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§1.  Introduction

You are walking down a crowded sidewalk, when you stop at the newspaper stand.  The women in front of you is trying to buy a newspaper while, a the same time, loudly and somewhat obnoxiously chatting away on her cell phone, carrying on what seems to be a very important conversation about hair salons.  As she absentmindedly pays for her paper, and heads down the street, you notice a thick bank envelope fall out of her handbag.  Even though you have found this woman slightly annoying, and are finally next in line to get your paper, without much hesitation you rush to pick up the envelope and return it to her.

We have all experienced situations similar to this, where we find ourselves drawn by a sense of duty to do the right thing- even in cases like this where there would be no obvious negative repercussions to keeping your place in line and letting the woman walk away, or even to picking up the money and keeping it for yourself, so that you might finally be able to catch up on your credit cards.  Despite the personal advantages that may be had by not doing the right thing, the pull of morality often succeeds in getting an agent to do the right thing.  Yet, even as she does the morally right action, the thoughtful agent may stop and wonder why.  Why does morality pull her in this way, leading her to treat morality, and its requirements, as more important than her personal interests?

The most popular contemporary moral theories, namely utilitarianism and deontology, notoriously have difficulty answering this question adequately.
  And while many defenders of these theories tackle the problem of motivation, many people, myself included, think that their attempts have not been successful in explaining the connection between an agent’s psychology and moral actions, that makes it the case that moral requirements are to be treated as more important than personal reasons. While these theories may be lauded for their clear and universalistic conception of moral action, the question remains:  given an agent’s nature, and the desires fundamental to it, why should the agent feel bound by these moral duties, and how is she supposed to be motivated to perform them, especially when they demand her to make personal sacrifices? The challenge here is to show whether there are any connections between moral requirements, especially those that override an agent’s non-moral interests, and an agent’s psychology, that would explain and justify the importance of morality to the agent by showing how morality occupies a central place in the agent’s own psychological make-up.  In short, the challenge is to find a place for morality’s requirements within an agent’s psychology and personal point of view.

Notice here that this challenge is not to convince the amoral person that it is in her self-interest to be moral; rather, it is simply to explain from a third person point of view why most people attach a special normative significance to the moral, and to show how doing so is compatible with their having personal projects and interests.  A positive answer to this challenge will help to explain what is wrong with the amoral person, and ideally, why she might be better off were she to recognize the importance of her moral obligations.  My proposed solution, thus, is not meant to convince the amoralist that morality really is in her self-interest.  Rather, it will show that her psychological well-being depends on consistent moral action.  It is certainly possible that the amoral agent simply does not care about her well-being, and thus my account of the role of morality will not convince her to change her vicious ways.  The scope of the challenge, again, simply is to examine whether there is this sort of connection between morality and an agent’s psychology.

Interestingly, amongst those philosophers who tackle this challenge directly, few, if any think we can establish this type of connection between moral action and an agent’s psychology, and so provide a positive answer to the challenge.
  Instead, the responses to this challenge have been primarily, although not exhaustively, of two sorts, both of which reject the possibility of meeting the challenge.  The first response argues that, since this sort of connection cannot be made, we ought to stop attaching any special normative significance to the moral, and instead emphasize the importance of an agent’s personal, non-moral interests.  The second response, while not explicitly arguing against the possibility of such a connection, suggests that we stop seeing moral duties as the focus of morality, and instead focus on what sort of person we should be.  This second response has prompted a reinvigorated examination into virtue theory, as virtue theories traditionally have de-emphasized the role of moral requirements.

In this paper, I argue that both of these responses rest on a misconception of the relationship between the personal and the moral, and, after briefly exploring these responses, I suggest that one way to meet the challenge is to show how the sense of duty is grounded in one’s most basic psychological desires, that constitute the core of her character.  

§2 Alienation, Points of View, and Character Traits


Morality often requires an agent to make personal sacrifices.  A good moral agent, for example, would wait at the scene of a car accident she witnesses, even if this meant missing her weekly meeting with her supervisor.  Unless the agent can identify with morality’s requirements, such an overriding requirement risks “alienating” her from those things she identifies with most; in this case, her career.

Defenders of the first response argue that moral requirements are alienating because there is no meaningful connection between the requirements and the agent’s psychology.  In particular, they claim that moral requirements stem from a moral point of view, that stands apart from, and frequently conflicts with, the agent’s personal point of view that her unique psychology gives rise to.  It is because of this alienation problem that they suggest we stop seeing moral requirements as more important than personal requirements.  The “alienation objections”, developed by Stocker (1976a) and Williams (1973, 1981a), among others, claim that contemporary moral theories are damaging to agents that follow their prescriptions because doing so requires that the agent alienate herself from those things she cares most about:  her personal projects, friends, and loved ones.  While the objections they make are specific to the demands of utilitarianism and deontology, their impact extends in general to moral theories that make moral action their primary focus and stress the overriding importance of performing one’s moral duties, even at the cost of sacrificing one’s non-moral interests.


Arguing here specifically against utilitarianism and its demands,
 Williams describes the problem of alienation in terms of an attack on the agent’s very integrity:

[An agent] is identified with his actions as flowing from projects and attitudes which in some cases he takes seriously at the deepest level, as what his life is about . . . it is absurd to demand of such a man, when the sums come in from the utility network which the projects of others have in part determined, that he should just step aside from his own projects and decisions and acknowledge the decisions which utilitarian calculation requires.  It is to alienate him in a real sense that he should just step aside from his own actions and the source of his actions in his own convictions.  It is to make him into a channel between the input of everyone’s projects, including his own, and an output of optimific decision; but this is to neglect the extent to which his actions have to be seen as the actions and decisions which flow from the projects and attitudes with which he is most closely identified.  It is thus, in the most literal sense, an attack on his integrity.

This complaint against utilitarianism generalizes to any moral theory that requires an agent to sacrifice her personal interests in favor of the moral.  In claiming that such a sacrifice tears an agent from the things that she identifies with the most, Williams assumes here that the typical agent cannot identify strongly with the moral requirements themselves.  Thus, if our businesswoman identifies strongly with her career, as most people do, she cannot likewise at the same time identify with the moral importance of helping out a car accident victim.


This claim, that there is a disparity between how an agent identifies with the moral and the personal, is echoed by others, who claim on a more general level that the moral point of view, from which moral actions are prescribed, is of a completely different nature than the personal point of view that focuses on the agent’s non-moral interests and projects.  Like Williams, they assume that the sort of connection we are after cannot be made, and, given the threat of alienation, they suggest we downplay the importance of the moral point of view in order to preserve the personal point of view, which is most fundamental to one’s identity and character.  Owen Flanagan (1986), for example, argues that the root of the problem is that no one point of view should matter more than the other.  Since there is no reason to think that the moral point of view takes precedence over the personal point of view, there is no reason to grant any special normative significance to moral reasons.  

Flanagan’s suggestion that we stop attaching a special normative significance to the moral point of view is hard to swallow.  Do we really think that the woman has no significant reasons to stay at the scene of the accident that override the demands of her personal point of view?  In one light, this response looks like an easy way out of the challenge: to deny that such a connection can be adequately secured; that is, to claim that there is no connection between moral action an agent’s psychology that would explain and justify the importance of morality.  Thus rather than assuage the alienation worries by showing the psychological importance of moral action, this first response suggests a harsher, yet simpler remedy:  dismiss the special normative significance we naturally attach to moral duties.  Yet, given our intuitions about the nature of morality and our experience of the sense of duty, if there is a possibility that we can explain the desired connection, and I think there is, then this first response to the challenge should be seen as a last resort.  

This leaves us with the second response:  a reinvigorated examination into virtue theory. Because virtue theories traditionally resist separating the moral point of view from the personal point of view and concern themselves primarily with the agent’s psychology and the character traits necessary to individual well being, rather than with moral duties and corresponding action, they generally avoid these problems of alienation.  However, most often, the move to virtue theory comes with a significant cost. Once we make the move to virtue theory, a new set of questions and concerns arise regarding the possibility of establishing universalistic action-guiding rules, similar to utilitarian and deontological, and it is not at all obvious that the virtue theorist can satisfy these concerns. Virtue theories, after all, see character as the fundamental focus of morality, and many virtue theorists think that explanations of the virtuous person offer a sufficient account of morality.
  The worry that arises with respect to this position is that it seems to ignore the practical purpose of morality.  Theories of morality, after all, should tell us what to do; it is not at all clear that virtue theories can do this primarily, again, because their focus remains on character traits, rather than moral action.  In other words, rather than developing the connections between an agent’s psychology and moral action, most virtue theorists focus only on an agent’s psychology, thus avoiding our challenge altogether.  While many virtue theorists consider this a positive aspect to their approaches, such theories nonetheless fall short of matching one’s intuitions about what a comprehensive moral theory should offer, and again, conflict with our experience of the pull of the sense of duty, that leads us to see moral duties as generally overriding, regardless of our personal interests.  As such, most virtue theories fall short of being a viable, comprehensive normative moral theory.

Despite these shortcomings, I nonetheless think the move towards a virtue theory is a step in the right direction.  We need to look at an agent’s psychology and focus on the character traits worth developing.  Yet, in addition to this, we also need to look at the role of moral action, and try to explain its importance to the moral agent. 

In this paper, I develop and defend an approach to virtue theory, Humean in its roots, that will allow it to overcome previous objections while avoiding the problems to which other kinds of theories are subject.  My approach seeks to avoid the problems of alienation by showing the intrinsic connection between the moral and the personal, and to offer an account of moral rules as universalistic, action-guiding and generally overriding, thereby upholding our intuitions about the importance of moral action.  I begin by confronting the alienation problem head on, arguing that the best way to avoid it is to revise the way we look at morality itself.  Following Hume, I argue that the best way to approach morality is to explore it from the point of view of human nature and to understand morality’s purpose in terms of the basic psychological drives that are indicative of human nature, and that lay the foundations for each individual personal point of view.  My approach thus starts from the personal point of view (albeit the most general, basic sort) and works from there to understand the role the moral point of view plays in the personal.  I will argue that one’s psychological well-being requires moral action, even if such action conflicts with one’s self-interest.

Hume, in his theory of moral obligation, presents us with a nice model to work with.  Starting from a particular and realistic view of human beings as consisting of social, yet internally conflicted, beings, Hume goes on to show how moral action is essential to individual well-being, as enabling positive social interaction and thus providing the necessary means of developing and sustaining passions such as pride and self-esteem, which are fundamental elements of well-being itself.  I would now like to suggest that these basic elements of Hume’s theory enable us to meet the challenge of explaining the importance of morality, and can serve as a promising foundation for a contemporary moral theory, that provides an attractive alternative to the leading moral theories (deontological, utilitarian, and most existing virtue theories).

This move is a unique one.  For several reasons not important here, the Humean approach has been overlooked by many in the search for a viable contemporary virtue theory.
  This is unfortunate, for one of Hume’s central aims was to explain the sense of duty and explore the connections between moral action and an agent’s psychology, all the while emphasizing the importance of consistently following one’s moral duties.  My account can be seen thus as an effort to resuscitate a basic Humean approach, although it extends from Hume’s account in important ways.  The first half of my argument defends a picture of human beings as conflicted, yet social beings who require positive social interaction in order to fulfill basic psychological drives; the second shows how personal integrity, understood as something attained through consistent moral behavior emerges as a fundamental character trait that requires and motivates one to moral action.

§3.   The Social Component of Human Nature

In order to understand human nature, and morality’s connections to it, we must focus on the psychological drives fundamental to human nature itself, that constitute the most basic personal point of view and set up the conditions for psychological well-being: What moves people and which of these desires fundamentally characterizes human nature? Historically, this question has been answered by describing human nature in terms of sociality and asociality.  While some extremists argue that human nature is entirely asocial, most agree that human nature is much more complicated than being simply asocial, or social for that matter.  So most, like Hume, agree that people are basically social animals, however internally conflicted by their asocial desires.  The most recent contemporary discussions on human nature take this conflicted picture of human nature for granted, and focus mainly on the social side of people, disputing, for example, whether there are any pure, other-regarding desires or whether all apparently other-regarding desires such as benevolence ultimately reduce to self-regarding desires.  My contribution to these explorations of human nature looks past this debate regarding the exact nature of our “social desires” and instead focuses on the role that positive social interaction plays in people’s lives, and, in particular, their development.  I thus take for granted the claim that people need positive (i.e. peaceful, cooperative) social interaction and explore the extent to which they require it.  


Social interaction plays an important role in people’s lives in at least two different areas:  On a very basic level, people need social interaction itself – we are social animals and have what Darwin called “social instincts”: the desires for friendship, intimacy, basic companionship. One psychologist makes this point well, citing that “it is necessary for [people] to be related to others, one with them, part of a group.  Complete isolation is unbearable and incompatible with sanity.”
 Hume makes a similar claim:  “A perfect solitude is, perhaps, the greatest punishment we can suffer.  Every pleasure languishes when enjoyed apart from company, and every pain becomes more cruel and intolerable.”
  The existence of these basic social desires is, I take it, relatively uncontroversial, yet, as we will see, makes a significant contribution to our understanding of well-being.  The second area in which social interaction contributes to people’s lives is somewhat more controversial, and will be my primary focus here.  The second area concerns people’s more sophisticated desires for the fruits of social interaction, which emerge from their experiences of positive social interactions. 


Social interactions open the door for people to develop many passions that make significant contributions to their well-being:  they allow for people to experience trust, and come to desire it in itself; they show people the importance of having respect, and the negative effects of losing respect.  In this sense, people are psychologically dependent on one another for the fulfillment of those psychological drives that depend on interactions with others.  The question arises:  which psychological drives are so dependent?  It certainly seems that many of our drives are of this sort.  Obvious ones include desires that depend on other people’s judgments of oneself, such as the desire to be trusted, admired, and respected.  Interestingly, however, as we’ll see shortly, there is good reason to believe that judgments of self-affirmation, such as pride and self-esteem, are also psychologically dependent on others, and so are made possible only through social interaction.

In an effort to show the psychological interdependence of these judgments of self-affirmations, I explore two different, yet complimentary arguments supporting this idea.  I first look at Hume’s account of the social dependence of our judgments of pride.  I then turn to contemporary research in self-psychology, and in particular the work of Heinz Kohut.  Research in this field, particularly research into self-esteem, supports my claim that social interaction is a necessary ingredient of individual well-being.  After having outlined the relationship between social interaction and judgments of self-affirmation, I will go on in the next section to present an account of personal integrity that parallels these understandings of pride and self-esteem.

§3.1 Hume’s Account of Pride

Typically, when we think of pride, we think of an agent taking pride in some object related to herself; for example, her dissertation.  Pride initially seems to be simply a matter of self-affirmation, possible without any interaction with others.  Our agent could sit at home, with only her computer, writing a dissertation and feeling very proud of herself.  


Many people hesitate, however, to think this simple explanation fits the whole story.  After all, people can be mistakenly proud of things:  they could feel proud of something that really bears no relation to them, or they could feel proud of something that is unworthy of pride.  These are cases of ill-founded pride that carries with it negative connotations of viciousness.  A healthy well-founded pride, on the other hand, is certainly not vicious.


So how then, does an agent know whether or not her judgments of pride are truly warranted?  How does our agent know that she should feel proud of her dissertation?  Assuming she has written it herself, the answer is obvious:  she determines whether she should feel pride based on the feedback she receives from others.  Let us consider whether this feedback is essential to all judgments of pride.


Hume’s account of pride emphasizes the need for this sort of “feedback”, albeit on a psychological level, what he calls a “seconding,” in order to secure judgments of pride.  He argues that there are two causes of pride:  “original causes” such as reputation, character, beauty, and riches, and “secondary causes”, which are the opinions of others.  Both causes, he argues, have an equal influence on our judgments for the original sources of pride have “little influence, when not seconded by the opinions and sentiments of others.”


On Hume’s account, it is only through our estimations of the opinions of others that we can attain pride in the original causes.  To this extent social interaction is requisite to well-founded judgments of pride, although the actual need for social interaction decreases as agents become more developed in their capacity to accurately imagine the responses of others.  Nonetheless, social interaction lies at the foundation of one’s judgments of pride.  Moreover, it appears that Hume thinks this is the case for many, it not all, of our natural passions:  “Whatever other passions we may be actuated by; pride, ambition, avarice, curiosity, revenge or lust;  the soul animating principle of them all is sympathy [the principle through which we come to know the feelings of another]; nor would they have any force, were we to abstract entirely from the thoughts and sentiments of others.”
   For Hume, then, social interaction is important on a very deep level:  it provides a necessary condition for the development of passions that are intrinsic to the development of one’s conception of herself. 

§3.2 Self Psychology

 
Hume’s understanding of the role social interaction plays in psychological development is supported and defended by contemporary self-psychologists, and in particular, Heinz Kohut.  Kohut’s research examines the extent to which who we are depends on our interactions with others; his conclusions claim that most of who we are depends on certain interactions with others.


The basic idea underlying Kohut’s work is that it is “the self’s conscious and unconscious experience of the relationship with another which determines the cohesion, vigour, harmony and self-esteem of the self.” 
  The self, in Kohut’s eyes, needs social interaction in order to develop psychologically.  The particular sort of social interaction it needs is similar to what we find in Hume’s account of the “seconding” of one’s judgments by others.  The self needs feedback from others, what Kohut describes as “the shoring up of our self.”
 


This feedback is important, particularly in that it enables one to develop a cohesive image of oneself.  When she receives this positive feedback from others, she knows that her conception of herself is both in tune with others and supported by them and she is able to develop and maintain realistic images and ideals of herself.  When her conceptions of herself are not “mirrored” back at her, either because people see her differently than she sees herself, or because she is in isolation, her self becomes fragmented:  if the feedback is negative, in the sense that there is a disparity between her self-judgments and the judgments of others, she will come to realize that the way she conceives of herself is not the way that others do, or, if there is no feedback because she is in isolation from others, she will lack the requisite seconding that is essential for a solidification of her identity.  

When the self is so fragmented, Kohut argues, self-esteem is made impossible. Self-esteem, according to Kohut, depends on two factors: (1) the cohesion and integration of the self; and (2) the “imprint of the relevant characteristics and attitudes” of persons the agent has interacted with.
  His idea is that in order to attain self-esteem, one must have a consistent conception of oneself, and that this largely depends on the reactions one gets from others.  Other psychological studies on self-esteem support this hypothesis, especially with respect to the agent’s need for the “imprints” of others.  The psychologist Michael Jackson argues that self-representations are never the result of isolated activities; in fact, his research suggests that “without a context of social interaction, the individual’s objectification of his or her own activity . . . could not represent the individual as a self.”
 When it comes to the issue of self-esteem, Jackson’s studies of cases where subjects report feeling self-esteem show that “in every case, the self is defined only in the context of social interaction.”
 Jackson’s research supports Kohut’s fundamental observation: social interaction makes a necessary and significant contribution to the self.

Like Hume, then, Kohut sees social interaction as crucial to the development of one’s basic psychological passions.  He draws this connection between social interaction and psychological well-being clearly in the following passage:

Throughout his life a person will experience himself as a cohesive harmonious firm unit in time and space, connected with his past and pointing meaningfully into a creative-productive future, [but] only as long as, at each stage in his life, he experiences certain representatives of his human surroundings as joyfully responding to him, as available to him as sources of idealized strength and calmness, as being silently present but in essence like him, and, at any rate, able to grasp his inner life more or less accurately so that their responses are attuned to his needs and allow him to grasp their inner life when his is in need of such sustenance.

Hume’s arguments, and Kohut’s and Jackson’s research, give us good reason to believe that human nature requires social interaction for its psychological well-being:  without social interaction, people would fail to develop cohesive self-representations, fall far short of satisfying their passions for pride and self-respect, and, in addition, people would be unable to satisfy their basic social desires, such as the desire for friendship or intimacy.  

§3.3  The Development of Moral Rules

People thus need to engage in positive social interaction in order to attain psychological well-being.
  Yet, we must not forget that human nature is essentially conflicted:  we have asocial tendencies that crop up, interfering with social interactions, and perhaps, making positive, genuine social interactions impossible.  It is easy for us to enter social interactions without thought, treating others simply as means to our own ends, forgetting about the social desires that are incompatible with doing so, and our psychological dependence on the opinions of others.  Unless we can control these asocial desires, our basic social desires go unfilled, and, because they are a fundamental feature of our natures, individual well-being thereby made impossible.  

Morality enters into the picture at this level.  Positive social interaction is requisite for individual well-being;  yet it is often made impossible by an agent’s asocial desires such as the desire for material self-interest.  While these asocial desires are not incompatible with social interaction, and, in fact, can be satisfied through social interaction, they nonetheless get in the way.  People need rules to cling to, which show them how to develop and sustain social interactions in face of these nagging asocial desires.

Fortunately, however, through our interactions with others and our ability to empathize with them, we are able to develop and recognize rules of action that are necessary to foster and sustain social interaction.  Our moral practices thus evolve as we engage in positive social interaction.  We learn not to harm others, and to offer amends when we do.  We learn to listen to one another, and to respect the opinions of others.  In time, we come to count on one another:  we begin to trust others, a move that raises social interactions to a moral level.

In trusting another, an agent lets down her guard, and puts opens herself to harm, based on her faith in the other’s good will, and the existence of a mutual respect between the two parties.  When such trust is well-founded, the two parties find themselves on a new level of interaction for, as John Deigh writes, “trust cements friendship.”
  Trust, he argues, develops directly from mutual affection and love:

When mutual affection brings two people together, when mutual love unites them, each cares about the other’s welfare and has concern for his happiness, and each realizes that his own welfare and happiness likewise matter to the other.  Trust then develops when this realization gives one confidence in the other, confidence that he will act with one’s interests at heart.  And this trust is shown in one’s engaging with him in cooperative activities, relying on him for help and support in one’s own activities, and sharing with him something of oneself:  one’s plans, hopes, concerns, fears and the like.  Confident that he will not act against or in disregard of one’s interests, one does not take precautions or remain watchful or alert in one’s relations with him as one would when dealing with someone one took to be potentially or actually opposed or indifferent to one’s interests.

In a trusting relationship, each party knows she can count on the other to restrain her self-interest and live up to the other’s expectations, and the result is a relationship marked by mutual dependencies.  Annette Baier makes a similar point in her characterization of trust, arguing that:

Reasonable trust will require good grounds for such confidence in another’s good will, or at least the absence of good grounds for expecting their ill will or indifference.  Trust then, on this first approximation, is accepted vulnerability to another’s possible but not expected ill will (or lack of good will) toward one.
 

This “accepted vulnerability,” that is a crucial component of trust, demonstrates one’s social needs:  in trusting another, one accepts that she herself needs to engage with other people, and, in becoming a “trusted” person, she likewise discovers the crucial and important role she can play in other’s lives.  As she satisfies her basic desires, she thus develops more sophisticated social desires for this sort of mutual trust.


While this experience of mutual trust occurs most tangibly in personal relationships where people feel most comfortable in adopting vulnerable positions, there is a very important sort of impersonal interaction, which is also marked by trust.  Society itself depends on a level of trust for its continued existence:  we trust strangers not to push us into on-coming traffic, we trust fast food employees not to poison our drinks, we trust other drivers to drive on the right side of the road.  This “societal trust” is a minimal form of trust indeed, but it highlights the fact that we all are vulnerable and depend on each other, both psychologically and physically, daily.  


The more an agent experiences and sustains genuine social interaction, the more she evolves as a moral being, for, in order to maintain social interactions, she must regulate her conduct upon the recognition of the needs of others. As she begins to regulate her actions, and so begins to develop and sustain significant social relationships, she develops a certain appreciation for the role morality plays in her personal life.  She begins to see that there is an important connection between her moral actions and her individual well-being, and begins to affirm herself insofar as she consistently follows the moral rules requisite for the development and maintenance of social interaction. Because of this connection between moral action and social interaction, these self-affirmations are inevitably seconded by others. What results  from this solidified self-affirmation is a certain breed of personal integrity that parallels pride and self-esteem, yet is made unique in virtue of the trait which is affirmed:  one’s commitment to moral action, that is, her sense of duty.  I will defend this account of personal integrity, as a character trait developed through consistent moral action, in the following section; for now, I will focus on the role personal integrity plays in an agent’s moral development.  


Personal integrity emerges through an agent’s interactions with others, and the affirmation of an agent’s self-worth by herself and those around her.  Its significance is not to be underestimated.  Because the agent with personal integrity satisfies her fundamental desires and exists on a meaningful and genuine level with others, she secures the foundation of her individual well-being. Upon experiencing personal integrity, the evolved agent cannot help but appreciate the contribution it makes to her well-being, and so she begins to desire personal integrity for its own sake.  This resulting desire for personal integrity gives an agent a consistent motive to regulate her behavior.  She has reached a new and final developmental stage, which is marked by her integrity.

Recent work by empathy theorists supports this account of moral development.  Martin Hoffman, for example, describes this evolution as the development of one’s “moral self” – a self that recognizes and understands the importance of genuine social interaction, and is committed to acting prosocially.

When one has internalized and committed oneself to a caring or justice principle, realizes that one has choice and control, and takes responsibility for one’s actions, one has reached a new developmental level.  From then on, considering others, refraining from harming them, and acting fairly not only reflect one’s empathic concern but may also be an expression of the moral principle one has internalized and a kind of affirmation of oneself.  One feels it is one’s duty and responsibility to consider others and be fair in one’s dealings with others.  One may feel that he is not the kind of person who would knowingly harm another or act unfairly, and that he would find it hard to live with himself if he seriously harmed someone.

This final developmental level is marked by the regulation of an agent’s conduct according to her conception of herself, and the role she wants to play in social interaction.  She recognizes her psychological dependence on others, realizes what is necessary for the development and fulfillment of her passions, and she sees their fulfillment as something important and necessary to her own well-being.  The moral agent thus recognizes and appreciates the role moral behavior plays in her psychological well-being, and so sees morality as something personally important.  While morality may require her to act against her self-interest, these requirements will not alienate her in any damaging way, precisely because she recognizes the importance of psychological well-being and has seen the importance of taking on the character of the moral agent, driven by a sense of duty.  The ideal moral agent will regulate her conduct by the sense of duty in a way such that the conflicts between her self-interest and moral action simply will not arise as problems to be deliberated over.  She will return money without hesitation, and help strangers who need help, without weighing the pros and cons of the moral act and her self-interest.


While few of us reach this stage where we consistently act with personal integrity, each of us, I’m sure, has from time to time realized that we are psychologically worse off for not living up to our moral requirements.  We may keep walking when we see someone drop money, maybe not taking the money, but also not making sure it gets returned to its proper owner.  More often than not this failure haunts us later in the day, as we think about the poor woman who lost the money, and wish we were stronger – wish that we were the type of person that did stop and return the money.  Even the mobster may feel this sense of remorse as he kills a life-long friend for being a snitch.  In doing so, he acts in favor of his self-interest at the cost of his psychological well-being.

A few months ago, my father was involved in a serious car accident.  No one was hurt, yet his and another man’s cars were totaled and my dad immediately lost all memory of the accident, which also involved an 18-wheeler that never stopped.  A third man, who witnessed the accident, stopped immediately to help.  He found my dad, shaken with temporary amnesia, and explained to him what happened.  He found my dad’s glasses, 40 feet from his car.  He waited with them for over an hour while the police came, and the cars were towed.  Then, after driving the other victim to his house nearby, he drove my dad to the train station, where he made sure my dad got on the right train home.


I want to meet this man.  Not just because he helped my father, but because I want to be this sort of person, who would spend an entire Friday evening helping strangers, when he could have just kept driving, like dozens of other people did, like I myself probably would have.  Hearing that such a person exists makes me want to be like him;  I know that if I were like him, I would be more content with myself. This sort of moral behavior affects the core of our being – it pervades our non-moral interests, and makes a significant contribution to our personal and individual well-being.

While this sort of case may be rare, we should not thereby conclude that it would be an exception to human nature, as some might claim.  Some might argue that, while morality may not be alienating for some people like my father’s rescuer, it is nonetheless alienating for the rest of us.  I hope to have shown that this claim relies on a mistaken assumption about human nature, and the basic psychological drives fundamental to it.  Our psychology demands and requires moral action; and while not all of us fulfill these desires consistently, they nonetheless exist.  Moreover, genuine moral action is not as rare as we might think. In the aftermath of September 11, thousands of people lined up to give blood, some waiting hours, just to try to help.  I doubt that any of these people felt alienated in doing so.  Rather, these moral actions contributed to and helped to define their psychological well-being.

Eric Fromm argues “these orientations, by which the individual relates himself to the world, constitute the core of his character.”
  We’ve seen this claim from many different sources:  one’s character is largely defined through one’s social interactions; one’s personal point of view fundamentally is constituted by social desires.  While each individual’s unique personal point of view will also consist of desires relative to her personal projects and interests, she cannot achieve well-being without pursuing her basic social desires as well.  Certainly it is possible for an agent to ignore her social desires, yet because they are part of her nature, she cannot flourish without them.   She will always be reminded of what she could be, just as I was reminded of how good I could be.

§4 Personal Integrity and Moral Action 

I’ve argued that human nature is constituted largely by social desires, whose fulfillment results in personal integrity, the desire for which leads to moral action.  I’ll now explain this connection in more detail, ultimately trying to show how personal integrity brings together the moral and the personal.  First, however, we need to get clear on the exact sense of “personal integrity” that I’m interested in, as it is a unique one.

Broadly speaking, there are two different ways to understand “integrity” that have been treated in the literature, for the most part, in mutually exclusive terms.
 The first is in terms of integration.  On this account, the person with integrity has a fully integrated system of beliefs.  The second is in terms of commitment.  On this account, the person with integrity is one who is fully committed to some purpose, or belief: she stands for something.  


Neither of these interpretations brings morality, or virtue, directly to mind.  On some accounts, one could be self-integrated and wholly vicious – her beliefs could be consistent, and consistently vicious.  Likewise, a person could be fully committed to something morally wrong.  The mobster seemingly could have this sense of integrity – he is fully committed to his mob family and the bond coming from them, even though this commitment may entail the brutal killing of a “family” member who has snitched.  


These examples of those who are vicious, yet nonetheless act with integrity clash with our prima facie understanding of integrity as a virtuous character trait.  Moreover, the two categories of integrity conflict with themselves:  as many have argued, one’s commitment to a purpose may conflict with her self-integration, and vice-versa.  


As a result of these prima facie conflicts that arise with the main understandings of integrity, many have been led to bite the bullet, and make drastic revisions to common understandings of integrity.  For example, some argue that integrity does not necessarily entail a commitment to virtue, nor does it lead to moral action.
   This separation of integrity and virtue, however, empties integrity of its essential meaning.  To have integrity is to be fully committed to something meaningful and important; anything else simply does not fit common intuitions regarding integrity.  The teenager could be fully committed to playing Nintendo.  She could arrange all of her beliefs so that this commitment was fully integrated, and she could dedicate herself to the purpose of excelling at the game.  While we may be tempted to applaud the ability for such dedication and commitment, must of us would hesitate to call such a person a person with integrity, precisely because her dedication and commitment is misdirected, and does not fully represent herself, as a moral agent, with a purpose somewhat more important than slaying the dragon and reaching level ten.


Despite these difficulties we encounter in trying to understand integrity, we need not write off our initial understandings of integrity as virtuous.  Rather, what we need to do is piece together the essential components of integrity, that is, understand integrity in terms of both self-integration and being committed to a purpose, while emphasizing that integrity is a human virtue.  Thus, what we need to do is look at what it means for human beings to be fully integrated, and to what purpose people are orientated towards.  


As I’ve already argued, human beings are conflicted beings, whose desire and need for genuine social interaction is often impeded by asocial self-interested desires (desires which, incidentally, can be fulfilled equally well, if not more so, through social interactions).  On this understanding of human nature, a fully integrated person is one who works towards genuine social interactions, and recognizes the importance of doing so.  While being self-integrated, she is also committed to a meaningful and important purpose:  sustaining genuine social interaction, which is marked by a level of trust and mutual respect.   


The person with this sort of integrity is without question a virtuous person.  She regulates her behavior in line with others, and acts on principles that make genuine social interactions possible.  These principles with include both principles of justice (keeping contracts, restraining from people’s property), and principles of caring (not harming others, helping those in need).  Such principles are moral principles that are defined through the requirements of genuine social interaction.  Personal integrity is thus attained by a full and genuine commitment to moral action, and so motivates an agent to follow moral principles.  This is the connection between moral action and an agent’s psychology:  it is only through the moral action necessary for sustaining social interaction, that an agent can fulfill her basic sociality and develop personal integrity, a fundamental element of her well-being.  It satisfies our original challenge by showing why morality is important to the moral agent and should be important to the amoral.


Moral action is thus requisite to psychological well-being, although, on occasion, it certainly may demand individual agents to sacrifice their immediate self-interest.  This sacrifice does not negatively impact the moral agent, who has come to appreciate the importance of psychological well-being.  However, this understanding of morality helps to explain why many people do see moral action as an overly demanding negative constraint on their interests.  These people simply have not come to see the difference between their psychological well-being and their self-interest.  The mobster, for example, acts always to advance his self-interest and sees the satisfaction of his self-interest as the most important factor in determining his actions.  He thus does not value psychological well-being and so has lost the principle motive to moral action. Most of us, however, probably fall somewhere in between the perfect moral agent and the mobster.  We recognize the importance of well-being and see its connection to moral action, yet nonetheless sometimes find it difficult to constrain our self-interest.  Because we, to some degree, value our well-being, we have a consistent motive to moral action, even if we may not always act on it.

§5  Virtue Theory and Deontology


What we have, then, is a virtue theory whose fundamental emphasis is on attaining and maintaining personal integrity, something that enables and sustains genuine social interaction through the commitment to moral action, and so allows for human agents to be fully integrated.  As a virtue theory, this account is grounded in basic human psychology and its affective attributes.  However, unlike many virtue theories, my account shares many attributes with traditional deontological theories, in particular their conception of moral rules, and so avoids many of the objections other virtue theories often encounter.  As I’ll argue now, because it has met the challenge and shown the desired connection between moral action and an agent’s psychology, my account offers a more competitive virtue theory than we have seen so far.  


The motivating force behind this project is a desire to provide a theory of morality that connects the moral and the personal and explains the sense of duty by showing the importance of moral action to an agent’s psychology, thus avoiding the “alienation” objections.  Defenders of these objections argue that contemporary moral theories do more damage than good:  by making impersonal demands on agents without regard to their personal projects, morality is said to “alienate” agents from the things they find most important.  My suggestion was that, if we approach moral theory by starting with the personal point of view, looking first at human nature and the problems central to it, and then understand morality’s purpose in terms of solving these conflicts, we will be left with an understanding of morality and the moral point of view as something that should be meaningful and important to every agent.


I hope to have shown that the theory I’ve proposed does precisely this.  I have argued that morality’s purpose is to regulate social interactions, such that people will be able to fulfill their social desires, and affirm themselves in virtue of their ability to attain and sustain genuine moral action.  To act with integrity requires treating people a certain way, and restraining one’s self-interest when it conflicts with what is necessary to sustain genuine social interaction.  


Because morality grows out of what is necessary to sustain genuine social interactions marked by trust and respect, its demands will be limited in scope.  The most central ones will be principles of caring, and principles of justice.  While limited, however, they will require strict adherence: one cannot maintain integrity while she “occasionally” breaks her promises for no important reasons.  Such moral lapses harm her particular relationships, and reduce the esteem others have for her, thereby diminishing her self-worth.  The moral agent recognizes both rationally and affectively the importance of moral actions to her individual well-being.


My account of morality thus avoids the problems of alienation that haunt traditional utilitarian and deontological theories.  This implication is not wholly surprising, however, because the theory at its heart is a virtue theory, emphasizing the primacy of personal integrity.  What is more illuminating, perhaps, is exactly how powerful this particular virtue theory is.


Virtue theories typically have been regarded as morality’s weakest siblings.  They have important insights into the character of the virtuous person, yet are not strong enough to hold their own against their stronger, more comprehensive siblings, utilitarianism and deontology.  While virtue theory itself is enjoying a rise in popularity, most remain skeptical about what we can get from a virtue theory.  After all, virtue theories do a great job of telling us what sorts of character traits we should develop, but, thus far, they have not been as successful in telling us how we should act in day to day life.  


One of the strongest merits of the approach to virtue theory that I offer here is that it provides definitive answers to the question of “what should I do?” and, in doing so, sustains the strong deontic notions common to our intuitions.  As such, what we have is a virtue theory that is meaningful and non-alienating, unlike the problematic deontological and utilitarian theories; yet also offers a comprehensive account of our strict moral requirements, and so avoids the pitfalls of other virtue theories.


I have already suggested what the moral requirements of my theory will be:  the requirements necessary to enable and sustain genuine social interactions.  These include, yet are not limited to, the following:

· Help those in need, when you are in a position to do so.

· Avoid harming others.

· Respect other’s opinions, and decisions.

· Keep one’s contracts and promises.

· Do not take another’s property.

· Be honest, and do not deceive others.

· Respect duties of gratitude and reparation.

These requirements are those necessary for trust and mutual respect to evolve, the essential ingredients of genuine social interaction.  Feasibly, they will allow for cases of conflict, and should be structured as a hierarchy in terms of which rules are most conducive to social interaction.  The moral rules and their hierarchal structure will be contingent to human nature and the circumstances we find ourselves in, yet, then again, this is the very point.


The moral rules of my account are easy to decipher; it will take a little more work to show that these rules of action are strong, inflexible, and, yes, overriding duties similar to Kantian imperatives, with one significant difference – they are grounded in the agent’s fundamental needs for social interaction, and desire for personal integrity;  desires whose satisfaction is requisite for psychological well-being.  What I hope to have shown, though, is that these are desires fundamental to human nature, and so, on a theory of rationality according to which it is always rational to do what promotes your well-being, these desires will give rise to universalistic reasons.  And because the desires can be fulfilled only through the moral action that enables genuine social interaction, every agent who is fully rational will have a strong, generally overriding reason to follow the moral rules.  Most importantly, for the purposes of this paper, though, the agent herself will be able to identify with her moral reasons, and should be able to see moral action as a meaningful, positive contribution to her well-being, rather than as an alienating restriction to her personal interests.  

So why do we return money to strangers that carelessly have dropped it?  Because doing so feeds our identity as moral beings; because we recognize the importance of being the person who returns money to strangers; because when affirm ourselves insofar as we have successfully regulated ourselves by the sense of duty.  We have integrity.

* This paper has benefited tremendously from an audience at UNC, as well as from the extensive comments of Jason Dickenson, Don Garrett, Tom Hill, Adrienne Martin, Ram Neta, Gerald Postema, Michael Ridge, Geoff Sayre-McCord, and Susan Wolf, to all of whom I owe many thanks.


� In fact, many think it sufficient to set aside this question and instead focus solely on normative questions.


� As Michael Ridge has pointed out to me, an interesting exception to this claim may be found in Scanlon’s contractualist account of moral motivation.  Scanlon recognizes the need to explain what he calls the “priority” and “importance” of moral judgments; however, he disagrees with my contention that such an explanation must be a psychological one arguing that “there is no need to appeal to a special psychological element to explain how a person could be moved to avoid an action by the thought that a principle allowing it would be one that others could reasonably reject” (1998, p. 154), and instead claiming that it is sufficient to appeal to the value of mutual recognition.  I think Scanlon’s approach to moral motivation is promising and my understanding of moral motivation shares many of its features; however, I also think an explanation of moral motivation must go beyond the assertion of the value of mutual recognition and provide a psychologically grounded explanation of why this value, or something similar to it, is, or should be, important to individual agents. I discuss this psychological need more in my discussion of the problems of alienation; let it suffice to say for now that, despite appearances, Scanlon is not addressing the same psychologically motivated challenge that I am, and that, in my opinion, his theory of moral motivation might be better supported by a psychological explanation of why people have reason to justify their actions to others on grounds they could not reasonably reject.


� Although Williams makes the same point elsewhere with respect to deontology.


� Williams 1973, p. 474.


� I should note that contemporary virtue theorists increasingly are seeing the need to provide an account of right action.  In particular, both Rosalind Hursthouse and Michael Slote try to do so, each by offering a virtue ethical definition of a right act.  Hursthouse defines the right act as that which a virtuous person would do, when acting in character, and Slote defines an act as right insofar as it demonstrates a virtuous motive.  These approaches to defining right action represent a promising start; however, I nonetheless think they are insufficient to compete with either utilitarian rules, or deontological rules (and, in all fairness, probably are not meant by the authors to compete with these other rules and principles).  The main worry I have with both of these accounts is that both seem better suited as principles governing evaluations of acts, rather than as action-guiding normative principles, for it is questionable that (1) the virtuous person always knows what to do; and what motive to act on, and (2) that even if she did, those of us who are less than virtuous would be able to figure out what the virtuous person would be motivated to do if in a position similar to ours.


� This is not to say that other aspects of Hume’s moral theory have not been appreciated.  My point here is just that contemporary virtue theories have looked primarily to Aristotle for inspiration, rather than Hume.


� Fromm 1947, p. 58.


� Hume T, 363.  Most certainly drawing on Hume, Darwin makes the same claim, writing “solitary confinement is one of the severest punishments which can be conflicted” (1871, p. 111).


� Hume, T. 316.


� Hume, T, 363.


� Chazan 1998, p. 70.


� Kohut 1984, p. 49.


� Kohut 1971, p. 108.


� Jackson 1984, p. 190


� Jackson 1984, p. 191.


� Kohut 1984, p. 52.


� I should note that the sense of well-being I rely on here is purely psychological and to this extent is different from the common conception of overall well-being that relates to the quality of one’s life, that we see in, for example, Griffin (1986).


� Deigh 1996, p. 4.


� Deigh 1996, p. 4.


� Baier 1986, p. 15.


� Hoffman 2000, p. 261.


� Fromm 1947, p. 59.


� These are broad classifications, and admittedly ignore the breadth of literature that tries to pin down more exact and nuanced forms of integrity.  


� Halfon (1989), for example, argues that a Nazi may have integrity to the extent in which the Nazi is dedicated to, what he sees as, a moral purpose.


� Adrienne Martin has pointed out that this understanding of moral rules has interesting implications for understanding the moral codes of different cultures, thus allowing for a unique and defensible breed of relativism between cultures.
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