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PHILOSOPHICAL TOPICS 
VOL. 24 NO. 2, FALL 1996 

Two Faces of Responsibility1 

Gary Watson 
University of California, Irvine 

1. RESPONSIBILITY AS SELF-DISCLOSURE 

In an early work, John Dewey wrote: 

[W]hen any result has been foreseen and adopted as foreseen [by 
the agent], such result is the outcome not of any external cir- 
cumstances, not of mere desires and impulses, but of the agent's 
conception of his own end. Now because the result thus flows 
from the agent's own conception of an end, he feels himself 
responsible for it  The result is simply an expression of him- 
self; a manifestation of what he would have himself to be. 
Responsibility is thus one aspect of the identity of character and 
conduct. We are responsible for our conduct because that con- 
duct is ourselves objectified in actions.2 

This passage indicates a conception of responsibility that has appealed 
in various versions to many writers, including me. This conception goes nat- 
urally with a view of free action and free will as autonomy. Actions which 
"express" ourselves in the required sense are free actions, whatever their far- 
ther causes may be. To be a responsible agent is to have what Dewey calls 
"moral capacity," which is the power to "put various ends before the self' 
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and "to be governed in action by the thought of some end to be reached." 
This capacity entails "freedom from the appetites and desires"; it is "the 
power of self-government."3 

For obvious reasons, I shall call this conception of responsibility the 
self-disclosure 4 view. This view, along with its companion conception of free- 
dom as autonomy, has been vigorously criticized on a number of grounds. 
One problem is that its paradigm of free and responsible action - namely, 
action that expresses self-adopted ends - is not obviously applicable to cases 
of negligent conduct or to "weak-willed" or to self-deceptive behavior. 
Another problem is that individuals' "conceptions of their own ends" might 
be due to "brainwashing" or indoctrination of a kind that significantly under- 
mines or compromises responsibility and freedom. 

Whether or not the self-disclosure view can effectively respond to these 
criticisms, I shall not discuss here. Instead, I want to take up a different charge 
and to explore a distinction between two perspectives on responsibility to 
which this criticism gives rise. The criticism is articulated in Susan Wolf's 
book, Freedom within Reason .5 Views of the type that I am here calling self- 
disclosure views Wolf calls "real self views," by which she means the idea 
that freedom is control by one's "deepest" values or commitments and that 
responsibility is defined in terms of the relationship between one's conduct 
and those values. One of her complaints is that "real self views" ignore the 
importance of normative competence ;6 a person's status as a responsible 
agent requires not only the capacity to conform her desires and conduct to 
her deepest values ("self-government," in Dewey's phrase) but also the 
capacity to acquire the right values - that is, those we hold her responsible 
for having. 

A second complaint is that the real self view7 can at best account for a 
"superficial" kind of responsibility. We want an account of responsible 
agency, she thinks, which explains why individuals have a special status 

in virtue of which the good and bad things they do can resound 
[sic] to their respective credit or discredit while lower animals 
and objects cannot be so deeply evaluated for the good and bad 
traits they display.8 

She goes on: 

[W]hen we hold an agent morally responsible for some event, 
we are doing more than identifying her particularly crucial role 
in the causal series. . . . [W]e are not merely judging the moral 
quality of the event with which the individual is so intimately 
associated; we are judging the moral quality of the individual 
herself in some focused, noninstrumental, and seemingly more 
serious way. We may refer to the latter sense of responsibility as 
deep responsibility, and we may speak in connection with this 
of deep praise and blame.9 
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To capture "deep" responsibility, she argues, we must turn from real self 
views to what she calls the "reason view": responsible agency consists in 
"the ability to form, assess, and revise those values on the basis of a recog- 
nition and appreciation of ... the True and the Good."10 

The question of normative competence is a very important one. Self- 
disclosure views have said too little about it. Holding people responsible is 
not just a matter of the relation of an individual to her behavior; it also involves 
a social setting in which we demand (require) certain conduct from one another 
and respond adversely to one another's failures to comply with these demands. 
Self-disclosure views have largely ignored this context. Typically, they are 
silent about the content of the ends of responsible agents, about the capacity 
of self-governing agents to comprehend the grounds on which moral require- 
ments rest, and about our authority to hold one another to these. (This itself is 
a kind of normative competence.) Even though Dewey calls it our "moral" 
capacity, the "power of self-government" is too abstractly characterized to 
explain the kind of responsibility that is involved in the practice of holding 
one another morally accountable. The self-governing agent as described so 
far might be morally dead (or "insane" as Wolf puts it elsewhere).11 

But I do not agree that the self-disclosure view accounts at best for a 
"superficial" notion of responsibility. Moral accountability is only part, and 
not necessarily the most important part, of our idea of responsibility. The 
self-disclosure view describes a core notion of responsibility that is central 
to ethical life and ethical appraisal. In virtue of the capacities identified by 
the self-disclosure view, conduct can be attributable or imputable to an indi- 
vidual as its agent and is open to appraisal that is therefore appraisal of the 
individual as an adopter of ends. Attributability in this sense is a kind of 
responsibility. In virtue of the capacities in question, the individual is an 
agent in a strong sense, an author of her conduct, and is in an important sense 
answerable for what she does. While (strict liability aside) attributability in 
this sense is crucial to the practices of moral accountability, it does not all 
by itself underwrite them. 

Attributibility has an importance to ethical life that is distinct from con- 
cerns about accountability. Responsibility is important to issues about what 
it is to lead a life, indeed about what it is to have a life in the biographical 
sense, and about the quality and character of that life. These issues reflect 
one face of responsibility (what I will call its aretaic face). Concerns about 
accountability reflect another.12 

While there is room for philosophical skepticism about both perspec- 
tives, the skeptical doubts are distinct. In particular, the pressure for some 
kind of problematic principle of avoidability comes entirely, I would argue, 
from accountability and its corresponding notion of blame. 

I will develop these points in the remainder of the essay. 
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2. TWO PERSPECTIVES 

Some remarks by Peter van Inwagen might help me to develop the distinc- 
tion between these two perspectives on responsibility. Van Inwagen speaks 
of a colleague 

who has written a paper in which he denies the reality of moral 
responsibility. And yet this same philosopher when certain of his 
books were stolen, said, "That was a shoddy thing to do." But 
no one can consistently say that a certain act was a shoddy thing 
to do and say that its agent was not morally responsible when he 
performed it  13 

To blame, to remonstrate, to hate, van Inwagen claims, "is to demon- 
strate more than any high-minded speech ever could that we believe in moral 
responsibility."14 But "believing in moral responsibility," I want to say, is a 
complex thing. While it would be idle to speculate about what van Inwagen's 
colleague meant, this case can help us to see some of that complexity. 

To say (or judge) that stealing the books was a shoddy thing to do 
implies that the thief behaved shoddily, and hence that the act was attributable 
to the agent. To call the conduct "shoddy" is to see it as "inferior goods," as 
a poor exercise of human evaluative capacities, as characteristic of someone 
who cares little about standards of excellence in human affairs. It is right to 
see this judgment as imputing shoddy behavior to the subject, in virtue of 
which he is in a way answerable as its agent. However, such attributions 
should not be too quickly grouped with other judgments which the colleague 
allegedly wishes to eschew. 

"Those who are not morally responsible for what they do may perhaps 
deserve our pity," van Inwagen goes on to say, "they certainly do not deserve 
our censure."15 But 'shoddy' need not express "censure." That implies a pub- 
lic forum, in which the subject is liable to formal sanction. To speak of con- 
duct as deserving of "censure," or "remonstration," as "outrageous," 
"unconscionable" (and on some views, even as "wrong"), is to suggest that 
some further response to the agent is (in principle) appropriate. It is to invoke 
the practice of holding people morally accountable, in which (typically) the 
judge (or if not the judge, other members of the moral community) is enti- 
tled (in principle) to react in various ways. 

To return to my earlier point: the judgments by van Inwagen's colleague 
do commit him to attributability of the kind identified by the self-disclosure 
view. But nothing in this view explains or justifies any such reactive enti- 
tlement. What the colleague rejects, we may conjecture, are further features 
of the practice of moral accountability. He might or might not be right to do 
so, but he is not, I think, therefore inconsistent. 

This point can be put in terms of the concept of blame. In one way, to 
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blame (morally) is to attribute something to a (moral) fault in the agent; there- 
fore, to call conduct shoddy is to blame the agent. But judgments of moral 
blameworthiness are also thought to involve the idea that agents deserve 
adverse treatment or "negative attitudes" in response to their faulty conduct.16 
The former kinds of blaming and praising judgments are independent of what 
I am calling the practices of moral accountability. They invoke only the 
attributability conditions, on which certain appraisals of the individual as an 
agent are grounded. Because many of these appraisals concern the agent's 
excellences and faults - or virtues and vices - as manifested in thought and 
action, I shall say that such judgments are made from the aretaic perspective.11 

If we think of the aretaic perspective as concerned with the question of 
what activities and ways of life are most choiceworthy, then some aretaic 
appraisal, for example, van Inwagen's colleague's, is what we would call 
moral. But even if one takes all such appraisals to be moral in a broad sense, 
they are independent of the particular moral norms that are invoked in 
accountability. This becomes clearer by taking a different example. If some- 
one betrays her ideals by choosing a dull but secure occupation in favor of 
a riskier but potentially more enriching one, or endangers something of deep 
importance to her life for trivial ends (by sleeping too little and drinking too 
much before important performances, for example), then she has acted 
badly - cowardly, self-indulgently, at least unwisely. But by these assess- 
ments we are not thereby holding her responsible, as distinct from holding 
her to be responsible. To do that, we would have to think that she is account- 
able to us or to others, whereas in many cases we suppose that such behav- 
ior is "nobody's business." Unless we think she is responsible to us or to 
others to live the best life she can - and that is a moral question - we do not 
think she is accountable here. If her timid or foolish behavior also harms oth- 
ers, and thereby violates requirements of interpersonal relations, that is a dif- 
ferent matter. 

It is no contradiction, then, to respond to the aretaic face of responsi- 
bility while denying the legitimacy of moral accountability. For all that I will 
argue here, that denial may or may not be defensible. But van Inwagen's col- 
league is mistaken, I am trying to show, to think that he can speak from the 
aretaic perspective without committing himself to responsibility in any way 
at all. It is this core notion of responsibility with which the self-disclosure 
view is concerned. 

3. DEEP RESPONSIBILITY AND PRACTICAL IDENTITY 

I turn now to Wolf's complaint that this notion is, after all, "shallow." Real 
self views cannot provide for "deep responsibility," she argues, because they 
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cannot explain "how . . . persons [can] deserve a distinctive and more seri- 
ous kind of blame for being deceitful or petty than pigs deserve for being 
sloppy or books for being frayed."18 She presses this point against the fol- 
lowing remark by R. E. Hobart: 

He did not make his character; no, but he made his acts. Nobody 
blames him for making such a character, but only for making 
such acts. And to blame him for that is simply to say that he is a 
bad act-maker.19 

Hobart's claim is untrue, Wolf thinks, of "the particular kind of blame that 
is associated with the philosophical question of responsibility."20 

Wolf develops her point in this way: 
When we say that an individual is responsible for an event in the 
superficial sense, we identify the individual as playing a causal 
role that, relative to the interests and expectations provided by 
the context, is of special importance to the explanation of that 
event. And when we praise or blame an individual in the super- 
ficial sense, we acknowledge that the individual has good or bad 
qualities, or has performed good or bad acts. But when we hold 
an individual morally responsible for some event, we are doing 
more than identifying her particularly crucial role in the causal 
series that brings about the event in question. We are regarding 
her as a fit subject for credit or discredit on the basis of the role 
she plays.21 

Wolf's distinction here is long-standing. In 1744, Christian Crucius 
argued that free will 

should make a man responsible for his activity, so that one does 
not only ascribe it to him as the efficient cause but also can think 
him open to praise or blame or to charges of guilt and can hold 
him worthy of punishment or reward because he acted this way 
rather than that.22 

Crucius goes on to distinguish "two sorts of praise and blame," 
first the nonmoral, which is nothing but a judgment of the per- 
fection or imperfection of the thing, and second, the moral, when 
we hold someone to be the free cause of a characteristic that we 
recognize as worthy of praise or blame.23 

Two separate points are asserted in these passages - first, that the so- 
called responsibility on real self views is merely causal (and therefore ethi- 
cally superficial); second, that what I am calling aretaic appraisals are simply 
descriptions of a thing's qualities and differ in kind from moral blame in the 
strict (deep?) sense.24 On the self-disclosure view, to blame someone for an 
outcome is to trace this effect to some fault (imperfection) in the thing. I want 
to dispute both of these points. 
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The first claim depends, I suspect, upon taking real self views as more 
or less sophisticated variants of a basically Hobbesian picture. In the sim- 
plest form of this view, an agent is taken to be responsible for an event when 
and because it is caused by his desires. Thus all "voluntary actions" (roughly, 
bodily motion caused by desires and expectations) are such that the agent is 
responsible for them. In this stripped-down version, the real self is the will 
(that is, the strongest desire). 

In this form, the defects of the real self view (so construed) are con- 
spicuous. It obscures the relevant distinctions between animals and human 
beings, between persons and automata, between voluntary conduct and oper- 
ant conditioning, between structural defects and virtues. More sophisticated 
versions can be seen as attempts to avoid these embarrassments by distin- 
guishing between "mere desires" and something psychologically and moti- 
vationally more complex: as the case may be, values, reason, higher-order 
volitions, identifications. 

On the diagnosis I have in mind, the common defect of views of this kind 
is that they flout the control principle : we can't be rightly blamed unless we 
have control over the causes of our conduct. If we lack control of our desires, 
as no Hobbesian view can preclude, we lack control of our wills, thereby vio- 
lating the control principle. (This diagnosis is that of Crucius,25 and probably 
also that of Wolf.) Real self views are clearly hopeless as responses to this 
problem. Wolf puts the point well: "The kind of control . . . that we feel to be 
lacking cannot be supplied by another loop to the internal structure of the 
agent."26 

But I think we should take real self views to have a different focus. They 
are prompted by a concern with agency or attributability, rather than with 
control and accountability. The significant relation between behavior and the 
"real self' is not (just)27 causal but executive and expressive. When thought 
or behavior are exercises of what Dewey calls an agent's moral capacity, they 
and their results are open to distinctive kinds of evaluation. These evalua- 
tions are inescapably evaluations of the agent because the conduct in ques- 
tion expresses the agent's own evaluative commitments, her adoption of 
some ends among others. To adopt some ends among others is to declare 
what one stands for. 

Aretaic evaluations thus differ significantly from other forms of 
appraisal. If I dance clumsily, it is inescapably true of me that I was (on that 
occasion) a clumsy dancer. But if what I do flows from my values and ends, 
there is a stronger sense in which my activities are inescapably my own: I 
am committed to them. As declarations of my adopted ends, they express 
what I'm about, my identity as an agent. They can be evaluated in distinc- 
tive ways (not just as welcome or unwelcome) because they themselves are 
exercises of my evaluative capacities. 
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We are now in a position to respond to a challenge issued by Wolf: 

Why should the distinctive kind of complexity that is constituted 
by the possession of a real self make a creature subject to a dif- 
ferent kind of accountability from that to which other creatures 
and objects are subject?28 

The point of speaking of the "real self' is not metaphysical, to penetrate to 
one's ontological center; what is in question is an individual's fundamental 
evaluative orientation. Because aretaic appraisals implicate one's practical 
identity, they have ethical depth in an obvious sense. 

This brings out the way in which aretaic appraisal involves an attribu- 
tion of responsibility. To adopt an end, to commit oneself to a conception of 
value in this way, is a way of taking responsibility. To stand for something 
is to take a stand, to be ready to stand up for, to defend, to affirm, to answer 
for. Hence one notion of responsibility - responsibility as attributability- - 

belongs to the very notion of practical identity.29 

4. CONTROLAND RESPONSIBILITY FOR ONE'S ENDS 

I do not mean to say that the notion of control is irrelevant to responsibility 
on the self-disclosure view. Rather, issues of control are subsidiary to issues 
of attributability. Control bears on responsibility only so far as its absence 
indicates that the conduct was not attributable to the agent.30 "I couldn't help 
it" negates responsibility, for example, only by indicating that the individual's 
behavior (or omission) was not after all an exercise of "moral capacity." 

The focus on attributability explains why "responsibility for ends" is a 
very different issue for a self-disclosure view than for a control-centered 
view. From the latter standpoint, any account of control in terms of the rela- 
tion between the agent's conduct and her ends will seem incomplete and 
superficial unless the agent also is "responsible for her ends," that is, has 
control over what ends she has. On self-disclosure views, responsibility for 
ends is the limiting case; ends in the relevant sense are necessarily self- 
disclosing, since they are direct exercises of moral capacity.31 The primary 
issue for self-disclosure views is not control but how to specify the relevant 
sense of "adopting ends." Consider the way in which hypnosis and brain- 
washing are thought to engender "motivation" for which the agent is not 
responsible. Whereas other views would explain this by appealing to the 
absence of control, the problem on the self-disclosure view is to explain how 
these processes undercut attributability. 
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5. HOLDING ACCOUNTABLE 

Against the charge of superficiality, I have been arguing that the self- 
disclosure view identifies a core notion of responsibility. Aretaic appraisals 
are not merely attributions of "causal responsibility" that for this reason lack 
depth. I have conceded, however, that the self-disclosure view does not suf- 
fice for an understanding (or defense) of the practices of holding account- 
able. Arguably, control is a central issue for those practices. If so, the issue 
of responsibility for one's ends might reemerge in that context. 

This conjecture is borne out by Aristotle's influential but difficult dis- 
cussion of responsibility in Nicomachean Ethics , book 3, chapters 1-5. Early 
on, in his discussion of the "voluntary," Aristotle observes that mistakes 
about what is choiceworthy in human life do not render conduct involun- 
tary; on the contrary, "that is a cause of blame." After all, on his view, "every 
vicious person is ignorant of the actions he must do or avoid."32 In book 3 
chapter 5, rather abruptly, Aristotle raises a worry of a different order, namely, 
whether the kind of people we are is in our power. These two discussions 
answer to two goals he announces at the outset of book 3: to clarify the nature 
of virtue and to say something useful to those who assign honors and pun- 
ishments. It is plausible to see his discussion of the voluntary as a delineation 
of the attributability conditions for virtues and vices. These conditions are 
not affected by issues about control of one's character, which are driven by 
concerns about accountability (reward and punishment).33 

I return to the question of responsibility for ends below. Let's turn now 
to the general idea of accountability. 

The practice or practices of holding one another accountable are too var- 
ied and complex to investigate in detail here, but I hope to bring out some 
of this variety and describe some general features. Because some of these 
practices - and notably the practice of moral accountability - involve the 
imposition of demands on people, I shall argue, they raise issues of fairness 
that do not arise for aretaic appraisal. It is these concerns about fairness that 
underlie the requirement of control (or avoidability) as a condition of moral 
accountability. 

Putting the important self-reflexive case to one side, holding responsible 
is a three-term relationship in which one individual or group is held by another 
to certain expectations or demands or requirements. The party who is subject 
to these demands, etc., is said to be responsible to the other for complying 
with the demands. 'Holding responsible' can be taken as equivalent to 'hold- 
ing accountable'. But the notion of 'holding' here is not to be confused with 
the attitude of believing (as in, 'I hold that she is responsible for*'). Holding 
people responsible involves a readiness to respond to them in certain ways. 
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Talk of responsibility is sometimes ambiguous between contexts in 
which we refer to someone's responsibilities and contexts in which we refer 
to someone's failures to meet her responsibilities.34 The department chair is 
responsible for conducting personnel actions; it is her responsibility - that 
is, duty. She is also held responsible for failing to do so. In either case (again, 
the self-reflexive case aside), holding responsible is a triadic relation involv- 
ing two people and a requirement (task, responsibility). 

As these examples show, holding responsible is not always a moral or 
legal matter. If I hold the president (partly) responsible for worsening the 
economy, then I judge that he failed in his job (responsibility) to promote 
economic prosperity. (Perhaps I also judge that the president ruined the decor 
of the White House, but I will not hold him responsible for that unless I take 
it to be contrary to one of his responsibilities.) What is in question here is 
not necessarily a moral failure. In the same way, the building custodian is 
held responsible for neglecting the furnace. Another nonmoral example is 
given in the following (imaginary) sports-page article: 

The Slugger fans booed Jim Takayama last night, after the rookie 
was tagged out at the plate. Takayama would have scored the 
tying run on Jaime Benevides' single, but he hesitated as he 
rounded third. Manager Tom Forster told reporters that Takayama 
shouldn't be held responsible for the loss, because the runner 
received mixed signals from the third base coach. 

The failure need not be something that is within the control of the agent. 
Certain ways of completing the phrase, 'He shouldn't be held responsible 
because . . .' will not do, even though they cite factors beyond the player's 
control which explain his poor performance: for example, 'because he's an 
incompetent ball player (or gets confused easily, or lacks experience)'. 
Unlike the manager's explanation, or the fact that a bee stung him in the thigh 
as he rounded the corner, these do not get him off the hook. What gets him 
off the hook is what shows that he performed his role as a baseball player 
competently. Ineptitude does not get the president or the building custodian 
off the hook, either. 

Clearly, then, it is not a general requirement that one be able to comply 
with the standards to which one is held responsible. Under what conditions 
does this requirement hold? 

6. LIABILITY AND AUTHORITY 

To be "on the hook" in these and other cases is to be hable to certain reac- 
tions as a result of failing to do what one is required. To require or demand 
certain behavior of an agent is to lay it down that unless the agent so behaves 
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she will be liable to certain adverse or unwelcome treatment. For convenience, 
I shall call the diverse forms of adverse treatment "sanctions." Holding 
accountable thus involves the idea of liability to sanctions. To be entitled to 
make demands, then, is to be entitled to impose conditions of liability. 

Practices of holding accountable give rise to two questions. First, by 
what authority do we subject one another to sanctions? And, second, what 
kind or kinds of sanction are involved in a particular practice? Obviously, 
sanctions take various forms: in the case of job responsibilities, the sanction 
will be the loss of one's position or earnings (or an increase in the probabil- 
ity that one of these will occur in the future). The nature of sanctions in the 
moral case is not so clear. That is one of the obscurities of moral account- 
ability. I'll return to this second question later. 

Suppose a hijacker says to one of his captives: "I'm holding you respon- 
sible for keeping the others in line. If they try anything, you'll answer to me." 
The demand is, of course, illegitimate ("unreasonable") in two ways. The 
captive might well be unable to control the others, to comply with the 
demand. Furthermore, the hijacker has no authority to make such a demand. 

But we have just seen that it is not always unfair to hold people respon- 
sible for what is not under their control. To take another case, if you hire 
people to keep order in your dance hall, you hold them responsible for fail- 
ing to do so. Perhaps they are no more able to control the crowd than the 
captive is. Yet there we suppose the sanction is fair enough. For we are sup- 
posing that the employees have agreed to the requirements and that the terms 
of the agreement were not unjust. 

These examples suggest the following rough generalization. It is unfair 
to impose sanctions upon people unless they have a reasonable opportunity 
to avoid incurring them. If one had a fair opportunity to avoid being subject 
to the demand in the first place, or if, once subjected, one has the capacity 
to comply with it, then this condition is met. If one is subject to a require- 
ment as part of a noncoercive and nonexploitative agreement, then one might 
be fairly held responsible for failing to satisfy it even if (as above) one is 
quite unable to do so. So 'demand' does not imply 'can' . The connection is 
rather a moral one: just demands require the opportunity to avoid the con- 
comitant sanctions in one of these ways. 

But just demands require more than this; they imply the legitimacy of 
the authority to make the demands. The hijackers demands would still be 
unjust even if, scrupulously, they only made demands that could be satisfied.35 

Since morality involves the authorization to make various demands on 
one another, the question of authority is an independent source of obscurity 
about distinctively moral accountability. In the case of special rights, the 
ground of authority seems relatively clear. If you make a promise to me, 
you thereby authorize me to hold you responsible in certain respects; you 
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undertake certain responsibilities.36 However, nothing like this seems to be 
true of general moral requirements.37 

There is, then, an important connection between moral and political the- 
ory and the theory of moral responsibility. Moral theory must explain not 
only the content of morality but the source of the authority to impose moral 
requirements.38 

7. BLAME AND MORAL SANCTIONS 

Let's return to the question of "sanctions." If holding responsible goes 
beyond aretaic appraisal, what more is involved in the moral case? 

Recall our earlier discussion of blame. As we have already seen, the are- 
taic perspective is a source of blaming judgments in one plain sense: judg- 
ments that the agent's conduct was faulty in some way. If the fault is moral, 
so is the blame. But accountability blame is a response to the faults identi- 
fied in aretaic blame. 

The aretaic sense seems to collapse any distinction between blaming 
and judgments of blame. In this sense, one is worthy of blame just in case 
the attribution of fault is warranted. ' S is blameworthy for C' stands to 'S" s 
conduct is faulty' as 

4 "P" is true' stands to 'P' ; judging blameworthy is vir- 
tually blaming. In the accountability sense, however, there is a difference. 

On one common view, to blame S for C is to have an unfavorable atti- 
tude toward S on account of C. Since it is one thing to think that someone 
deserves to be an object of such attitudes and another actually to have these 
attitudes, on this view one can judge someone to be blameworthy without 
blaming him or her oneself. 

Some writers identify the blaming response with indignation, resent- 
ment, and disapprobation. Others, such as Jonathan Glover,39 are content to 
speak simply of an undifferentiated "disapproval." On this view, the sanc- 
tions involved in being held morally accountable consist in being subject to 
these attitudes. One is blameworthy, and holding one responsible is war- 
ranted, just in case those attitudes are warranted. 

But how is being subject to blaming attitudes a sanction ? To most of us, 
it is disagreeable, as Glover says, to be disapproved of.40 But how far will 
this take us? It is disagreeable only when the disapproval is felt. And some 
may be indifferent to others' disapproval altogether; can't they too be unfairly 
blamed? Now even unexpressed disapproval can result in adverse (for 
instance, less friendly) treatment; perhaps the targets of this disapproval tend 
to receive fewer of the benefits of human society. Let us assume, then, that 
blaming attitudes are not only disagreeable when directly expressed but that 
they involve dispositions to treat others in other generally unwelcome ways. 
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Yet we blame the dead and the otherwise inaccessible. Can we make 
sense of this in the accountability sense? Of course the dead can be wrongly 
accused or charged. But we are considering blame as a response to faulty 
conduct. That response cannot be disagreeable for the dead; blaming atti- 
tudes cannot therefore be sanctions in those cases. 

It does not follow that blaming the dead for their faulty conduct could 
not be unfair. For we must distinguish the unfairness of the attitudes from 
the unfairness of the corresponding treatment. If it would be unfair to impose 
certain penalties on someone, then it is unfair to be ready (however impo- 
tently) to do so. If, as I have said, blaming attitudes involve a readiness to 
adverse treatment, then they might be unjust even when the exercise of this 
disposition is impossible. One's blaming attitudes are unfair if it would be 
unfair for whatever reason to subject others to the adverse treatment to which 
one's attitudes dispose one.41 

8. AVOID ABILITY 

Our earlier discussion led to the thought that people can be fairly subject to 
demands and their concomitant sanctions only if they had reasonable oppor- 
tunities to comply. Indeed, Glover suggests that an appeal to justice of this 
kind can explain "all the excuses" relevant to responsibility: "We think it 
unfair to adopt an attitude of disapproval towards someone on account of an 
act or omission, where this was something outside his control." Assuming, 
again, that "it is disagreeable to be disapproved of," Glover takes this thought 
to derive from the principle that we do not deserve to suffer what we cannot 
avoid.42 Whether or not this generalization about excusing conditions is 
entirely defensible, it brings out something that many wish to say in partic- 
ular cases. 

These remarks on sanctions are no more than a crude beginning to a 
real exploration of this territory. They treat moral accountability as a legal- 
like practice, an informal institution serving the ends of social regulation 
and/or of retributive and compensatory justice. No doubt this treatment 
leaves out crucial features of moral blame, and taken by itself it would give 
a very distorted view.43 Yet it seems to me an important truth that blame 
does , among other things, serve these functions. In any case, my thesis is 
that it is only insofar as and because blaming responses (at least potentially) 
affect the interests of their objects adversely that moral accountability raises 
the issues of avoidability that have been central to the traditional topic of 
moral responsibility.44 
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9. BLAMING THE VICTIM 

The distinction between aretaic and accountability blame helps to explain 
our ambivalence toward the vicious criminal who is himself a victim of an 
abusive childhood. His deliberate and remorseless murders characterize him 
as malicious and cruel in a sense that no nonreflective being could be. The 
fact that life gave him a rotten deal, that his squalid circumstances made it 
overwhelmingly difficult to develop a respect for the standards to which we 
would hold him accountable, does not impugn these aretaic appraisals. His 
conduct is attributable to him as an exercise of his "moral capacities." It 
expresses and constitutes his practical identity, what he stands for, what he 
has made of his life as he found it. 

At the same time, there is an inclination to doubt that such a person can 
rightly be held accountable, at least fully, that while he might "deserve pity," 
as Wolf says, he "does not deserve blame."45 This ambivalence mirrors the 
two faces of responsibility. What gives rise to our "pity" are concerns about 
fairness. Facts about his formative years give rise to the thought that the indi- 
vidual has already suffered too much and that we too would probably have 
been morally ruined by such a childhood.46 What is inhibited by these con- 
cerns is accountability blame.47 

To be sure, this inhibition does not shield victim-criminals from legal 
sanctions. We still protect ourselves against their murderous assaults; we hunt 
them down, lock them up, shoot them. Hence our scruples about fairness are 
of no consolation (or compensation) to them. Nevertheless, these concerns 
affect our sense of what we're doing. Seeing the criminal as himself a vic- 
tim will not prevent us from shutting the cage or pulling the trigger. But these 
responses will then tend to seem regulative rather than retributive. In a dis- 
concerting way, they lose their normal expressive function. 

This discussion suggests that the standards for normative competence 
might be different for accountability than for attributability. Aretaic appraisal 
clearly requires some normative competence on the part of the subjects of 
that appraisal. The subjects of moral appraisal in particular must have the 
capacity to apply moral predicates to their deliberations. In general, aretaic 
appraisal requires the intelligence and sensibility to comprehend at least the 
normative concepts in terms of which the relevant forms of appraisal are 
conceived. (For example, one is open to appraisal as cruel only if one has 
the concept of cruelty.) There is no reason to think that this competence must 
include "the ability to acquire the right values." 

However, since moral and legal accountability raises issues of fair 
opportunity, there is at least a prima facie case for something like this stronger 
criterion in those contexts. The answer depends on a detailed account of these 
practices and their rationales and upon a fuller understanding of what 
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"acquiring the right values" comes to. It might make a difference whether 
someone is unable to know what is morally required or is unable to care in 
the right way. This brings us back to our discussion of "responsibility for 
ends and character" (see section 4). These concerns have a natural purchase 
from the perspective of accountability and must be taken seriously. 

10. ASYMMETRIES 

The distinctions I have been exploring help us to understand the appeal of 
Susan Wolf's asymmetry thesis: that blameworthiness requires avoidability, 
while praiseworthiness does not. This proposition falls out of her concep- 
tion of responsibility in the following way. Responsible agency is the capac- 
ity to respond to relevant reasons. If you do respond to relevant reasons 
(thereby acting well), you will have exercised that capacity, and be praise- 
worthy, even if you could not (say, psychologically) have done otherwise. 
But if you (psychologically) cannot respond to relevant reasons, you thus 
lack the capacity in question and are not blameworthy.48 Incapacity there- 
fore undercuts blame but not praise. 

Wolf takes her thesis to be supported by common judgment. If some- 
one acts well because of a moral clarity and commitment so strong that she 
could not have done otherwise, then we still think her praiseworthy. But if 
she acts badly because her deprived childhood has rendered her unable to 
care about the moral considerations in question, then she is not thought to 
be blameworthy. 

The appeal of Wolf 's thesis depends, I think, on a shift between the per- 
spectives of accountability and aretaic appraisal. It is from the aretaic per- 
spective that the agent in Wolf's example is plainly praiseworthy despite her 
supposed inability to do otherwise. For she conducts herself well, and that 
is to be praiseworthy. However, whether she deserves praise in the sense of 
some further favorable treatment in response to her virtuous conduct is more 
doubtful. Similarly, if we remain within the same perspective, the victim of 
the deprived childhood is blameworthy as well, since his conduct reflects 
badly upon him as a moral agent. From within this outlook, there is no dif- 
ference. The sense of asymmetry results from a shift to the perspective of 
accountability. 

However, an asymmetry of a different kind might seem to result from 
the negative and positive values of blame and praise. Like most writers on 
this subject, I began by talking about the connections between responsibility 
and praise and blame but became preoccupied with the negative case. We 
seem to have a richer vocabulary of blame than of praise. This slant is not due 
solely to mean-spiritedness. At least part of the explanation is that blaming 
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tends to be a much more serious affair; reputation, liberty, and even life can 
be at stake, and understandably we are more concerned with the conditions 
of adverse treatment than with those of favorable treatment. 

The fact that 'holding responsible' has, strictly speaking, no positive 
counterpart reinforces the asymmetry. To be held liable is to be on the hook, 
and we lack a ready phrase for the positive counterpart to the "hook." But 
clearly we do have a counterpart notion; just as (moral) blame is sometimes 
called for as a response to the flouting of (moral) requirements, so praise is 
an appropriate response to respect for moral requirements or moral ends. We 
express praise by recognition: bestowing a medal or, more commonly, 
remarking on the person's merits. ("It was good ofNyou [him] to help.")49 

Hence, considerations of fairness might still support an asymmetry 
solely within the perspective of accountability. For if the requirement of 
avoidability derives from the idea that we should not be made to suffer from 
sanctions which we had no reasonable opportunity to avoid, then the require- 
ment will have no relevance to the conditions of appropriate praise. The spe- 
cial objection to responding adversely to those who could not do otherwise 
simply does not apply to the case of favorable treatment. 

If so, Wolf is partly right about asymmetry. While blame requires avoid- 
ability only from the perspective of accountability, praise requires avoid- 
ability from neither perspective. This would mean that asymmetry would 
hold in the one perspective but not the other. 

But I think even this putative asymmetry is disputable. For praise also 
raises issues of fairness when considered comparatively. If Rosa is praised 
(or otherwise favorably treated) for her unavoidable conduct, she cannot 
complain that she is being treated unjustly. But if Joan's unavoidable nega- 
tive conduct disqualifies her from this favorable treatment, can't she (or any- 
one from a perspective of justice) complain that a system that benefits Rosa 
rather than her, when neither can do otherwise, is unfair? Of course, Joan 
cannot put this point coherently by saying she deserves the benefit as much 
as Rosa, for she didn't act well. But she might well complain that Rosa 
deserves it no more than she herself. 

I do not say that this complaint would be right. My point is that once we 
view praise and blame in terms of the fairness of assigning rewards and sanc- 
tions, as it seems we must from the perspective of accountability, we cannot 
dismiss this complaint out of hand. 

11. CONCLUSION 

I return, in conclusion, to van Inwagen's colleague. Van Inwagen is right to 
say that his colleague's appraisals implied an ascription of responsibility. But 
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since the colleague is skeptical about moral accountability (I conjectured), 
to say that his judgments commit him to responsibility sans phrase is also 
misleading. For accountability is a central part of the notion of responsibil- 
ity. I have pointed to two possible sources of this skepticism: that the author- 
ity of moral requirements, and therewith our entitlement to make demands 
upon one another, is illusory or that the conditions for fairly blaming others 
cannot be met. When one is skeptical - for one or both of these reasons - 
about accountability, one might be said to be skeptical about the ordinary 
full-fledged concept of moral responsibility. When the two perspectives are 
held apart, as we have done, and one of them is affirmed and the other is 
denied, the least misleading answer to the question of whether one believes 
in moral responsibility is: "In part yes, in part no." 

Underlying these distinguishable perspectives are two sets of overlap- 
ping interests, both central to the ethical life. One set of interests hinges on 
our concern with living a good human life, with models and ideals of human 
possibility. The second set of interests pertains to social regulation and (more 
obscurely) to retributive and compensatory justice.50 In the end, I doubt that 
these interests can be fully held apart. But it is important to see, as I have 
tried to show, that they have distinct sources. 

APPENDIX: VIRTUE AND SKILL 

Let me say more about the kind of evaluations I have called "aretaic." 

(I) 
Wolf observes that "deep responsibility" need not be moral. We appraise 

people's "intellectual, physical and artistic achievements," and these 
appraisals are "not reducible to an acknowledgement of these individuals' 
causal roles."51 For example, she suggests, "one would not credit a child 
who, in playing with fingerpaints, produced a beautiful picture in the same 
way that one would credit a more mature artist who produced an equally 
beautiful painting."52 

These examples are insightful. Such achievements are self-disclosing. 
It is natural to see the painting case as involving a difference in skill and sen- 
sibility. The artist's painting is a product (expression) of these, whereas it is 
more or less accidental that the child's play issued in an equally striking 
result. The aesthetic character of the artist's work is a realization of her con- 
ception, and hence its merits are hers. Similarly in the case of intellectual 
work. The excellences of Freedom within Reason are its author's. Imagine, 
instead, that the "text" had been produced inadvertently. In the course of con- 
ducting an experiment, say, Wolf had turned a dozen chimpanzees loose in 
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a computer lab at Johns Hopkins, and astonishingly, the work under discus- 
sion ensued. In that case, the philosophical interest of the book would not 
have reflected Wolf's philosophical virtues. 

But the notions of self-disclosure or deep appraisal are richer than the 
notion of a skill. For beings without self-reflective capacities can be more or 
less skillful, as dogs can be good at catching Frisbees. The appraisal of skills 
or talents is importantly different from aretaic evaluation in a way identified 
by Aristotle. Knowledge of an agent's ends, intentions, and efforts has a dif- 
ferent affect on aretaic appraisals than on the others. Indifference in a per- 
formance doesn't count against one's skill, whereas a less than wholehearted 
effort to save someone's life does impugn my moral character. Talent and 
skill are fully displayed only in wholehearted performances, whereas the are- 
taic perspective is also concerned with the "will,"53 that is, with one's pur- 
poses, ends, choices, concerns, cares, attachments, and commitments. Not 
trying can be a failure of virtue but not of skill. 

What these nonmoral examples have in common is that the perfor- 
mances in question are exemplifications of what I would call disciplines: 54 
Insofar as evaluations of athletic, aesthetic, and intellectual performances 
are concerned with character as well as technique, they involve aretaic 
appraisals. To this extent, they have an ethical dimension. Standards for dis- 
ciplinary performances are concerned not only with skills (that is, the capac- 
ity to overcome technical difficulties) but also with virtues (such things as 
boldness, devotion to the discipline, originality, sensibility, etc.). My half- 
hearted effort on the tennis court would not support a negative evaluation of 
my proficiencies at that sport. Nevertheless, it might bear negatively on me 
as a tennis player. One can be "good at" playing tennis without being over- 
all a good tennis player. A good tennis player, overall, possesses not only a 
high level of skill but, among other things, a commitment to the game, a 
responsibility to its distinctive demands. (In this way, 'good tennis player' 
functions rather like 'good human being' .) 

OD 
In a recent essay, "Ethics without Free Will," Michael Slote attempts to 

distinguish an ethics of virtue from an ethics of blame.55 By this title, Slote 
means moral or ethical appraisal without any commitment to judgments of 
blameworthiness or responsibility. Since the "ethics" he has in mind is sup- 
posed to be an ethics of virtue, Slote too wishes to separate aretaic judgments 
from accountability: "The mere or pure judgment/claim that someone relates 
poorly to other people (or has a vicious streak . . . ) commits us to nothing 
in the line of blame or blameworthiness. . . . "56 

But his defense of this position is grist for the mills of Wolf and Crucius. 
It depends upon the "shallow" conception of virtue appraisal that I have been 
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at pains to avoid. For he argues that "in the case of dogs, the judgment of 
viciousness in no way commits anyone to a judgment of reprehensibility or 
blameworthiness, and there is absolutely no reason to think viciousness as 
described above would be conceived any differently."57 But Slote had ear- 
lier described viciousness as "something important to do with character,"58 
and this is a decisive reason for setting the human case sharply apart from 
the case of the dog. In the case of people, but not dogs, it presupposes moral 
capacity, the capacity for adopting and pursuing ends. This capacity is cru- 
cial to aretaic judgment. 

In the end, Slote manages to eliminate blame only by eliminating virtue. 

NOTES 

1 . This paper originated in an Author Meets Critic session on Susan Wolf's Freedom within 
Reason at the Pacific Meeting of the American Philosophical Association in 1992. A num- 
ber of audiences have heard versions of this material since that occasion. I am grateful 
for their comments. I have profited especially from discussions with the members of the 
Moral and Political Philosophy Society of Southern California, and with Richard Arneson, 
Michael Bratman, John Fischer, Janet Levin, Michael Martin, and Dion Scott-Kakures. 

2. John Dewey, Outlines of a Critical Theory of Ethics (1891; reprint, New York: Hillary 
House, 1957), 160-61. 

3. Ibid., 158-59. 
4. For this term, I am indebted to Paul Benson's insightful discussion in "Freedom and 

Value," The Journal of Philosophy 84 (1987): 465-86. 
5. Susan Wolf, Freedom within Reason (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990). 
6. For a helpful discussion of normative competence, see Benson, op. cit. 
7. My use of this phrase should not conceal significant differences among views of this kind, 

differences that might effect the force of Wolf 's criticisms. Nor will the ontological over- 
tones of talk of "real selves" be appropriate for some members of this class. 

8. Wolf, op. cit., 63. 
9. Ibid., 41. 
10. Ibid., 117. 
11. See Susan Wolf, "Sanity and the Metaphysics of Responsibility," in Responsibility ; 

Character, and the Emotions , ed. F. Schoeman (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1987), 46-62. 

Wolf's defense of the reason view, here and in her book, does not seem to me suffi- 
ciently attentive to the interpersonal contexts of accountability, either. To develop an 
understanding of normative competence of the kind that she justly finds lacking in self- 
disclosure views, we must investigate these contexts in detail. For the conditions of nor- 
mative competence depend on these. 

12. Harry Frankfurt's work on responsibility, for example, comes largely from the perspec- 
tive of attributibility rather than accountability. 

My philosophical attention has for the most part been guided less by an inter- 
est in questions about [how we ought to conduct ourselves in relation to oth- 
ers] than by a concern with issues belonging more properly to metaphysics 
or the philosophy of mind. . . . (Harry Frankfurt, The Importance of What 
We Care About [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988], vii). 
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I do not take Frankfurt's point here to be that his concern has been metaphysics and phi- 
losophy of mind rather than morality or ethics in a broad sense. It is clear from the begin- 
ning of his work on these subjects that the "metaphysical" notions he focuses on are 
understood to be crucial to our sense of what is important in human life, to our sense of 
ourselves as persons. 

13. Peter van Inwagen, An Essay on Free Will (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1980), 207. 
14. Ibid. 
15. Ibid. 
16. For the first conception of blame, see Ronald Milo, Immorality (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 

University Press, 1984). The second sort of account is expressed by Richard Brandt, 
"Blameworthiness and Obligation," in Essays in Moral Philosophy , ed. A. I. Melden 
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1958), and Jonathan Glover, Responsibility 
(New York: Humanities Press, 1970). 

17. A related distinction between moral credit and moral worth is usefully developed in 
E. L. Beardsley, "Determinism and Moral Perspectives," Philosophy and Phenomeno- 
logical Research 17 (1960): 1-20. 

18. Wolf, Freedom within Reason , 64. 
19. R. E. Hobart, "Free Will as Involving Determinism and Inconceivable without It," in Free 

Will and Determinism , ed. Bernard Berofsky (New York: Harper and Row, 1966), 83. 
Hobart should have said: "to blame him for making an act is to say he made a bad act"; 
one bad act doesn't make a bad act-maker. 

20. Wolf, Freedom within Reason , 40. 
21. Ibid., 40-41. 
22. Christian Crucius, Guide to Rational Living , in Moral Philosophy from Montaigne to 

Kant , vol. 2, ed. J. B. Schneewind (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 
570-71. 

23. Ibid., 571. 
24. On this point, Wolf and Crucius would be joined by Galen Strawson: 

[I]f determinism is true, then to pass moral judgements on people, and to 
say that they acted morally rightly or wrongly, is, in a crucial respect, 
exactly like saying they are beautifiil or ugly - something for which they 
are not responsible (Galen Strawson, Freedom and Belief [Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1986], 92). 

And, as we say, beauty is only skin deep. 
I do not object to treating aretaic judgments as aesthetic. What I object to is the oppo- 

sition between these and moral judgments. As I go on to insist, the beauty and ugliness 
in question here are qualities of people as agents. 

25. The importance of control in Crucius's critique is evident: 

[A]n act to which the efficient substance were determined through its own 
ideas and desires which one calls spontaneity or spiritual self-activity . . . 
would not cease to be necessary. ... In such a case, all our virtue would 
be turned into a mere piece of luck (Crucius, op. cit., 570-71). 

26. Wolf, Freedom within Reason , 44. 
27. A proper account of the relationship might well involve a causal analysis; but the crucial 

point is not that adopting an end caused a result but that the conduct in some way real- 
izes or executes the intention. 

28. Wolf, Freedom within Reason , 43. 
29. Here I am indebted to Charles Taylor's suggestive remarks in Sources of the Self 

(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1989), esp. ch. 2. 1 agree with Taylor that 
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the notion of identity is a social notion. One has an identity, a self, only within a "web of 
interlocution." "I am a self only in relation to certain [actual or potential or hypothetical] 
interlocutors" (ibid., 36). See also Cheshire Calhoun, "Standing for Something," Journal 
of Philosophy 92 (1995): 235-60. 

In speaking of adopting ends, I take very seriously the performative and social con- 
notations of the word 'adopt': "to take as one's own in affection and law" (Webster's 
Unabridged Dictionary). 

30. As Harry Frankfurt has shown, in his "Alternate Possibilities and Moral Responsibility," 
sec. 5, in The Importance of What We Care About. 

3 1 . Consider Frankfurt's remarks in "Identification and Wholeheartedness" (in The Importance 
of What We Care About): In virtue of an agent's identification with a desire, "there is an 
important sense in which he takes responsibility for the fact of having the desire." "The 
question," he goes on to say, "of whether the person is responsible for his own character 
has to do with whether he has taken responsibility for his characteristics" (ibid., 170-71). 
I would go further: taking responsibility for one's characteristics is necessary for having 
a character. 

32. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics , trans. Terence Irwin (Indianapolis, Ind.: Hackett, 1985), 
57. 

33. I say more about aretaic judgments in the appendix. 
34. A helpful discussion of this and related distinctions is to be found in H. L. A. Hart, 

Punishment and Responsibility (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968), ch. 9. 
35. Coercive political agencies are bands of thugs, we are inclined to think, unless they derive 

their authority from the consent of those who are subject to its demands. One of the main 
appeals of democracy is that it alone promises to meet this condition. Parental authority, 
however, is an acknowledged source of coercive demands that violates this principle. 

36. To be a thoroughgoing skeptic about moral responsibility, one would have to deny the 
possibility of valid promises. 

37. It would be a misconception about contractualism to suppose that it attempts to do just 
this. The fact that we would have agreed to be governed by certain principles has force 
only because we are required to look at interpersonal relations in these hypothetical terms. 
It is the authority to demand this of one another that is in question here. 

38. The question of authority seems especially difficult for moral theories such as emotivism 
and prescriptivism (as Gilbert Harman observes in his "Morality and Politics," Midwest 
Studies in Philosophy , vol. 3, ed. Peter A. French, Theodore E. Uehling, Jr., and Howard 
K. Wettstein [Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1978]). These theories give 
no basis for supposing that those who are subject to moral prescriptions have the slight- 
est reason to pay attention to what others prescribe. 

39. See Glover, op. cit. 
40. Ibid. 
41. This discussion raises issues about what counts as a penalty. If the dead can be harmed, 

and if being judged (or at least publicly proclaimed) to have acted wrongly counts as a 
harm, then the dead can be subject to sanctions. (I owe this point to David Sosa.) 

Clearly, the idea that a private negative judgment can in itself be a harm to an indi- 
vidual (dead or alive) makes sanctions inseparable from aretaic judgment. 

42. Glover, op. cit., 73. 
43. For illuminating discussions of these ideas, see H. L. A. Hart, "Legal Responsibility and 

Excuses," in his Punishment and Responsibility ; and T. M. Scanlon, 'The Significance 
of Choice," in The Tanner Lectures on Human Values , vol. 8 (Salt Lake City: University 
of Utah Press, 1988). 

As Scanlon says, to treat morality as "a social institution set up to serve certain extrin- 
sic purposes" leaves out "the distinctive content of moral blame" (ibid., 212). 

44. Connections among the notions of accountability, fairness, and sanctions are developed 
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in an important recent book by R. Jay Wallace, Responsibility and the Moral Sentiments 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1994). 

45. Wolf, Freedom within Reason , 81. 
46. I discuss cases of this kind at more length in my "Responsibility and the Limits of Evil," 

in Responsibility, Character, and the Emotions. 
47. I do not mean to suggest that facts about the individual's formative years are irrelevant 

from the aretaic perspective. The fact that his conduct was a response to that wretched 
background should be a salient part of an understanding of what his life comes to and 
what he makes of it. To feature the cruelty would be misleading and inappropriate; that 
is only part of the story. 

48. Wolf, Freedom within Reason , 79f. 
49. This point is connected to a further asymmetry. By the nature of the case, we do not hold 

people responsible for failing to behave in ways in which we do not require or expect 
them to behave. But there is more to morality than what is required. There are moral fail- 
ures that are not failures to live up to requirements - that are failures to respect further 
moral ends. We praise people, and think well of them, for respecting these further moral 
ends. We think less well of people for failing to do so. At this point, the distinction between 
the perspectives blurs. Is this a kind of blame? Is it a "natural" concomitant of aretaic 
appraisal, or is it a judgment that some further negative response is (in principle) in order? 

50. I have profited from discussing this and other points in this essay with Greg Kavka. 
51. Wolf, Freedom within Reason , 41. 
52. Ibid. 
53. Contemporary discussions of Aristotle's point occur in the title essay of Philippa Foot's 

Virtues and Vices and Other Essays in Moral Philosophy (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1978), as well as in James Wallace's Virtues and Vices (Ithaca, N.Y.: 
Cornell University Press, 1978). Wallace's book contains a useful extended discussion 
of differences among excellences. 

As Wallace points out, Aristotle used the term 'arete' to cover both skills and what 
we would call virtues. 

54. The notion of a discipline is similar in important ways to the notion of practices that 
Alasdair Maclntyre defines in After Virtue (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame 
Press, 1981). 

55. Michael Slote, "Ethics without Free Will," Social Theory and Practice 16 (1990): 369-83. 
56. Ibid., 378. 
57. Ibid., 377. 
58. Ibid., 371. 
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