needs, I think, is not so much
revision as supplementation, at precisely that point where Freud loses
interest — namely, the ego’s capacity for evaluative judgment.

Freud describes the ego as the seat of “reason and good sense.”®5 But
how can the ego exercise reason and good sense if there are no standards
of rationality to which it aspires? The rational function that Freud has
assigned to the ego would seem to require that it have a more extensive
ideal than he has provided.

The only ideal that Freud has provided for the ego embodies minor
and essentially contestable virtues. Itis modeled upon contingent features
of people whose contingent relations to the subject placed them in the
way of his instincts early in life. The standards set by this ideal are simply

54 This appears to be the revision favored by Deigh (see the material at note 4).
55 New Introductory Lectures, S.E. 22:76 [g5].
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the standards that happened to be set by the first people he happened
to love. Indeed, they are standards set by the halo in which such people
appeared to the child through the haze of his libido.

The Freudian superego lacks ultimate authority, then, because it
reflects the child’s infatuation with his parents, which is superseded in
maturity by evaluative reasoning undertaken by the ego under norms of
rationality. But how does a child acquire the latter norms? How does he
learn to exercise reason and good sense, if not by observing and emulat-
ing the example of his parents?

To be sure, a child’s love for his parents causes him to glamorize them,
and the glamour is bound to fade. But the child’s love is also, and funda-
mentally, his response to a value that the parents genuinely possess.

Out of their love for the child, the parents care for him with a wise good
will, to which he responds with love. What the child experiences in being
loved by his parents, and what he responds to in loving them, is their
capacity to anticipate and provide for his needs, often at the expense of
their own interests. And this capacity of the parents is nothing other than
their practical reason, or practical good sense, by which their immediate
self-gratification is subordinated to rational requirements embodied in
another person. It’s their capacity to take another person as an end.
Hence the child’s love for his parents doesn’t merely project a superficial
glow onto them; it registers the genuine value of their reason and good
sense — what Kant would call their rational nature, or humanity — as
manifested in their loving care.

Although the child may overvalue his parents as the noblest and loveli-
est specimens of humanity, he does not err in loving them, to begin with,
as specimens of humanity, in the Kantian sense of the word. And when
he later internalizes their tin nobility and paper loveliness, he must also
internalize their humanity, which is pure gold - a standard not to be
superseded by other ideals.

Thus, the parents’ loving care of the child demonstrates their capacity
to take him as an end in himself, and this capacity provides an object
for his love, to begin with, and later an object for his reverence, as an
ideal to be emulated. When he internalizes this ideal, in the image of his
loving parents, he internalizes the Categorical Imperative, which just isa
description of the capacity to take persons as ends.

This ideal carries genuine moral authority, which underwrites the
issuance and enforcement of more specific demands. In issuing and
enforcing these demands, parents do not merely spell out for the child
what is required of him by the ideal of taking persons as ends; they also



A Rational Superego 155

instantiate the ideal itself, by treating him as a responsible person who
can be held to rational requirements.5®

Insofar as the child sees parental discipline as expounding respect
for persons and as expressing respect for him, his fear of that discipline
will be tempered by respect or reverence for its moral authority, thus
being transformed into genuinely moral anxiety. Of course, respect for
parental discipline as embodying the Categorical Imperative is a sophis-
ticated attainment, which cannot be expected of a younger child. But a
younger child can still idealize his parents in other ways and hence feel
an approximation of what he will feel later, when he can look to them as
instances of the moral ideal.

For this reason, I do not want to reject Freud’s notion that the child’s
fear of his parents is initially transformed into guilt by his admiration for
their nobility and loveliness, or even for their physical size and strength.
This admiration, too, depends on the ego’s capacity for evaluation rather
than to the effects of libidinal drives; but it is an immature admiration,
yielding an immature sense of the parents’ authority. The initial account
of parental authority that I attributed to Freud, and the present account
that I have imposed upon him by way of revision, should thus be taken
as describing different stages of development, the one serving as an early
prototype of the other.

So perhaps the superego really can be the Categorical Imperative.
All that would be required for a true marriage of Freudian and Kantian
moral theory is this: on Freud’s side, that the ideals incorporated into the
superego include an ideal of practical reason; and on Kant’s side, that
the Categorical Imperative — which is an ideal of practical reason — take
the form of an ego ideal.

I have argued elsewhere that Kant’s contribution to this marriage is
available in his own words.%7 I have not argued here that the same can
be said of Freud. What I have argued instead is that Freudian theory has
a place for his contribution — a blank space, where Freud neglected to
provide the ego with norms to govern its practical reasoning. I have also
suggested that a self-ideal to fill this space could indeed be acquired in
the manner posited by Freud, through the internalization of that which
a child values in his parents by reciprocating their love.%

66 Here I have benefited from Tamar Schapiro’s paper, “WhatIsa Child,” Ethics 109 (1999):
715-38.

67 See my “Voice of Conscience,” (Chapter 5 in the present volume).

68 This suggestion depends on arguments that I give in “Love as a Moral Emotion,”
(Chapter 4 in the present volume).
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Don’t Worry, Feel Guilty

Introduction: The Worry

One can feel guilty without thinking that one actually is guilty of moral
wrongdoing. For example, one can feel guilty about eating an ice cream
or skipping aerobics, even if one doesn’t take a moralistic view of self-
indulgence. And one can feel guilty about things that aren’t one’s doing
atall, asin the case of survivor’s guilt about being spared some catastrophe
suffered by others. Guilt without perceived wrongdoing may of course be
irrational, but I think it is sometimes rational, and I want to explore how
it can be.

If guilt were essentially a feeling about having done something morally
wrong, then feeling guilty about self-indulgence or survival would of
course be irrational. The only reason why I can conceive of guilt’s being
rational in these cases is that I think the emotion need not involve any
judgment or perception of immorality. But I also think that the emotion
of guilt must involve a judgment or perception whose content is norma-
tive in a more general sense. In particular, I believe that guilt requires a
sense of normative vulnerability, which I would define as follows.

At the bottom of normative vulnerability is the sense of being somehow
unjustified, of having nothing to say for oneself. But feeling unjustified
in some respect does not by itself amount to feeling guilty, since one
doesn’t feel guilty, for instance, about beliefs or assertions for which one

This chapter originally appeared in Hatzimoysis, Anthony (ed.), Philosophy and the Emo-
tions, Royal Institute of Philosophy Supplement 52 (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2003), 235—48. It is reprinted by permission of Cambridge University Press. Thanks to
Justin D’Arms, P. J. Ivanhoe, and Nancy Sherman for comments on an earlier draft.
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is aware of having no justification. Guiltarises only when the sense of inde-
fensibility yields a sense of being defenceless against negative responses of
some kind, variously thought to include blame, resentment, retaliation,
or punishment, though their precise nature remains to be specified by
a philosophical account of the emotion. One feels defenceless against
these responses in the sense of having no claim or entitlement to be
spared from them, because they are warranted. One thus feels defence-
less in a normative sense.

The concept of normative vulnerability helps to explain why guilt is
a feeling of both anxiety and diminished self-worth. The anxiety comes
from feeling oneself exposed to something untoward. The sense of dimin-
ished self-worth comes from conceiving of that exposure as a matter of
being stripped of a claim or entitlement.

Any attempt to analyze guilt as lacking at least this much normative
content is bound to fail, in my opinion. The most promising attempt of
this kind, to my knowledge, is Freud’s analysis of guilt, which focuses on
the element of anxiety at the expense of the normative element. Accord-
ing to Freud, a guilty mind is anxious about the prospect of being pun-
ished by an internalized figure of authority, the super-ego. Freud notably
avoids saying that this punishment is viewed in normative terms, as war-
ranted. As I have argued elsewhere, however, this omission threatens to
leave a gap in Freud’s analysis of guilt, since anxiety that was merely
about harsh treatment from a controlling figure might amount to noth-
ing more than fear of a bully.' Unlike brute fear, guilt has a concessive
or self-deprecatory quality, by virtue of which it disposes one neither to
flee nor to fight but merely to hang one’s head or to cringe. And the
only way to read this aspect of guilt into Freud’s analysis, I have argued,
is to imagine that his description of being punished by an authority is,
in fact, the description under which the guilty mind itself grasps the
object of its anxiety — namely, as punishment administered with proper
authorization. When thus reinterpreted, Freud’s analysis ends up cred-
iting the subject of guilt with a sense that his punishment is somehow
warranted.

The resulting analysis raises a worry about the rationality of guilt even
in cases of admitted wrongdoing, since itimplies that such guiltis rational
only if there really is some justification for punishing wrongdoers. If there
is no justification for punishment, then it cannot be warranted, and so

' I argue for this claim at length in ‘A Rational Superego’ (Chapter 6 in the present
volume).
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one would be irrational to feel vulnerable on that score. The worry is
that punishment is difficult to justify. The most persuasive justifications
apply to punishment carried out by a legitimate state for the violation of
valid laws. But guilt is felt on the basis of wrongs that are not and could
not reasonably be subject to legal punishment - the breaking of intimate
promises, minor injuries to people’s feelings, and so on. Feeling guilty
about private wrongs could perhaps involve the mistake or the phantasy
that they are crimes punishable by law, but then guilt would be ripe for
debunking. If guilt about wrongdoing is to be vindicated as rational, then
wrongdoing must genuinely warrant that to which guilt makes one feel
normatively vulnerable; and I do not see how the private wrongs of adults
can make one normatively vulnerable to punishment.

Freud thinks that the authority figure envisioned in guilt is an inter-
nalization of the parent who disciplined the subject when he was a child.
But if an adult conceives of himself as having done something that would
have warranted parental discipline when he was a child, then he will have
no grounds for anxiety in the present; and if he conceives of himself as
warranting parental discipline in the present, then he is simply confused.
He may of course entertain the phantasy that he is back in childhood fac-
ing an angry parent, and this phantasy may even cause him real anxiety.
But this anxiety would evaporate under reflection on the facts about who
he really is and where he really stands. Unless he can rationally think of
punishment as warranted, a sense of normative vulnerability to it will be
irrational.

Freud is not worried about this possibility, because he is not interested
in vindicating human emotions as rational. He is satisfied to show that
they are intelligible in light of external circumstances as viewed through
phantasies, misplaced memories, and other sources of distortion. But
moral philosophers are inclined to worry about the rationality of an emo-
tion such as guilt. And I have undertaken to consider the rationality of
this emotion in cases involving no moral judgment, where feelings of
normative vulnerability are even less likely to make sense.

I will approach these problematic cases by way of the less problem-
atic case of guilt felt about perceived wrongdoing. I will propose an
unfavourable response other than punishment to which perceived wrong-
doing can make one feel normatively vulnerable by causing one to be vul-
nerable in that sense, so that the feeling is at least potentially rational.
I will then turn to the cases in which guilt is felt about matters other
than wrongdoing. One of these cases will lead me to consider yet a third
response that may be the object of anxiety in guilt. The result will be a
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disjunctive analysis of the emotion, as a sense of normative vulnerability
to any one of several unfavourable responses.

Guilt About Wrongdoing

Freud sometimes gives a slightly different analysis of guilt, saying that
it is anxiety over having alienated the internalized parent’s love.? Freud
doesn’t clearly distinguish between this analysis and the one based on
punishment, since he suggests that the loss of parental love is anxiety-
provoking because it will lead to harsh treatment of the sort that makes
for punishment. But Freud’s conception of love is hopelessly consequen-
tialist, in my opinion, and should be discarded.? The result of discarding
it will be, at least initially, to divide his conception of guilt into two inde-
pendent conceptions, one tracing the constitutive anxiety to anticipated
punishment and the other tracing it to the anticipated loss of love.

The latter analysis of guilt is plausible on phenomenological grounds.
Typically, the only specific danger that alarms a guilty mind is the danger
of discovery, which is alarming because it would lead to whatever contin-
gency is the ultimate object of anxiety. Beyond discovery, however, the
prospect looming before a guilty mind is extremely vague: no very spe-
cific contingency is clearly in view. Discovery must therefore be expected
to yield something nebulously conceived, and this expectation must pro-
voke a fairly unfocussed anxiety. The subject of guilt fears a generalized
loss of security, as if discovery would leave him standing on shaky ground.
Such insecurity is precisely what a child would fear at the prospect of los-
ing his parents’ love. Having done something that might alienate them,
he would vividly fear their discovering it, but only because he would then
expect banishment to a no-man’s-land of which he has no more than
vague apprehensions.

As before, however, we have to wonder whose love the guilty-minded
adult is afraid of losing, and why he should be afraid of losing it. Surely,
an adult doesn’t think that his mother will stop loving him, after all these
years, simply because he has cheated on his taxes. If, alternatively, his
feeling of guilt is a revival of anxiety that he felt about his parents when
he was a child, then it is simply misplaced. And he is unlikely to think

* Civilization and Its Discontents, in The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of
Sigmund Freud, James Strachey et al. (eds.) (London: the Hogarth Press), vol. 21, 59-145,
p. 124. See also Outline of Psychoanalysis, S. E.. 23: 205.

3 See my “Love as a Moral Emotion” (Chapter 4 in the present volume).
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that there is any love to be lost from the tax-collector - or, if there is, that
there would be much harm in losing it.

Forfeiting Trust

Something that the guilty-minded adult might realistically anticipate los-
ing, however, is trust; and the loss of trust results in the kind of nebulous
vulnerability that might arouse the anxiety constitutive of guilt. Losing
trust is indeed a kind of banishment to a vaguely imagined no-man’s-
land - a status that would strike the subject as inherently dangerous with-
out posing particular, specifiable dangers. Losing trust, like losing love,
would leave him out in the cold.

Consider the familiar strategy for dealing with iterated prisoners’
dilemmas.* The strategy is to co-operate with others until they fail to
co-operate, and then to withhold co-operation from them until they have
resumed co-operating. This strategy requires a player to classify his fellow
players as co-operators or non-co-operators, on the basis of their most
recent behaviour, and then to co-operate or not with them, accordingly.
If most of the players adopt this strategy, then any player who makes an
unco-operative move can expect to lose his reputation as a co-operator -
which would be, in effect, to lose the trust of his fellow players, who would
then stop co-operating with him. His anxiety about having warranted this
response might then constitute a feeling of guilt for his own failure to
co-operate.

This kind of anxiety might account for guilt about wrongdoing if the
moral choices in life were one long series of prisoners’ dilemmas, to which
morality was the co-operative solution. In that case, being a co-operator
would consist in treating others morally, and a reputation for being a co-
operator would elicit moral treatment from others in return. Conversely,

4 The prisoners’ dilemma gets its name from the following philosophical fiction. Two pris-
oners are questioned separately, under suspicion of having committed a crime together.
Each is offered the following plea bargain: if he gives testimony against the other, his
sentence (whatever it otherwise would have been) will be reduced by one year; if he is
convicted on the other’s testimony, his sentence will be increased by two years. Each per-
son will benefit from giving testimony against the other, no matter what the other does;
but if both avail themselves of this benefit, each will be harmed by the other’s testimony,
and the harm will be greater than the benefit of testifying.

The discussion in the text refers to ‘iterated’ prisoners’ dilemmas — that is, a series of
decision problems of the same form, as would confront a pair of hapless recidivists who
were repeatedly caught and offered the same bargain. This series of decision problems
is often described as a game, in which the prisoners are “players” who make successive
“moves.” In the context of this discussion, ‘co-operating’ is defined in relation to the
other prisoner, rather than the authorities — that is, as withholding one’s testimony.
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wrongdoing would jeopardize one’s reputation for co-operating and jus-
tify others in retaliating with similar wrongs. Anxiety about thus hav-
ing forfeited their trust would correspond to the feeling of guilt for
wrongdoing.

This account of guilt has its points, but it needs some adjustment. It
characterizes guilt as a feeling of normative vulnerability to retaliatory
wrongdoing, and so it vindicates this feeling as rational only if such vul-
nerability is real, because retaliatory wrongdoing is indeed warranted.
But retaliatory wrongdoing isn’t warranted: morality is not a co-operative
scheme from which wrongdoers can justly be excluded. So if guilt is anx-
iety about having forfeited trust, the trust at stake cannot be represented
by inclusion in the moral scheme.

Forms of Trust

The trust that is forfeited by wrongdoing is expressed, not in moral treat-
ment, which is owed to the trustworthy and untrustworthy alike, but in
morally optional transactions that depend on mutual assumptions of
good will. One is obligated not to lie even to a liar; what one doesn’t
owe to a liar is credence.

Attitudinal trust. In verbal communication, one person utters a sen-
tence with the intention of thereby giving others reason to believe it, via
their recognition of that very intention. This communicative intention
necessarily depends on being recognized as a good intention. Its being
recognized by the hearers as the intention to give them reason to believe
wouldn’t actually give them reason to believe unless they assumed that it
was based on the speaker’s own awareness of such a reason. If communi-
cation wasn’t assumed by the hearers to be well-intended in this sense, it
wouldn’t succeed; and so if the speaker didn’t assume that it would meet
with that assumption, he wouldn’t be in a position to intend it, in the
first place. These mutual assumptions of communicative good will are
the rational infrastructure of conversation.

Now consider why someone’s telling a lie warrants others in refusing
to trust him on future occasions. One possibility would be that the lie
betrays his lack of some truth-telling disposition without which others
have no grounds for trusting his word. In that case, his consciousness
of having told a lie would make him feel that he had warranted others
in withdrawing their trust specifically from his word, and the resulting
anxiety would have a specific content that might earn it the name of liar’s
guilt. But guilt about wrongdoing is not divisible into specific modes
for specific wrongs - liar’s guilt, thief’s guilt, and so on. If it were, then
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there would be modes of guilt only for common, repeatable wrongs that
betrayed the lack of dispositions essential to warranting trust for various
common purposes.

In reality, however, moral guilt is a unitary emotion, whose quality
and content remain constant across many different occasions. Whatever
serves as the object of anxiety in moral guilt should therefore be the same
across different occasions for the emotion. If the object of anxiety is a loss
of trust, then the trust at stake must be such as any guilty-minded subject
can think of himself as having forfeited, by means of any wrongdoing. So
what’s at stake for the morally guilty mind must be the prospect of being
regarded as well- or ill-intentioned fout court — of being simply included
or simply excluded from the company of those who are recognized as
persons of good will. Wrongdoing must be regarded as warranting a loss
of trust, not because of any specific disposition that it might betray, but
because it simply betrays a failure to consider the wrongness of the act
or to be deterred by that consideration. And what such a failure warrants
from othersis a refusal to engage in any dealings thatrequire areliance on
the wrongdoer’s moral sensibility or motivation. The vague insecurity with
which the guilty mind feels threatened must then be a general exclusion
from optional dealings that depend on an assumption of good will.

This conception of guilt would explain why guilt tends to motivate
acts of contrition and apology. Such acts are explicit expressions of the
emotion, whose tendency to motivate them is therefore a tendency to
motivate its own expression. The explanation of this tendency is that guilt
seeks expression as a means of restoring generic trust. If the wrongdoer
wants to regain acceptance as a person of good will, he must somehow
demonstrate that the moral quality of his acts is indeed a motivationally
effective consideration for him. Expressing a sense of guilt demonstrates
that he is even now considering the moral quality of an act as justifying
a loss of trust, and that he is hereby motivated by that consideration —
too late on this occasion, of course, but in time to repair his ways for the
future.

To accept the wrongdoer’s apology, according to this conception, is
to restore him to his previous position of trust, in effect readmitting
him to the company of the well-intentioned. To forgive is not literally
to forget, but it is to forget for practical purposes, to erase the practical
consequences of the act’s being remembered.

Practical trust. The practical consequences of losing trust can some-
times be described, in themselves, as a loss of trust, because they amount
to the loss of what might be called practical trust. WhatI mean by ‘practical
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trust’ can best be explained if trust is defined as reliance on someone’s
good will. Merely to assume that someone is well-intentioned is already
to rely on his good will in an attitudinal sense; but one can also rely on
his good will in a practical sense, by doing something that puts one at
risk if his will is bad. What one does may be mental rather than physical,
since it may consist in no more than believing another’s communication,
on the assumption that it is well-intentioned. The point is that assuming
a communication to be well-intentioned is one step short of believing it,
and the intervening step represents the difference between attitudinal
and practical trust.

Practical trust often involves entrusting someone with something -
one’s credence, a task, a piece of property, a secret — on the assumption
that it will be treated with good will. (That with which the trustee is
entrusted can then be called a trust in yet a third sense of the term.) But
that with which someone is entrusted, in receiving practical trust, may be
quite intangible and hence difficult to identify.

Consider again the trust involved in communication, as expressed by
the various senses of the verbs ‘to listen’ and ‘to hear.” To listen is always
to attend in a way that makes one susceptible to hearing. But there are
many kinds of hearing: hearing that consists in merely detecting sounds;
hearing that consists in understanding sounds as words uttered with com-
municative intent; hearing that consists in weighing a communication as
a possible reason for belief; hearing that consists in believing on the basis
of that reason; hearing that consists in taking the belief to heart, as a
basis for action; and perhaps further, or intervening, levels of hearing.
At each level one can listen without actually hearing, and one can hear
at one level without listening at the next. (That’s why it can make sense
to say either ‘He listened but he didn’t hear’ or ‘He heard but he didn’t
listen.”) Beginning at the third level, listening becomes a form of practical
trust. Attending to a communication in a way that makes one susceptible
to regarding it as reason to believe; attending to it as a reason in a way
that makes one susceptible to believing; attending to the resulting belief
in a way that makes one susceptible to taking it as reason for acting —
all of these ways of listening entail practical reliance on the speaker’s
good will.

With what does one entrust a speaker by listening to him in one of
these ways? What one entrusts him with, obviously, is one’s susceptibility to
hearing in the corresponding senses. (That’s why listening is aptly called
‘lending an ear.”) And since one’s susceptibility to hearing, in all of these
senses, includes one’s susceptibility to his words regarded as reasons for
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belief and action, listening to him can entail entrusting him with nothing
less than one’s mind, or indeed with oneself. One entrusts a speaker with
oneself by placing one’s beliefs and actions under the influence of his
words in a way that puts one at risk if his will is bad.

Another example of entrusting oneself to others is the formation of
shared intentions.5> A shared intention is formed by the pooling of indi-
vidual intentions each of which is conditional on the others.

Each agent has an individual intention of the form ‘I'm willing if you
are,’” and the agents ‘pool’ these intentions by expressing them so that,
as all can see, the stated conditions on the intentions have been satisfied
and the agents are now jointly committed to acting. Contributing to the
pool of intentions doesn’t necessarily require saying ‘I'm willing if you
are’ in so many words, since the requisite intention can be expressed
tacitly — for example, by holding out a hand in readiness to shake. But
even a tacit contribution entails entrusting oneself to others, first, because
their decision whether to reciprocate will determine whether one’s inten-
tion becomes a positive commitment to act; and second, because that
commitment will then be a commitment to do something whose point
depends on whether they abide by their reciprocal commitment.

Even withoutjoining a shared intention, one can do things whose point
depends on the actions of others, and these shared activities may barely
differ from actions based on shared intentions. Whether an extended
hand is a signal of a willingness to shake if the other is willing, or the
beginning of an actual handshake whose consummation is left up to the
other, depends on subtle differences of expectation, resolution, timing,
eye contact, momentum, and so on; and in the end, its status may be
indeterminate. Whether or not one expresses an antecedent intention,
however, doing one’s part in a shared activity puts one at the other’s
disposal, by leaving the success of one’s activity up to him.

Losing Practical Trust: A Form of Punishment

Withdrawing practical trust from someone thus entails refusing to do
anything with him, in the sense of ‘with’ that applies to shared rather
than parallel activities. It also entails not listening to him and hence not

5 See my ‘How to Share an Intention,” in The Possibility of Practical Reason (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000), 200-220. My conception of shared intention is based on the
theory of Margaret Gilbert (see Gilbert’s On Social Facts [Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1992]).
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conversing with him, either. In short, withdrawing practical trust from
someone entails excluding him from social interaction.

To exclude someone from social interaction is to shun him, at least to
some extent, and shunning is a form of punishment. As I have explained,
Freud thinks that anxiety about being punished will develop out of a
child’s anxiety about losing his parents’ love, because the child will expect
unloving parents to deal out harsh treatment of the sort in which pun-
ishment is generally thought to consist. But anxiety about losing trust,
rather than love, may already amount to anxiety about being punished,
if the trust at stake is practical trust, the loss of which amounts to being
shunned.

Shunning sounds like an archaic and perhaps barbaric form of pun-
ishment, but in fact it is practiced by liberal-minded parents of the post-
Spockian era, in the form of the ‘time-out.” When parents require a child
to take a time-out, they exclude him from the conversation and shared
activities of the family, precisely on the grounds that he cannot be trusted
to participate. The rationale of the time-out is not that the child deserves
the suffering that accompanies this punishment; it’s that the child’s mis-
behaviour warrants the withdrawal of trust in which the punishment con-
sists. Enlightened parents will convey to the child that his exclusion from
the family circle is not intended to make him suffer but only to put the
family out of the reach of untrustworthy hands. Of course, they will also
convey that he will be readmitted to the family circle as soon as he shows
himself ready to be governed by a good will. And, finally, they will convey
their confidence in the child’s ability to be governed by a good will — a
confidence that underlies their respect for the child and perhaps even
their love.

For an adult, the loss of practical trust often entails no more than
being met with fixed smiles and deaf ears, treatment that is outwardly
nothing like being sent to one’s room or made to sit in the corner. But
a guilty-minded adult can still recognize that, in forfeiting trust, he has
warranted treatment that would have been formalized as a punishment
when he was a child, and this recognition is a rational counterpart to the
phantasy attributed to him by Freud, that he is even now a child facing
punishment from an internalized parent. Thus, the present analysis of
guilt, as anxiety about having forfeited trust, can serve as a rationalist
revision of Freud’s analysis. According to this revision, guilt is anxiety
about having warranted a kind of treatment that is sometimes formalized
as punishment.
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Guilt Without Wrongdoing

I now turn to a consideration of guilt that is not about perceived wrong-
doing. My first example is the guilt that we sometimes feel about being
self-indulgent, by breaking a diet or shirking exercise. I'll call it self-
disciplinary guilt. My second example will be so-called survivor guil,
which will lead me to consider a different analysis of the emotion.

Self-Disciplinary Guilt

I think that Kant has the right account of self-disciplinary guilt. For Kant,
actions fail to be well-intentioned when they are performed for reasons
that cannot be universalized; and reasons resist universalization because
they must be regarded as applying either just to ourselves or, as Kant
puts it, ‘just for this once.’® I suspect that reasons regarded as applying
just for this once are the basis for failures of self-discipline, which involve
making one-time exceptions to some regimen to which we are otherwise
committed. These actions violate the Categorical Imperative and there-
fore count, in Kantian terms, as violations of duty — specifically, of duties
to ourselves. When we fail to be self-disciplined, we cheat ourselves in
some way.

But why do we feel guilty about cheating ourselves, if guilt is anxiety
about having forfeited trust? Whose trust do we forfeit by eating a second
dessert?

The answer, to begin with, is that we forfeit our own trust, by undermin-
ing our grounds for relying on the commitments we make to ourselves.
If we cannot count on ourselves to stick with a diet, then we cannot
accept the commitment we make to ourselves in starting one, and then
we cannot honestly claim to be on a diet, in the first place. Indeed, every
future-directed plan that we make entails a commitment on which we
ourselves must be able to rely in deliberating about related matters.”7 A
loss of self-trust can therefore undermine our ability to organize and co-
ordinate our activities over time —a consequence thatis certainly a proper
object of anxiety.

What’s more, the violation of commitments warrants a loss of trust
from people other than those to whom the commitments were made. If
we break our word to one person, we provide grounds for distrust not

5 Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, trans. H. J. Paton (New York: Harper, 1964), 91
(p- 424 in the Royal Prussian Academy edition).

7 See Michael Bratman’s Intention, Plans, and Practical Reason (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1987).
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only to him but to others who might consider relying on our good will.
And ground:s for distrust are similarly generalizable even from instances
of breaking our word to ourselves. Insofar as we are un-self-disciplined,
we are unreliable, and insofar as we are unreliable, we are untrustworthy.
Self-disciplinary guilt can therefore be a genuine and rational form of
the emotion.

Of course, this account of self-disciplinary guilt, if followed to its
Kantian conclusion, implies that failures of self-discipline are moral
wrongs, because they are violations of the Categorical Imperative. Strictly
speaking, then, the account does not show the rationality of guilt in the
absence of perceived wrongdoing. Yet the moral status of Kantian duties
to oneself, and of the corresponding wrongs, is not taken seriously by
many present-day readers of Kant. The region carved out by the Cate-
gorical Imperative is not what is currently regarded as the moral realm.
What I have argued is that it is nevertheless a region in which guilt can
be rational.

Survivor Guilt

Let me turn, then, to survivor guilt, which is felt by those who have sur-
vived catastrophes that others have not. There may be an argument for
the rationality of survivor guilt, but it would require a different analysis of
guilt altogether. I will therefore make a brief digression, to explore this
alternative analysis.

Of course, survivors may feel guilty because they accuse themselves of
wrongdoing —of having exerted too little effort to save others, or too much
effort to save themselves. They may also accuse themselves of indulging
in immoral thoughts and feelings - for example, relief that others died
in their place. These instances of guilt on the part of survivors can be
accounted for by the foregoing analysis of guilt. But I am using the term
‘survivor guilt’ to denote guilt experienced about the mere fact of having
survived, which cannot be regarded as wrong or as warranting the loss of
trust.

Survivor guilt would be rational, however, if guilt were anxiety about
having warranted resentment rather than the withdrawal of trust. Just as
the victim of wrongdoing feels resentment against the wrongdoer, so the
victim of misfortune often feels resentment against those who are more
fortunate. Hence a survivor, like a wrongdoer, can be anxious about the
prospect of being resented. And if resentment were warranted against
both, then both could rationally be anxious about having warranted
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resentment, and survivor guilt would be just as rational as guilt about
wrongdoing.

A possible objection to this analysis would be that resentment about
another’s good fortune is a modification of envy, whereas the resentment
about wrongdoing is a modification of anger. But I see no reason why
survivor guilt and moral guilt could not be two distinct species of the
same emotion, precisely by virtue of consisting in anxiety about having
warranted two distinct species of resentment. Indeed, anger and envy rise
to the level of resentment under similar conditions — namely, when tinged
with the bitterness that accompanies a sense of injustice. One can be
envied even if one’s good fortune is acknowledged to be deserved; only if
itis regarded as undeserved, however, will envy turn into resentment. One
can incur anger by causing harms accidentally or through the vicissitudes
of fair-play; anger will turn into resentment only if the harms one causes
are thought to be unjust. Thus, envious resentment and angry resentment
form a natural pair of emotions embittered by a sense of injustice.

Another objection to the proposed analysis would be that envy is never
warranted at all, especially not when it rises to the level of resentment.
But why shouldn’t envy be warranted? I can imagine saying that envy
is pointless, counter-productive, and even potentially vicious. But I can-
not imagine claiming that the victims of misfortune have no grounds
for envying those who are more fortunate, or for resenting those whose
good fortune is undeserved; and so I have to admit that a beneficiary
of good fortune may rationally feel anxiety about providing others with
grounds for resentment.

Yet a third objection would be that if someone is literally a survivor,
then the victims of the corresponding misfortune are dead and hence
in no position to resent him. But third parties can feel resentment on
behalf of the deceased, a resentment that can only be sharpened by the
thought thatits proper subjects are no longer alive to feelit. And a survivor
can rationally feel anxiety about providing grounds for such vicarious or
sympathetic resentment.

Conclusion: Don’t Worry

So is guilt about distrust or is it about resentment? I don’t know what
would count as the right answer to this question. Surely, we feel anxiety
about having warranted both of these reactions, and both are warranted
by wrongdoing as well as by related matters, which include failures of self-
discipline, in the case of distrust, and undeserved disparities of fortune,
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in the case of resentment. The term ‘guilt’ is applied to anxiety about
all of these reactions, and there seem to be no grounds for ruling any of
these applications incorrect.

I therefore conclude that guilt is a family of emotions, including anx-
iety about having warranted not only distrust but also angry or envious
resentment and perhaps other, related reactions as well. This conclusion
helps to explain the confusion we often feel about whether guilt is appro-
priate. We often criticize ourselves for feeling guilty when, as we say, we
have nothing to feel guilty about. But we shouldn’t criticize ourselves
for having no grounds for distrust-anxiety or angry-resentment-anxiety,
if what we’re feeling is envious-resentment-anxiety instead. The fact that
we haven’t wronged anyone doesn’t necessarily show that we have no
grounds for feeling guilty; it may show only that we need to interpret our
feelings more carefully, as anxiety about warranting envious resentment
rather than anger or distrust.

Correctly interpreting our emotions can thus alleviate our worries
about feeling guilty. What a relief.
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Images of myself being Napoleon can scarcely merely be images of the
physical figure of Napoleon. ... They will rather be images of, for instance,
the desolation at Austerlitz as viewed by me vaguely aware of my short
stature and my cockaded hat, my hand in my tunic.'

At the end of “The Imagination and the Self,” Bernard Williams uncovers
a common confusion about the range of thoughts in which the meta-
physics of personal identity is implicated. When I imagine being someone
else, I can be described as imagining that I am the other person — which
sounds as if I am imagining a relation of identity between that person
and me, David Velleman. As Williams points out, however, this particular

' Bernard Williams, “The Imagination and the Self,” in Problems of the Self (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1973), 26-45, 43.

From The Philosophical Review 105 (1996), 39-76. Copyright © 1996 Cornell University.
Reprinted by permission of the publisher. Throughout my work on this essay, I have
benefited from numerous conversations with David Hills. I was also helped by a semi-
nar on metaphysics that I taught with Stephen Yablo, and by Steve’s comments on sev-
eral drafts of the essay. Others who provided comments and suggestions include Paul
Boghossian, Linda Wimer Brakel, John Broome, Mark Crimmins, Neil Delaney, Cody
Gilmore, Sally Haslanger, Tomis Kapitan, Krista Lawlor, Eric Lormand, Thomas Nagel,
Lucy O’Brien, Derek Parfit, Jim Pryor, Henry Richardson, Amélie Rorty, Gideon Rosen, Ian
Rumfitt, Sydney Shoemaker, and Paul Torek. This essay was presented at the 1994 Chapel
Hill Colloquium, with Michaelis Michael serving as commentator; and to the Philosophy
Departments of Princeton and Georgetown Universities. It is dedicated to Claudia Kraus
Piper.
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way of imagining that I am another person is not really about me or my
identity with anyone.?

If my approach to imagining that I am Napoleon, for example, is
to imagine being Napoleon, then I simply imagine a particular situation
as experienced by Napoleon. I imagine the landscape at Austerlitz as
seen through Napoleon’s eyes, the sounds of battle as heard through his
ears, the nap of a tunic as felt by his hand. Although Napoleon doesn’t
appear in the resulting mental image, he does appear in the content of my
imagining, since I am imagining Austerlitz specifically as experienced by
him. ButI, David Velleman, am absent both from the image and from the
content of the imagining: I'm not imagining anything about the person
who I actually am.

Since I'm not imagining anything about my actual self, in this case, I'm
certainly not imagining a relation of identity between me and Napoleon.
Hence this way of thinking that I am or might be a given person doesn’t
establish the conceivability — much less the possibility — of any identities
between persons.

Unfortunately, metaphysical discussions of personal identity have
tended to embrace almost any thoughts about who one is or might be,

? Some philosophers have debated whether I can in fact imagine a relation of identity
between Napoleon and David Velleman. Bruce Aune argues that I can, provided that
I disregard “illusion-shattering facts” about Napoleon and me, such as the fact that I
am a twentieth-century philosopher and he a nineteenth-century general (“Speaking of
Selves,” The Philosophical Quarterly 44 [1994]: 270-93, 290 ff.). Zeno Vendler takes the
opposite view: “In imagining, for instance, being Ronald Reagan, I cannot be imagining
the identity of Z.V. with R.R,, for it is patently impossible for these two men to be one and
the same, and the patently impossible cannot be imagined” ( The Matter of Minds [Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1984], 105). (For an answer to Vendler’s argument, see John Mackie,
“The Transcendental ‘I,” in Philosophical Subjects: Essays Presented to P. F Strawson, ed. Zak
van Straaten [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1g80], 48-61.)

As Eric Lormand has pointed out to me, however, there are many ways to imagine that
I am Napoleon, including not only the method described by Williams but also, for exam-
ple, imagining that Napoleon has been reincarnated as David Velleman, or that he was
cryogenically preserved at birth, thawed out in 1952, and handed by the maternity nurses
to an unsuspecting Mrs. Velleman. The latter methods would indeed involve imagining
the supposedly problematic relation of identity.

The question, then, is not whether I can imagine a relation of identity between
Napoleon and David Velleman but whether I am necessarily doing so when I imagine
that I am Napoleon. I interpret Williams as offering a negative answer to this question,
by describing a way of imagining that I am Napoleon without imagining anything about
David Velleman at all. For a discussion congruent with mine, see Simon Blackburn, “Has
Kant Refuted Parfit?” in Reading Parfit, ed. Jonathan Dancy (Oxford: Blackwell, 1997),
180-202.
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including thoughts similar to the imagining analyzed by Williams. For
example, when philosophers want to know whether a person would sur-
vive a surgical rearrangement of his brain, they tend to ask whether he
would antecedently be in a position to anticipate waking up afterwards.
The person’s anticipation of waking up after the operation could of
course be described as the anticipation that he would survive, in the
form of the wakening patient; but it might amount to no more than his
picturing the recovery room as seen through the eyes of the wakening
patient; and this way of expecting to be that patient is strikingly similar
to Williams’s method for imagining that one is Napoleon.3

If I can imagine that I am Napoleon without imagining a Napoleonic
identity for my actual self, then maybe I can anticipate that I will wake up
in the future without anticipating a future for my actual self, either. Of
course, the anticipation that I will wake up in the future isa first-personal
thought; but so is imagining that I am Napoleon; and in that instance,
the thought’s being first-personal doesn’t guarantee that it is about me,
the thinker. Imagining that I am Napoleon is first-personal, but it s, so to
speak, first-personal about Napoleon, in the sense that it is framed from
Napoleon’s point of view. Perhaps the anticipation that I will wake up in
the future can be similarly first-personal about a future subject who may
or may not be identical with me. If so, then students of personal identity
should probably give up their fascination with first-personal anticipation.

Then again, maybe they should give up their fascination with personal
identity instead. The appeal of this topic depends largely on its promise
to address our concern about what we can look forward to, or what we
can anticipate first-personally. If the mode of anticipation that arouses our
concern is first-personal in the sense of being framed from the perspective
of a future person, rather than in representing the future existence of the
anticipator, then that concern should move us to study the psychology of
perspectives rather than the metaphysics of persons.1

3 1 believe that Williams himself has gone in for this mode of thinking about personal
identity. See, for exampl<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>