
16.P
E

T
E

R
U

N
G

E
R

In
these

tw
o

excerpts
from

L
iving

H
igh

an
d

L
etting

D
ie,

U
nger

aim
s

to
support

Singer’s
claim

that
those

of
us

w
ho

live
in

rich
countries

are
m

orally
obligated

to
give

substantial
sum

s
ofm

oney
to

aid
agencies

(see
chapter

1
ofthis

volum
e).

In
certain

cases,
U

nger
points

out,w
e

tend
to

think
thatindividuals

in
a

position
to

help
others

in
grave

need
are

m
orally

required
to

do
so, w

hile
in

othercases—
including

appeals
forfunds

from
aid

agencies—
w

e
tend

to
think

thatthey
are

not.A
ccording

to
som

e,such
differentreactions

reflectim
portantm

oraldifferences
betw

een
the

cases
in

question.U
ngerargues,how

ever,thatsuch
reactions

often
reflectm

orally
irrelevantfactors

that
cloud

ourjudgm
ent,and

lead
us

to
underestim

ate
the

m
oralim

portance
ofthe

needs
ofthose

w
ho

are
far

aw
ay

from
us.

H
e

illustrates
this

claim
by

looking
in

som
e

detail
attw

o
such

cases.

S
ectio

n
s

1
-3

o
f

C
h

ap
ter

1
an

d
C

h
ap

ter
2

o
f

L
iv

in
g

H
ig

h
a
n

d
L

ettin
g

D
ie

F
irstpublished

in
his

L
iving

H
igh

and
L

etting
D

ie:O
urIllusion

of
Innocence

(N
ew

Y
ork:O

xford
U

niversity
Press,1996),3—

13,24—
61

C
H

A
P

T
E

R
1: IL

L
U

S
IO

N
S

O
F

IN
N

O
C

E
N

C
E

:A
N

IN
T

R
O

D
U

C
T

IO
N

E
ach

year
m

iffions
of

children
die

from
easy-to-beat

diseases,
from

m
alnutrition,

and
from

bad
drinking

w
ater.

A
m

ong
these

children,
about3

m
illion

die
from

dehydrating
diarrhea.A

s
U

N
IC

E
F

has
m

ade
clear

to
m

illions
ofus

w
ell-offA

m
erican

adults
at one

tim
e

or
another,

w
ith

a
packetof oralrehydration

salts
thatcosts

about
15

cents,a
child

can
be

saved
from

dying
soon.
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B
y

sending
checks

earm
arked

for
O

ral
R

ehydration
‘Therapy,

or
O

R
T

,to
the

U
S

C
om

m
ittee

forU
N

IC
E

F,w
e

A
m

ericans
can

help
save

m
any

ofthese
children.H

ere’s
the

fullm
ailing

address:

U
nited

States
C

om
m

ittee
forU

N
IC

E
F

U
nited

N
ations

Children’s
Fund

333
East38th

Street,N
ew

Y
ork,N

Y
10016

N
ow

,you
can

w
rite

that
address

on
an

envelope
w

ellprepared
for

m
ailing.

A
nd,in

it,you
can

place
a

$100
check

m
ade

out
to

the
U

S
C

om
m

iueefor
U

N
IC

E
F

along
w

ith
a

note
that’s

easy
to

w
rite:

W
H

E
R

E
IT

W
IL

L
H

E
L

P
T

H
E

M
O

S
T

,
U

S
E

T
H

E
E

N
C

L
O

S
E

D
F

U
N

D
S

F
O

R
O

R
T

.
So,as

is
reasonable

to
believe,you

can
easily

m
ean

a
big

difference
forvulnerable

children.
T

ow
ard

realistically
thinking

about
the

m
atter,I’lluse

a
figure

far
greater

than
just

15
cents

per
child

saved:N
otonly

does
the

U
S

C
o
m

m
ittee

have
overhead

costs,butso
does

U
N

IC
E

F
itse1f

and,there’s
the

cost
of

transporting
the

packets,
and

so
on.

Further,
to

live
even

just
one

m
ore

year,
m

any
children

m
ay

need
several

saving
interventions

and,so,severalpackets.A
nd,quite

a
few

ofthose
saved

w
illdie

shortly
thereafter,

anyw
ay,from

som
e

sadly
com

m
on

T
hird

W
orld

cause.
So,

to
be

m
ore

realistic
aboutw

hat
counts

m
ost,let’s

m
ultiply

the
costof

the
packetby

10,or;better,by
20!

For
getting

one
m

ore
T

hird
W

orld
youngster

to
escape

death
and

live
a

reasonably
long

life,
$3

is
a

m
ore

realistic
figure

than
15

cents
and,

for
present

purposes,
it

w
ill

serve
as

w
ell

as
any.T

ruth
to

tell,in
the

light
of

searching
em

pirical
investigation,

even
this

higher
figure

m
ight

prove
too

low
.B

ut,as
nothing

ofm
oralim

portw
ill

turn
on

the
m

atter,I’llpostpone
a

hard
look

atthe
actualcosttillquite

late
in

the
book.’

A
s

w
illbecom

e
evident,for

a
study

that’s
m

ostrevealing
that’s

the
bestcourse

to
take.

W
ith

our$3
figure

in
m

ind,w
e

do
w

ellto
entertain

this
proposition:

Ifyou’d
contributed

$100
to

one
ofU

N
IC

E
F’S

m
ost

efficientlifesav
ing

program
s

a
couple

ofm
onths

ago,this
m

onth
there’d

be
overthirty

few
erchildren

w
ho,instead

ofpainfully
dying

soon,w
ould

live
reason

ably
long

lives.N
othing

here’s
special

to
the

m
onths

just
m

entioned;

sim
ilar thoughts

hold
for

m
ost of w

hat’s
been

your adult life, and
m

ost

of
m

ine,
too.

A
nd,

m
ore

im
portant,

unless
w

e
change

our
behavior,

sim
ilar thoughts

w
ill hold

for our future.’That nonm
oral fact m

oved
m

e

to
do

the
w

ork
in

m
oral

philosophy
filling

this
volum

e
[L

iving
H

igh

and
L

etting
D

ie]. B
efore

presenting
it, a

few
m

ore
thoughts

about the

current globallife-and-death
situation.

1.1
S

O
M

E
W

ID
E

L
Y

A
V

A
IL

A
B

L
E

T
H

O
U

G
H

T
S

A
B

O
U

T
M

M
”W

E
A

S
IL

Y

PR
E

V
E

N
T

A
B

L
E

C
H

IL
D

H
O

O
D

D
E

A
T

H
S

A
s

I
w

rite
these

w
ords

in
1995, it’s

true
that, in

each
of the

past thirty

years,w
ell over10

m
illion

children
died

from
readily

preventable
causes.

A
nd, except

for
a

lack
ofm

oney
aim

ed
at

doing
the

job, m
ost

of the

deaths
could

have
been

prevented
by

using
any

one
ofm

any
m

eans.

B
efore

discussing
a

few
m

ain
m

eans, it’s
useful

to
say

som
ething

about the
regions

w
here

the
easily

preventable
childhood

deaths
have

been
occurring. First, there’s

this
w

ell-know
n

fact:
O

ver
90

percent
of

these
deaths

occur
in

the
countries

of
the

so-called
‘Third

W
orld. B

y

contrast,here’s
som

ething
m

uch
less

w
idely

know
n: T

hough
alm

ost all

these
needless

deaths
occur in

the
m

aterially
poorest parts

of the
w

orld,

poverty
itselfis hardly

the
w

hole
story. For agood

case
in

point, take
the

poverty-ridden
Indian

state
of K

erala.W
hile

per
capita

incom
e

in
this

state
of about30

m
illion

is
notably

low
er

than
in

India
as

a
w

hole, life

expectancy
in

K
erala

is
higher

than
in

any
otherIndian

state. A
nd, the

childhood
m

ortality
rate

is
m

uch
low

er than
in

India
as

a
w

hole.
2

W
hy?

W
ithout

telling
a

long
historical

story;m
ost of the

answ
er

m
ay

be
put

like
this: In

this
vibrantly

dem
ocratic

and
responsive

state, K
erala’s

m
il

lions
have

food
security;safe

drinking
w

ater,and
very

basic
health

care.

B
y

contrast,m
any

of the
richer Indians

don’t have
their basic

needs
m

et,

and
don’t have

their
children’s needs

m
et. So, w

hile
often

a factor, poverty

itselfhardly
explains

w
hy

m
illions

of kids
needlessly

die
each

year.

In
one

direction, I’ll am
phf5rthat rem

ark.
3

A
s

is w
ell know

n,m
any

m
illions

of
children

don’t
get

enough
to

eat.These
related

truths
are

less
w

ell
know

n:
First, for

each
child

that
dies

in
a

fam
ine, several

die

from
chronic

m
alnutrition.

Second, even
if she

gets
over

80
percent

of

the
calories

needed
by

a youngster of herage
for excellenthealth, a

child

w
ho

regularly
gets

less
than

90
percentis

so
m

alnourished
that

she’ll
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have
a

dangerously
inadequate

im
m

une
system

. T
hird,w

hat happens
to

m
any

such
vulnerable

children
is

that,because
she’s

am
ong

the
m

any

m
illions

w
ho

haven’t
been

vaccinated
against

m
easles,w

hen
she

gets

m
easles

she
dies

from
it.

So, fourth, each
year

m
ere

m
easles

stillkills

abouta
m

illion
T

hird
W

orld
kids.
4

Several
m

eans
of

reducing
m

easles
deaths

are
w

orth
m

entioning,

including
these:

Sem
iannually, an

underfed
child

can
be

given
a

pow

erfhl
dose

of vitam
in

A
,w

ith
capsules

costing
less

than
10

cents. For

that year, this
w

illim
prove

the
child’s

im
m

une
system

.So, if she
hasn’t

been
vaccinated, during

this
yearshe’ll be

better able
to

survive
m

easles.

W
hat’s

m
ore, from

her
tw

o
capsules, she’ll get

a
big

bonus: W
ith

her

im
m

une
system

im
proved, this

year she’llhave
a

better
chance

ofbeat

ing
the

tw
o

diseases
thattake

farm
ore

young
lives

than
m

easles
claim

s,

pneum
onia

and
diarrhea.

T
hough

usually
all

that’s
needed

to
save

a
child

from
it

is
the

adm
inistration

of antibiotics
that cost about 25

cents,pneum
onia

now

claim
s

about3.5
m

illion
young

lives
a year, m

aking
it the

leading
child-

killing
disease. A

nd, in
the

text’s
first paragraph,I’ve

related
the

score

for
diarrhea.B

ut, let’s
again

focus
on

m
easles.

H
aving

already
said

plenty
about vitam

in
A

, I’llnote
that, for about

$17
a

head,U
N

IC
E

F
can

vaccinate
children

against
m

easles.O
n

the

positive
side, the

protection
secured

lasts
a

lifetim
e;w

ith
no

need
for

sem
iannual renew

al,there’s
no

danger
of failing

to
renew

protection!

W
hat’s

m
ore, at the

sam
e

tim
e

each
child

can
be

vaccinated
for lifetim

e

protection
against five

other diseases
that, taken

together,each
year kill

about another m
illion

T
hird

W
orld

kids: tuberculosis,w
hooping

cough,

diphtheria,tetanus, and
polio. Perhaps

best of all,these
vaccinationsw

ill

be
part of a

w
orldw

ide
im

m
unization

cam
paign

that,over
the

years, is

m
aking

progress
tow

ard
elim

inating
these

vaccine-preventable
diseases,

m
uch

as sm
allpox

w
as

elim
inated

only
a

decade
ortw

o
ago. Indeed,w

ith

no
incidence

in
the

w
hole

W
estern

H
em

isphere
since

1991,polio
is quite

close
to

being
elim

inated;w
ith

good
logistical system

s
in

place
alm

ost

everyw
here,the

cam
paign’s

success
depends

m
ainly

on
funding.
5

Finally,the
vast

m
ajority

of
the

w
orld’s

very
vulnerable

children

live
in

lands
w

ith
U

N
IC

E
F

program
s

operating
productively, includ

ing
all13

developing
countries

lately
(1992)

ranked
am

ong
the

w
orld’s

20
m

ost
populous

nations:
C

hina,
India,

Indonesia,
B

razil,
Pakistan,

B
angladesh, N

igeria, M
exico, V

ietnam
,Philippines, Iran, T

urkey
and

T
hailand.
6

B
y

now
, w

e’ve
seen

the
m

ain
point:

T
hrough

the
likes

of

U
N

IC
E

F, it’sw
ell w

ithin
your pow

er, in
the

com
ing

m
onths

and
years,

to
lessen

serious
suffering.

For
even

m
odestly

w
ell-inform

ed
readers,

w
hat

I’ve
just

related

doesn’t com
e

as
a big

surprise. A
llthey’ll have

learned
are

som
e

particu

lars
pertaining

to
w

hat they’ve
learned

long
ago: B

y
directing

donations

tow
ard

the
w

orthy
end, w

ell-off folks
can

be
very

effective
in

lessening

serious
suffering

and
loss. Indeed,so

w
ell

accustom
ed

are
they

to
this

thought that, w
hen

reading
the

presented
particulars, the

w
orldly

in
d
i

viduals
w

on’t
m

ake
any

notable
response.

For
far

few
er

readers, w
hat

I’ve
related

w
ill

be
som

ething
com

pletely
new

.
From

m
any

of
them

,

m
y

rem
arks

w
ill evoke

a
very

notable
response, even

if a
fairly

fleeting

one, about how
w

e
ought to

behave:The
thoughtoccurs

that each
of us

ought
to

contribute
(w

hat’s
for

her)
quite

a
lot

to
lessen

early
deaths;

indeed, it’s
seriously

w
rong

not to
do

that.

B
ut, soon

afterm
aking

such
a

strict response, the
new

ly
aw

are
also

becom
e

w
ell

accustom
ed

to
the

thought
about

our
pow

er. A
nd, then,

they
also

m
ake

the
m

uch
m

ore
lenient

response
that

alm
ost everyone

alm
ost alw

ays
m

akes:W
hile

it’sgood
for us

to
provide

vital aid, it’s
not

even
the

least bitw
rong

to
do

nothing
to

help
save

distant people
from

painfully
dying

soon. (The
prevalence

of the
lenient response

is apparent

from
so

m
uch

passive
behavior:

E
ven

w
hen

unusually
good

folks
are

vividly
approached

to
help

save
distant young

lives,it’s
very

few
w

ho

contribute
anything.)
7

W
hich

of
these

tw
o

opposite
responses

gives
the

m
ore

accurate

indication
of w

hat
m

orality
requires?

Is
it

really
seriously

w
rong

not

to
do

anything
to

lessen
distant

suffering;
or,is

it
quite

all right
to

do

nothing?
In

this
book

[L
iving

H
igh

andL
etting

D
ie]

,I’ll argue
that the

firstof these
thoughts

is
correctand

that, farfrom
being

just barely
false,

the
second

confficts
strongly

w
ith

the
truth

about m
orality.

1.2
SIN

G
E

R
’S

L
E

G
A

C
Y

: A
N

IN
C

O
N

C
L

U
S

W
E

A
R

G
U

M
E

N
T

F
O

R
i11i

IM
P

O
R

T
A

N
T

L
Y

C
O

R
R

E
C

T
C

O
N

C
L

U
S

IO
N

W
hile

directly
concerned

m
ore

w
ith

fam
ine

relief
than

w
ith

the

children’s
health

issues
just

highlighted,
it w

as
Peter

Singer
w

ho
first
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thoughtto
argue,seriously

and
system

atically,thatit’s
the

firstresponse

that’s
on

target.
8

B
oth

early
on

and
recently,he

offers
an

argum
entfor

the
proposition

that
it’s

w
rong

for
us

not
to

lessen
distant

serious
su

f

fering.T
he

argum
ent’s

firstprem
ise

is
this

generalproposition:

Ifw
e

can
preventsom

ething
bad

w
ithoutsacrificing

anything
of

com
parable

significance,w
e

oughtto
do

it.
9

So
thatitm

ay
help

yield
hisw

anted
conclusion,Singerrightly

has
us

understand
this

prem
ise

in
a

suitably
strong

sense,w
ith

its
consequent,

“w
e

ought
to

do
it,”

entailing
“it’s

w
rong

for
us

notto
do

it,”
notjust

the
likes

of“it’s
better

for
us

to
do

it
than

not.”
B

ut,in
such

a
strong

sense,m
any

think
the

prem
ise

to
be

unacceptable.
B

riefly,I’ll
explain

w
hy

that’s
so.’°

W
anting

his
firstprem

ise
to

find
favor,Singer

offers
a

com
pelling

exam
ple

that’s
an

instance
of the

generalproposition.U
sing

his
w

ords,
and

som
e

ofm
y

ow
n,here’s

thatjustly
fam

ous
case:
1
1

The
Shallow

Pond.The
path

from
the

library
atyour

university
to

the
hum

anities
lecture

hailpasses
a

shallow
ornam

entalpond.O
n

yourw
ay

to
give

a
lecture,you

notice
thata

sm
allchild

has
fallen

in
and

is
in

danger
ofdrow

ning.Ifyou
w

ade
in

and
pullthe

child
out,itw

illm
ean

getting
yourclothes

m
uddy

and
eithercanceffing

yourlecture
or delaying

ituntilyou
can

find
som

ething
clean

and
dry

to
w

ear.Ifyou
pass

by
the

child,then,w
hile

you’llgive
your

lecture
on

tim
e,the

child
w

illdie
straightaw

ay.Y
ou

pass
by

and,
as

expected,the
child

dies.

N
ow

,w
hen

responding
to

this
exam

ple,alm
osteveryone’s

intuitive

m
oraljudgm

ent
is

thatyour
conduct’s

abom
inable.D

oes
this

reflecta
strong

obligation
to

aid
that’s

quite
general?

N
eeded

for
Singer’s

first
prem

ise,the
thoughtthatit

does
is

a
pretty

plausible
proposition.B

ut,
also

pretty
plausibly,

m
any

think
our

response
to

the
Shallow

Pond

doesn’treflectanything
very

general
at

all.
W

hat
m

oves
them

m
ost

here
is

the
fact

that,to
other

cases
w

ith

people
in

great
need,

our
intuitive

responses
are

m
arkedly

different.

Indeed,from
typical

thoughts
aboutU

N
IC

E
F

,there’s
suggested:

The
Envelope.

In
your

m
ailbox,there’s

som
ething

from
(the

U
S

C
om

m
ittee

for)U
N

IC
E

F.A
fter reading

itthrough, you
correctly

believe
that,unlessyou

soon
send

in
acheck

for$100, then,instead

ofeach
living

m
any

m
ore

years, over thirty
m

ore
children

w
illdie

soon.B
ut,you

throw
the

m
aterial in

your
trash

basket,including

the
convenientreturn

envelope
provided,you

send
nothing,and,

instead
of living

m
any

years, over
thirty

m
ore

children
soon

die

than
w

ould
have

had
you

sentin
the

requested
$100.

T
o

this
exam

ple,alm
osteveryone

reacts
thatyour conductisn’t even

w
rong

at
all. Just

so,
m

any
hold

that, w
ell

indicated
by

our
disparate

responses
to

the
Shallow

Pond
and

the
E

nvelope,
there’s

a
big

m
oral

difference
betw

een
the

cases.A
s

they
pretty

plausibly
contend,rather

than
any

general
duty

to
aid

folks
in

vital
need,

there
are

only
m

ore

lim
ited

obligations, like,say,a
duty

to
rescue

certain
people.

Since
w

hat I’vejust
related

has
considerable

appeal, there’s
no

w
ay

that,by
itself; any

such
generalargum

ent for
Singer’s

im
portantly

correct

conclusion
w

ill convince
those

w
ho’d

give
m

ore
w

eight to
the

response

the
E

nvelope
elicits

than
they’d

give
his

generalreasoning’s
firstprem

ise,

or
any

relevantly
sim

ilar
statem

ent.
So, for

m
any

years,there’s
been

a

stand-offhere,w
ith

little
progress

on
the

issu
e.

1
2

D
eciding

this
philosophical

issue
am

ounts
to

the
sam

e
thing

as

deciding
betw

een
our

tw
o

quite
opposite

responses
to

the
thought that

it’s
w

ithin
a

w
ell-offperson’s

pow
er

to
lessen

serious
suffering

signifi

cantly,the
strict

response
m

ade
w

hen
first

aw
are

of
that

thought
and

the
lenient

response
regularly

m
ade

later.T
his

disagreem
ent

betw
een

philosophers
m

irrors
a

difference, then,that
m

any
experience

w
ithout

the
benefit ofphilosophy.It’s

im
portantto

provide
the

discrepancy
w

ith

a
rational resolution.

1.3
T

w
o
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P
R
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T
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N
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T
ow

ard
that

im
portant

end,w
e’ll

exam
ine

vigorously
our

m
oral

reac

tions
to

m
any

particular
cases.A

nd,w
e’ll

explore
not

only
m

any
cases

w
here

aiding’s
the

salient issue,but also
m

any
otherethically

interesting

exam
ples. B

riefly,I’llexplain
w

hy:A
s

w
e’ve

observed,a
few

philosophers

think
that, w

hile
som

e
of

our
responses

to
aiding

exam
ples

are
good
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indications
ofm

orality’s
tru

e
nature,like

ourstrictreaction
to

the
S

hal
low

Pond,others
are

nothing
ofthe

kind,like
ourlenientreaction

to
the

E
nvelope.A

nd,as
w

e’ve
also

observed,m
any

otherphilosophers
think

that
(alm

ost)
all ourresponses

to
aiding

exam
ples

are
good

indications
of m

orality’s
true

nature,including
ourresponse

to
the

Envelope.R
ather

than
being

narrow
or

isolated
positions,w

hen
inteffigently

m
aintained

each
flow

s
from

a
broad

view
of the

properphilosophicaltreatm
entfor

(alm
ost)

allof m
orality.Thus, the

m
ajority

thinks
that,orhas

theirm
o
r

ally
substantive

w
riting

actually
guided

by
the

proposition
that,notjust

foraiding,butrightacross
the

board,ouruntutored
intuitions

on
cases

(alm
ost)

alw
ays

are
good

indications
ofconduct’s

true
m

oralstatus;by
contrast,w

e
in

the
m

inority
think

that,and
have

ourm
orally

substantive
w

riting
guided

by
the

proposition
that, right

across
the

board,even
as

ourresponses
to

particularcases
often

are
good

indications
ofbehavior’s

m
oralstatus,so,also, they

often
aren’tany

such
thing

at all.
T

hough
few

of them
m

ay
hold

a
view

that’s
so

very
pure,those

in
the

m
ajority

hold
a

position
that’s

a
good

deal
like

w
hat’s

w
ell

called
Preservation

ism
: A

tleastat firstglance, ourm
oralresponses

to
particular

cases
appearto

reflect accurately
ourdeepestm

oralcom
m

itm
ents,orour

B
asic

M
oralV

alues, from
w

hich
the

intuitive
reactions

prim
arily

derive;
w

ith
allthese

case-specific
responses,or

alm
ostall, the

Preservationist
seeks

to
preserve

these
appearances.So,on

this
view

, it’sonly
by

treating
all these

various
responses

asvaluable
data

thatw
e’ll learn

m
uch

ofthe
true

nature
of these

V
alues

and,a
bitless

directly,the
nature

ofm
orality

itselfA
nd,so, in

ourm
oralreasoning,any

m
ore

generalthoughts
m

ust
(alm

ost)
alw

ays
accom

m
odate

these
reactions.

To
be

sure,
our

intuitive
responses

to
particular

cases
are

a
very

com
plicated

m
otley.

So,for
Preservationism

,any
interesting

principle
that

actually
em

bodies
our

V
alues,and

that
m

ay
serve

to
reveal

these
V

alues, w
illbe

extrem
ely

com
plex.B

ut,at the
sam

e
tim

e,the
view

has
the

psychology
of

m
oral

response
be

about
as

sim
ple

as
possible. For

now
, so

m
uch

for
Preservationism

’s
m

ethodological
aspect.

Justas
the

view
itselfhas

it,the
m

orally
substantive

aspectofP
res

ervationism
isw

hatever’s
found

by
em

ploying
the

m
ethod

atthe
heart

ofthe
position.So, unlike

the
m

inority
view

w
e’re

aboutto
encounter,

ithasn’t
any

antecedent
m

orally
substantive

aspect. For
now

, so
m

uch
for

P
reservationism

.
1
3

B
y

contrast
w

ith
Preservationists,

w
e

in
the

m
inority

hold
that

insight
into

our
V

alues, and
into

m
orality

itself, w
on’t be

achieved
on

an
approach

to
cases

that’s
anyw

here
near

as
direct,or

as
accom

m
o

dating,
as

w
hat’s

just
been

described.
O

n
our

contrasting
L

iberation

istview
, folks’ intuitive

m
oral

responses
to

m
any

specific
cases

derive

from
sources

far
rem

oved
from

our
V

alues
and,so, they

fail
to

reflect

the
V

alues, often
even

pointing
in

the
opposite

direction.
So, even

as

the
Preservationist

seeks
(alm

ost)
alw

ays
to

preserve
the

appearances

prom
oted

by
these

responses,the
L

iberationist
seeks

often
to

liberate

us
from

such
appearances.

N
otby

itself, nor even
w

hen
com

bined
w

ith
ourintuitivejudgm

ents

for
the

E
nvelope

and
for

the
Shallow

Pond, w
ill

m
uch

of
m

oral
su

b

stance
follow

from
the

m
ethodologicalaspectofL

iberationism
, barely

sketched
just

above. B
ut,that’s

certainly
no

problem
w

ith
the

view
. To

the
contrary,it’s

the
position’s

substantive
side

that,in
the

first place,

m
oves

L
iberationists

to
be

so
skeptical

of
m

any
of

our
case-specific

responses. Just
so,

on
the

L
iberationist

view
,

a
sensible

m
ethodology

for treating
our

responses
to

exam
ples

w
ill be

guided
by

som
e

m
orally

substantive
propositions,even

as
it w

illguide
us

tow
ard

further
state

m
ents

w
ith

m
oral

substance. W
hile

our
form

ulations
of

it
are

allfair

gam
e

form
uch

revision,m
ost of the

substantialm
oral core

w
ill be

taken

correctly
to

defeatany
opposing

propositions.
1

4
V

ery
briefly, here’s

a
fallible

form
ulation

of a
fair bit ofL

iberation

ism
’s

substantive
sid

e:
1

5
Insofar

as
they

need
her

help
to

have
a

decent

chance
for

decent
lives,

a
person

m
ust

do
a

great
deal

for
those

few

people, like
her

highly
dependent

children,to
w

hom
she

has
the

m
ost

serious
sortofspecial m

oral obligation.Insofar
as

it’s
com

patible
w

ith

that, w
hich

isoften
very

considerably
indeed, and

som
etim

es
even

w
hen

it’s
not

so
com

patible,
she

m
ust

do
a

lot
for

other
innocent

folks
in

need,so
that

they
m

ay
have

a
decentchance

for
decentlives. For

now
,

so
m

uch
for

Liberationism
’s

m
orally

substantive
side.

Just thatm
uch

substance
suffices

to
m

ove
the

L
iberationistto

hold

that, even
as

(in
the

m
orally

m
ost

im
portant

respects)
the

Envelope’s

conduct
is

at
least as

bad
as

the
Shallow

Pond’s
behavior,so

(in
those

m
ost im

portantrespects)
that conductis

seriously
w

ro
n
g
.

1
6

N
ow

, even

ifhe
m

erely
judged

the
Envelope’s

conductto
be

som
ew

hatw
rong, the

L
iberationistw

ould
w

antto
provide

a
pretty

am
bitious

accountof w
hy
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,

our
response

to
th

e
case

is
lenient.A

n
d

,since
he

goes
m

uch
further,the

account
he’ll

offer
is

so
very

am
bitious

as
to

run
along

these
general

lines: N
ot

stem
m

ing
from

our
V

alues, the
E

nvelope’s
lenient

response

is
generated

by
the

w
ork

of distortionaldispositions.B
ut,concerning

the

very
sam

e
m

oral
m

atter,
there

are
other

cases,like
the

Shallow
Pond,

that
don’t

encourage
the

w
orking

of
those

dispositions.
A

ccurately

reflecting
our

V
alues, and

the
true

nature
ofm

orality
our

responses
to

these
other

cases
liberate

us
from

the
m

isleading
appearances

flow
ing

from
that

distortional
w

o
rk

.
1

7
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L
et’s

explore
a

puzzle
about

our
behavior

tow
ard

people
in

greatneed.
C

entrally,
it

concerns
our

untutored
reactions

to
tw

o
cases,

the
tw

o

puzzle
cases. Forthe

cases
to

pose
a

puzzle,they
m

ustbe
sim

ilarin
m

any

w
ays

even
w

hile
they

differ
in

m
any

others.
For

the
puzzle

to
pack

a

punch,the
cases

should
be

pretty
sim

ple
and

realistic. A
nd,there

should

be
a

strong
contrastbetw

een
our

intuitive
responses

to
the

cases. N
ow

,

one
of

our
tw

o
puzzle

cases
w

ill
be

the
E

nvelope.
For

a
case

to
pair

w
ith

it,there
should

be
an

exam
ple

that,though
sim

ilar
to

the
Shallow

P
ond

in
m

any
respects,goes

w
ell beyond

it in
a

few
. Forinstance,in

the

Shallow
Pond

there’s
very

little
cost to

you, the
case’s

agent; so, in
a

new
ly

instructive
contrast

case, there’llbe
very

considerable
costto

you.

2.1
A

P
U

Z
Z

L
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A
B
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T
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E
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L
E
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G
REA

T
N

E
E

D

W
ith

those
thoughts

in
m

ind, this
is

the
firstof our

cases:

The
V

intage
Sedan. N

ottruly
rich, your

one
luxury

in
life

is
a

v
in

tage
M

ercedes
sedan

that, w
ith

m
uch

tim
e, attention

and
m

oney,
you’ve

restored
to

m
int condition. In

particular, you’re
pleased

by
the

auto’s fine
leather seating.O

ne
day, you

stop
atthe

intersection
oftw

o
sm

all country
roads, both

lightly
travelled. H

earing
a voice

scream
ing

for help,you
get out and

see
a

m
an

w
ho’s w

ounded
and

covered
w

ith
a

lot
of

his
blood.

A
ssuring

you
that

his
w

ound’s

confined
to

one
ofhis

legs, the
m

an
also

inform
s

you
that he

w
as

a
m

edical
student

for
tw

o
full

years.A
nd,

despite
his

expulsion
for

cheating
on

his
second

year
final

exam
s, w

hich
explains

his
indigent

status
since, he’s

know
ledgeably

tied
his

shirt
near

the
w

ound
so

as
to

stop
the

flow
. So,there’s

no
urgent danger

oflo
s

ing
his

life,you’re
inform

ed,but there’s
great danger

of losing
his

lim
b. ‘his

can
be

prevented, how
ever,ifyou

drive
him

to
a

rural
hospital fifty

m
iles

aw
ay. “H

ow
did

the
w

ound
occur?”you

ask.A
n

avid
bird-w

atcher, he
adm

its
that he

trespassed
on

a
nearby

field
and, in

carelessly
leaving, cuthim

self on
rusty

barbed
w

ire. N
ow

,
if you’d

aid
this

trespasser,you
m

ustlay
him

across
your fine

back
seat. B

ut, then, your
fine

upholstery
w

ill be
soaked

through
w

ith
blood, and

restoring
the

car
w

ill
cost over

five
thousand

dollars.
So, you

drive
aw

ay. Picked
up

the
next day

by
another

driver, he
survives

butloses
the

w
ounded

leg.

E
xcept

for
your

behavior,the
exam

ple’s
as

realistic
as

it’s
sim

ple.
E

ven
including

the
specification

of your
behavior, our

other
case

is
pretty

realistic
and

extrem
ely

sim
ple; for

convenience,I’ll again
display

it:

The
Envelope.

In
your

m
ailbox, there’s

som
ething

from
(the

U
S

C
om

m
ittee

for) U
N

IC
E

F. A
fter reading

it through, you
correctly

believe
that,unless you

soon
send

in
acheck

for$100, then, instead
ofeach

living
m

any
m

ore
years, overthirty

m
ore

children
w

illdie
soon. B

ut,you
throw

the
m

aterial in
your

trash
basket, including

the
convenient return

envelope
provided,you

send
nothing, and,

instead
of living

m
any

years, over
thirty

m
ore

children
soon

die
than

w
ould

have
had

you
sent in

the
requested

$100.

T
aken

together,these
contrastcases

w
illprom

ote
the

chapter’s
prim

ary

puzzle.
T

ow
ard

having
the

puzzle
be

instructive,I’ll m
ake

tw
o

stipulations

for understanding
the

exam
ples. T

he
firstis

this:B
eyond

w
hat’s

explic

itly
stated

in
each

case’s
presentation,

or
w

hat’s
clearly

im
plied

by
it,

there
aren’t ever

any
bad

consequences
of your

conductfor
anyone

and,

w
hat’s

m
ore,there’s

nothing
else

that’s
m

orally
objectionable

about
it.
1

In
effect, this

m
eans

w
e’re

to
understand

a
proposed

scenario
so

that

itis
as

boring
as

possible.E
asily

applied
by

all, in
shortthe

stipulation

is: B
e

boring!
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A
lso

easily
effected,the

otherstipulation
concerns

an
agent’s

m
o
ti

vation,and
its

relation
to

herbehavior:A
s

m
uch

as
can

m
ake

sense,the
agent’s

m
otivation

in
one

contrastcase,and
its

relation
to

her
conduct

there,is
like

that
in

the
other.N

ot
chasing

perfection,here
it’s

easy
to

assum
e

a
m

otivational
parallel

that’s
strong

enough
to

prove
instruc

tive:Farfrom
being

m
oved

by
any

m
alice

tow
ard

the
needy,in

our
puzzle

cases,your
m

ain
m

otivation
is

sim
ply

your
concern

to
m

aintain
your

nice
asset position.

So,even
as

it’sjust
this

that,in
the

Envelope,
m

ainly
m

oves
you

to
donate

nothing,it’s
also

justthis
that,in

the
Sedan,

sim
ilarly

m
oves

you
to

offer
no

aid.
B

etter
than

ever,w
e

can
ask

these
tw

o
key

questions:‘W
hat’s

our
intuitive

m
oralassessm

entofyourconductin
the

V
intage

Sedan?
A

nd,
w

hat’s
ouruntutored

m
oraljudgm

entofyourbehaviorin
the

Envelope?
A

s
w

e
react,in

the
Sedan

yourbehaviorw
as

very
seriously

w
rong.A

nd,
w

e
respond,in

the
E

nvelope
yourconductw

asn’teven
m

ildlyw
rong.T

his
w

ide
divergence

presents
a

puzzle:B
etw

een
the

cases,is
there

a
differ

ence
that

adequately
grounds

these
divergentintuitive

assessm
ents?

Since
at

least
five

obvious
factors

favor
the

proposition
that

the
E

nvelope’s
conduct

w
as

w
orse

than
the

Sedan’s,
at

the
outset

the
prospects

look
bleak:

First,even
just

financially,in
the

V
intage

Sedan
the

costto
the

agentis
overfifiy

tim
es

that
in

the
E

nvelope;
and,w

ith
nonfinancialcostalso

considered,the
difference

is
greater

still.Second,
in

the
Sedan,the

reasonably
expected

consequences
ofyour

conduct,
and

also
the

actual
consequences,w

ere
that

only
one

person
suffered

a
serious

loss;but,in
the

E
nvelope,they

w
ere

that
overthirty

people
su

f
fered

seriously. T
hird,in

the
Sedan

the
greatestloss

suffered
by

anybody
w

as
the

loss
ofa

ie
,

but,in
the

E
nvelope

the
leastloss

suffered
w

asfar
greaterthan

th
at.
2

Fourth,because
he

w
as

a
m

ature
and

w
ell-educated

individual,the
Sedan’s

serious
loser

w
as

largely
responsible

for
his

ow
n

serious
situation;but,being

justlittle
children, none

ofthe
Envelope’s

serious
losers

w
as

atal/responsible
for

herbad
situation.A

nd,fifth,the
Sedan’s

m
an

suffered
his

loss
ow

ing
to

his
objectionable

trespassing
behavior;but, nothing

like
that’s

in
the

E
nvelope.

N
ow

,I
don’tsay

these
five

are
the

only
factors

bearing
on

the
m

oral
ity

ofyour
conductin

the
tw

o
cases.Still,w

ith
the

differentialflow
ing

from
them

as
trem

endous
as

w
hat

w
e’ve

just
seen,

it
seem

s
they’re

alm
ostbound

to
prevail.So,forPreservationists

seeking
sense

forboth

a
lenient judgm

ent
of

the
Envelope’s

conduct
and

a
harsh

one
of

the

Sedan’s, there’s
a

m
ighty

long
row

to
hoe.
3
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In
the

next section, w
e’ll start the

hard
w

ork
of investigating

the
“appar

ently
prom

ising” differences
betw

een
the

puzzle
cases. H

ere, I’ll provide

an
overview

of how
it w

ill proceed
and

w
here

itm
ay

lead.
There

are
enorm

ously
m

any
differences,

of
course,

betw
een

the

tw
o

exam
ples:

O
nly

one
of them

involves
a

M
ercedes

autom
obile. O

n

the
other

side, only
the

E
nvelope

involves
the

postal system
. B

ut, as
is

evident,very
nearly

allof these
enorm

ously
m

any
differences

haven’tany

chance
of helping

to
ground

a
stricter judgm

ent forthe
Sedan’s behavior

than
the

Envelope’s. So, the
job

athand
m

ay
w

ell be
m

anageable. First,

w
e’ll

try
to

look
at

genuine
differences

one
by

one.
B

ut,
som

etim
es

w
e’ll confront

thoughts
that, though

they
m

ight first appear
to

locate

differential factors, really
don’t find

any. W
ith

som
e

ofthese
thoughts,

the
fault’s

that
the

idea
doesn’t really

fasten
on

any
factor

at
all.W

ith

others, the
fault’s

that
the

factor’s
really

present
in

both
puzzle

cases,

not justthe
one

w
here

it’s
obvious.

G
oing

beyond
allsuch

confusions, w
e’ll note

som
e

factors
thatdo

differentiate
betw

een
our

puzzle
cases. E

ach
tim

e
that

happens, w
e’ll

ask:
D

oes
this

difference
do

m
uch

to
favor

a
harsh

judgm
ent

only
for

the
Sedan’s

conduct, and
not

for
the

Envelope’s?
In

trying
to

answ
er,

each
tim

e
w

e’ll
consult

our
tw

o
m

ain
guides.

O
n

the
one

hand,w
e’ll

note
our

m
oral intuitions

on
particular cases. O

n
the

other, w
e’ll note

the

deliverance
of w

hat
I’ll

call
our

general
m

oral com
m

on
sense, since

this

second
sensibility

is
directed

at m
atters

at least som
ew

hat m
ore

general

than
the

first’s
proper objects. Pitched

ata level som
ew

here
betw

een
the

extrem
ely

general
considerations

dom
inating

the
tenets

of traditional

m
oral

theories,
on

one
hand,

and
the

quite
fine-grained

ones
often

dom
inating

the
particular

cases
philosophers

present,on
the

other,it’s

at this
m

oderately
general levelof discursive

thought, I com
m

onsensibly

surm
ise, that w

e’ll m
ost often

respond
in

w
ays

reflecting
our V

alues
and,

less
directly, m

orality
itself. N

ot
yet

having
m

uch
confirm

ation, that’s

now
justa

sensible
w

orking
hypothesis. A

t all events, after
seeing

w
hat
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both
these

guides
say

abouteach
of nine

notable
differences,w

e’ll ask:
D

oes
any

com
bination

ofthe
differences

ground
a

harsh
judgm

entjust
for

the
Sedan?

Increasingly,w
e’llsee

that,for
the

m
ostpart,the

deliverance
from

our
tw

o
guides

w
ill

agree.
O

ccasionally,how
ever,w

e’ll
see

disagree
m

ent.W
hat w

illexplain
thatdiscrepancy?

T
hough

w
e

w
on’tarrive

ata
fully

com
plete

answ
er,w

e’llsee
a

partial explanation
fullenough

to
be

instructive:E
ven

w
hile

the
im

periled
folks

peopling
certain

cases
have

absolutely
vitalneeds

to
be

m
et,since

theirdire
needs

aren’tconspicuous
to

you,the
exam

ples’agent,our
intuitive

response
has

your
conduct

as
quite

allright.R
ather

than
anything

w
ith

m
uch

m
oralw

eight,it’s
this

thatlargely
prom

otes
the

lenient response
to

the
Envelope’s

behavior.
C

orrespondingly,our
harsh

response
to

the
Sedan’s

conduct
is

largely
prom

oted
by

a
serious

need
that’s

so
salient.
4

T
o

avoid
m

any
confusions,a

few
rem

arks
should

suffice:G
enerally,

w
hat’s

m
ost

conspicuous
to

you
is

w
hat

m
ost

fully
attracts,and

w
hat

m
ostfully

holds,your
attention.O

ften, w
hat’s

very
conspicuous

to
you

is
distinct from

w
hatyou

perceive
clearly

and
fully.‘Thus,w

hile
w

e
m

ay
clearly

and
fully

perceive
them

,the
needs

ofa
shabby

person
lying

in
one

ofN
ew

Y
ork

C
ity’s

gloom
ieststreets

aren’tvery
conspicuous

to
us.

B
ut,w

hen
som

eone’s
nicely

groom
ed

and
dressed,and

he’s
in

a
setting

w
here

no
such

troubles
are

expected,then,generally,his
serious

need
is

conspicuous.
A

s
m

atters
progress,these

points
aboutsaliencew

illbecom
e

increas
ingly

clear:W
hen

it’spresentin
spades,asw

ith
the

V
intage

Sedan,then,
generally, w

e’lljudge
harshly

our
agent’s

unhelpfulbehavior;w
hen

it’s
w

holly
absent,

as
w

ith
the

E
nvelope,

then,
generally,w

e’lljudge
the

agent’s
conductleniently.

W
hen

the
intuitive

m
oral

responses
to

cases
are

so
largely

deter
m

ined
by

such
sheer salience

to
the

exam
ples’agent(s),do

they
accurately

reflectour
V

alues?
Straightforw

ardly,Preservationism
’s

answ
er

is
that

they
do. B

y
contrast, the

bestL
iberationistansw

erisn’tstraightforw
ard.

B
riefly,I’llexplain.

A
t

tim
es,

som
e

people’s
great

needs
m

ay
be

highly
salient

to
you

and,partly
for

thatreason,it’s
then

obvious
to

you
that

(w
ithout doing

anything
the

least bitm
orally

suspect)you
can

save
the

folks
from

su
f

fering
serious

loss.’Then,to
you, itm

ay
be

obviousthatyourletting
them

suffer
conflicts

very
sharply

w
ith

your
B

asic
M

oral V
alues

(and,so, w
ith

the
very

heart ofm
orality).T

o
highlight this, let’s

say
that, foryou

then,
there’s

an
O

bvious
Sharp

C
onflict. N

ow
, since

you’re
actually

a
quite

decent person, w
hen

there’s
such

an
O

bvious
Sharp

C
onffict, generally

itw
ill be

hard
for you, psychologically, notto

help
m

eet people’s
great

needs, even
if you

m
ustincur

a
cost that’s

quite
considerable.So, then,

usually
you

w
on’t behave

in
the

w
ay

stipulated
in

the
V

intage
Sedan;

rather, you’llbehave
helpfully.

In
sharp

contrast
w

ith
that,

there’s
this:

W
hen

you
let

there
be

m
ore

folks
w

ho
suffer

serious
loss

by
failing

to
contribute

to
the

likes
of U

N
IC

E
F, then, even

to
you

yourself, it’sfar from
obvious

that your
conduct confficts

sharply
w

ith
yourV

alues, and
w

ith
m

uch
of m

orality;
indeed, as

it usually
appears, there

isn’t any
such

conffict.T
o

highlight
this

contrasting
situation,let’s

say
that, foryou

then,there’s
N

o
A

ppar
ent C

onflict.N
ow

, even
though

you’re
a

decent person,w
hen

there’s N
o

A
pparent C

onflict, generally
it w

illbe
alltoo

easy foryou, psychologically,
notto

help
m

eet people’s greatneeds. So, then,as w
ith

m
ost decentfolks,

you’ll behave
in

the
unhelpfulw

ay
stipulated

for
the

E
nvelope.

W
ith

the
difference

betw
een

there
being

an
O

bvious
Sharp

C
onflict

and
there

being
N

o
A

pparent C
onffict, w

e’ve
noted

a
contrastbetw

een
the

E
nvelope

and
the

Sedan
that

isn’t alw
ays

m
orally

irrelevant. Indeed,
perhaps

particularly
w

hen
thinking

w
hether to

praise
orto

dam
n

som
e

conduct, som
etim

es it’s
appropriate

to
give

this
difference

great w
eight.

B
ut,

until
the

last
chapter,

in
m

ost
of

this
book’s

[L
iving

H
igh

and

L
etting

D
ie]

pages, even
the

m
ere

m
ention

ofthe
difference

w
ould

be
m

isplaced. For, here
the

aim
is

to
becom

e
clearer

aboutw
hat really

are
the

B
asic

M
oral V

alues
and, perhaps

less
directly,w

hat’s
really

m
orally

m
ost

significant. A
nd, since

that’s
our

aim
,it’s

usefulto
abstract aw

ay

from
questions

of w
hatpsychological difficulty

there
m

ay
be

for
us, in

one
case

or
another,

to
behave

in
a

m
orally

acceptable
m

anner. T
hus,

untilthe
book’s

lastchapter, I’llset contexts
w

here,as
is

there
perfectly

proper, no
w

eight
atallw

illbe
given

to
such

considerations.
For

a
good

perspective
on

this
m

ethodological proposal,it’s
useful

to
com

pare
the

L
iberationist’s

thoughts
about the

Envelope’s
behavior

to
a reasonably

probing
abolitionist’s

thoughts, addressed
to

an
ordinary

“good
Southerner”

som
e

years
before

the
C

ivil W
ar.N

o
Jefferson

he,
our

Southerner
thinks

that, especially
as

it’s
practiced

by
so

m
any

nice
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,

enough
folks

allaround
him

,slaveholding
isn’tso

m
uch

asw
rong.N

ow
,

w
ithoutseeking

to
dole

outblam
e,ourabolitionistm

ay
com

pare
a

typical
w

hite
slaveholder’s

conductw
ith

respectto
his

black
slaves

and,say, the
conductof a

w
hite

person
w

ho,w
ithoutany

good
reason

forassaulting
anyone,punches

another
w

hite
hard

on
the

jaw
,rendering

his
hapless

victim
unconscious

for
a

few
m

inutes.
(Perhaps,because

he
abstained

from
alcoholic

beverages,and
said

as
m

uch,the
victim

refused
to

drink,
say,to

the
puncher’sfavorite

V
irginian

county.)A
s

the
abolitionistm

ight
painstakingly

pointout,firstfocusing
on

one
contrastbetw

een
the

tw
o

behaviors,then
another,and

another,and
another,in

the
m

orally
m

ost
im

portant
respects,

that
bad

assaulting
behavior

w
asn’tas

bad
as

the
m

uch
m

ore
com

m
on

slaveholding
behavior.

Paralleling
the

difference
in

psychologicaldifficulty
noted

for
the

E
nvelope

and
the

Sedan,there’s
a

difference
in

the
slaveholding

co
n

duct
and

the
assaulting

behavior.
For

the
ordinary

O
ld

Southerners,
there’s

N
o

A
pparentC

onflictbetw
een

com
m

on
slaveholding

conduct
and

the
B

asic
M

oral
V

alues,w
hereas, even

for
them

,there’s
an

O
bvi

ous
Sharp

C
onffictbetw

een
the

gratuitous
punching

conduct
and

the
V

alues;and
so

on,and
so

forth.For both
parties

to
the

discussion,thatc
com

m
on

know
ledge

right from
the

outset.Indeed,attem
pting

to
focus

the
discussion

on
any

such
difference

is,really,just
a

m
ove

to
opt

out
ofany

serious
discussion

ofthe
m

oralstatus
ofthe

slaveholding.N
ow

,
w

hatthatabolitionistw
as

doing
w

ith
such

controffing
conductas

w
as

then
w

idespread,this
L

iberationistauthoris
doing,or is

going
to

try
to

do,w
ith

such
unhelpful

conduct
as

the
Envelope’s

currently
com

m
on

behavior.
So,as

decently
sensible

readers
w

ill
see,it’s

inappropriate
to

focus
on

the
thoughtthat there’s

an
O

bvious
Sharp

C
onflictonly

w
ith

the
Sedan,and

notw
ith

the
E

nvelope;for,thatw
illbe

just
a

m
ove

to
optout of seriously

discussing
the

m
oralstatus

of such
vitally

unhelp
ful

conduct
that,

w
ith

N
o

A
pparent

C
onffict,

is
now

so
com

m
only

exem
plified.N

ot
perfect,the

parallelbetw
een

the
abolitionistand

the
L

iberationistis
plenty

strong
enough

for
seeing

the
sense

in
m

y
m

od
estproposal.

B
y

now
,I’ve

m
ade

allthe
section’s

m
ain

points.So,it’sw
ith

hesita
tion

that,in
w

hatrem
ains,I

try
to

say
som

ething
of interestto

readers
w

ho
enjoy,asI

do,m
aking

philosophicaldistinctions,and
enjoy

explor
ing

w
hatutility

m
ay

derive
therefrom

.H
esitantly,I’lloffera

distinction

I
betw

een
our

P
rim

ary
and

our
Secondary

B
asic

M
oralV

alues,a
contrast

thatm
ay

have
only

heuristic
value.

I’ll
begin

w
ith

som
e

rem
arks

about
the

Prim
ary

V
alues:

A
m

ong

them
is,plainly,a

value
to

the
effectthat (like

any
w

ell-behaved
person)

you
not contribute

to
the

serious
suffering

of an
innocentother,neither

its
initiation

nor
its

continuation.In
the

E
nvelope,your

conduct
didn’t

conffict,apparently,w
ith

this
obviously

im
portantV

alue;so
vastis

the

sea
of suffering

in
the

w
orld

and
so

resolutely
efficientare

U
N

IC
E

F’s

health-prom
oting

program
s

that,
even

ifyou’d
m

ade
as

large
a

d
o
n
a

tion
as

you
could

possibly
afford, there

still w
ouldn’thave

been
anyone,

apparently,w
hose

serious
suffering

you’d
have

averted,or even
lessened

m
uch.C

oncerning
an

equally
“ground

level”m
oral m

atter,is there
som

e

other Prim
ary

V
alue

the
Envelope’s

conductdid
contravene?

W
ell,there’s

none
that’s

obvious.
B

ut,as
L

iberationists
m

ay
suggest,perhaps

the
Envelope’s

conduct

conflicts
w

ith
an

unobvious
V

alue,
near

enough,
a

Prim
ary

V
alue

to

the
effect

that, about
as

m
uch

as
you

possibly
can

m
anage,you

lessen

the
num

berof(the
w

orld’s)
innocentothers

w
ho

sufferseriously. T
hough

it

encom
passes,

apparently,your
relations

w
ith

m
any

m
illions

of
needy

people,this
unobvious

V
alue

m
ight

be
ju

st
as

central to
your

V
alues

as

the
obvious

one
so

prom
inentin

the
previous

paragraph.

A
s

I’ll trust,that’s
a

useful
start

tow
ard

indicating
the

dom
ain

of

the
Prim

ary
V

alues. Perhaps
a

helpful
indication

of
this

dom
ain

can

be
given, briefly

and
roughly,along

these
m

ore
general

lines:
K

now

ing
everything

you
ought

about
w

hat’s
really

the
case

m
orally,

and

know
ing

all that’s
relevant

to
your

situation,it’s
in

the
dom

ain
of the

Prim
ary

V
alues

that
you

look
w

hen,being
as

m
orally

w
ell

m
otivated

as
anyone

could
w

ish,you
deliberate

aboutw
hatyou

m
orally

ought to

do.So, m
otivation

needn’tbe
a

strangerto
the

Prim
ary

V
alues’ dom

ain:

W
hen

som
eone

has
his

conduct
conflictw

ith
w

hat m
orality

obviously

requires
and, so,w

ith
w

hateven
a

m
odestly

cognizantm
oralagentknow

s

it
requires, then,

(at
least)

for
being

m
otivated

so
poorly, the

person’s

behavior
does

badly
by

his
good

Prim
ary

V
alues.

W
ell,then,w

hat’s
in

the
dom

ain
of the

Secondary
V

alues?
H

ere’s

a
step

tow
ard

an
answ

er:A
s

has
long

been
recognized,part ofm

orality

concerns
our

epistem
ic

responsibilities.
H

ere,
m

orality
concerns

w
hat

w
e

ought to
know

about
the

non m
oralfacts

of our
situation. A

sim
ple

I
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exam
ple:

In
an

area
frequented

by
little

kids,w
hen

you
park

your
car

quickly,w
ithout

taking
care

to
know

the
space

is
free

of
kids,

then,
even

ifyou
cause

no
harm

,there’s
som

ething
m

orally
w

rong
w

ith
your

behavior.N
ow

,another
step:

Far
less

w
ellrecognized,another

part
of

m
orality

concernsw
hatw

e
oughtto

know
aboutour

V
aluesand,perhaps

less
directly,aboutw

hat’s
really

m
orally

the
case.A

gain,suppose
it’strue

thatcentralto
the

Prim
ary

V
alues

is
a

V
alue

to
the

effectthat,roughly,
you

have
the

num
ber

ofinnocents
seriously

suffering
be

as
sm

allasyou
can

m
anage.‘Then,even

though
it

m
ay

be
hard

to
do,it

m
ay

be
that

you
oughtto

know
that.A

nd,should
you

failto
know

it,you’ve
failed

your
Secondary

V
alues.

Further,
our

Secondary
V

alues
concern

how
our

conduct
oughtto

be
m

oved
by

our
know

ing
w

hat’s
really

the
case

m
orally.G

enerally,in
an

area
of

conduct,
one

m
ust

first
do

w
ell

by
the

epistem
ic

aspect
of

these
V

alues,just
introduced,before

one’s
in

a
position

to
do

w
ell

by
their

m
otivational

aspect,now
introduced:In

the
area

ofslaveholding
conduct,during

their
m

ature
years

W
ashington

and
Jefferson

did
w

ell,
apparently,by

the
epistem

ic
aspect

of
the

Secondary
V

alues.‘This
put

them
in

at
least

som
e

sort
ofposition

to
do

w
ell,in

this
area,by

the
m

otivationalaspectofthese
V

alues
(and,so,to

do
w

ellby
the

Prim
ary

V
alues).B

ut,they
did

badly
by

this
other

aspect;
and,so,they

contra
vened

the
Prim

ary
V

alues.
In

the
area

ofthe
Envelope’s

conduct,the
L

iberationist
suggests,

w
e

do
badly

even
by

the
epistem

ic
aspectofthe

Secondary
V

alues.So,
w

e’re
far

from
doing

even
m

odestly
w

ell
by

their
m

otivational
aspect

(and,so,by
the

Prim
ary

V
alues).B

y
abstracting

aw
ay

from
questions

of
how

w
ellw

e
m

ay
do

by
our

Secondary
V

alues,w
e

can
learn

aboutour
Prim

ary
V

alues.So,untilthe
lastchapter,I’llsetcontexts

w
here

w
eight’s

rightly
given

only
to

how
w

ellan
agentdoes

by
the

Prim
ary

V
alues.A

t
thatlate

stage,itw
illturn

out,I’lldo
w

ellto
give

the
Secondary

V
alues

pride
ofplace.

B
oth

the
Prim

ary
and

the
Secondary

V
alues

are
concerned

w
ith

m
otivationalm

atters.W
hatthe

Secondary
V

alues
alone

concern
is,I’ll

say,the
unobvious

things
som

eone
oughtto

know
aboutherV

alues
and

those
m

otivational
m

atters
m

ost
closely

connected
w

ith
those

things.
N

ow
,

this
notion

of
the

Secondary
V

alues
m

ay
harbor,

irrem
ediably,

m
uch

arbitrariness:
(1)‘Through

causing
doubts

as
to

w
hat’s

really
the

case
in

certain
m

oral
m

atters,
a

person’s
social

setting
m

ay
m

ake
it

hard
for

her
to

know
m

uch
about

the
m

atters
and,

so, she
m

ay
know

far
less

than
w

hat,
at

bottom
,

she
ought

to
know

.
(2)

Insofar
as

she

know
s

w
hat’s

w
hat

m
orally

about the
m

atter, the
setting

m
ay

m
ake

it

hard
for

her
to

be
m

oved
m

uch
by

w
hat

she
does

know
and,

so,
she

m
ay

be
m

oved
far

less
than

w
hat, at

bottom
,

she
ought

to
be

m
oved.

For both
reasons, (1)

and
(2), som

eone
m

ay
failto

behave
decently. O

f

a
particular

failure, w
e

m
ay

ask:
D

id
it

derive
(m

ainly)
from

a
failure

of aw
areness; or

did
it derive

(m
ainly)

from
a

failure
of w

ill?
O

ften, it

m
aybe

arbitrary
to favor either factor, (1)

or(2), and
also

arbitrary
to

say

they’re
equally

responsible. So, w
ith

the
offered

contrast, I
don’t pretend

to
m

ark
a

deep
difference.

R
ecall

this
leading

question:
W

hen
they

reflect
little

m
ore

than

the
sheer

conspicuousness, to
this

or
that

agent, of
folks’ great

needs,

how
w

ell do
our case-specific

responses
reflect our B

asic
M

oral V
alues?

In
term

s
ofm

y
heuristic

distinction, the
L

iberationist answ
ers: W

hen

that’s
w

hat
they

do,
then,

properly
placing

aside
Secondary

m
atters,

our intuitions
on

the
cases

prom
ote

a
badly

distorted
conception

of our

Prim
ary

V
alues. Inline

w
ith

that useful answ
er, the

chapter’s
inquiry

w
ill

lead
to

this
L

iberationist solution
ofits

central puzzle: A
ccording

to
the

Prim
ary

V
alues, the

Envelope’s
behavior is

at leastas badly
w

rong
as

the

Sedan’s. B
ut, first, the

Preservationist gets
a

good
run

for
the

m
oney.
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W
hat m

ight ground
judging

negatively
only

the
Sedan’s

behavior, and

not
the

Envelope’s?
Four

of
the

m
ost

easily
noted

differences
cut

no

m
oral m

ustard.
E

asily
noted

is
the

difference
in

physical distance. In
the

V
intage

Sedan, the
w

ounded
student w

as
only

a
few

feet aw
ay; in

the
E

nvelope,

even
the

nearest
child

w
as- m

any
m

iles
from

you.
B

ut,
unlike

m
any

physical
forces,

the
strength

of
a

m
oral

force
doesn’t

dim
inish

w
ith

distance. Surely, our
m

oral com
m

on
sense

tells
us

that m
uch. W

hat do

our
intuitions

on
cases

urge?
A

s
w

ith
other

differential factors, w
ith

physical distance
tw

o
sorts

of exam
ple

are
m

ost relevant: B
eing

greatly
like

the
E

nvelope
in

m
any
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respects,in
one

sortthere’ll
be

a
sm

alldistance
betw

een
those

in
need

and
w

hoeverm
ightaid

them
.B

eing
greatly

like
the

Sedan,in
the

other
there’llbe

a
fargreater

distance.T
o

be
terribly

thorough,foreach
factor

I’d
have

an
aptexam

ple
ofboth

its
m

ostrelevant
sorts.M

ercifully,w
ith

m
ost

factors,I
w

on’thave
both,

butjust
one.

B
ut,

to
show

w
hat

could
be

done
w

ith
each,w

ith
physical

distance
I’ll

go
both

w
ays.

First,I’ll
presentthis

“E
nvelopey”

case:

The
B

ungalow
C

om
pound.

N
ot

being
truly

rich,you
ow

n
only

a
one-tw

elfth
share

in
a

sm
allbungalow

that’s
partofa

beach
resort

com
pound

in
an

exotic
butpoor

co
u
n
tr

say,H
aiti.L

ong
since

there’s
been

m
uch

strife
in

the
land,rightnow

it’syour
m

onth
to

enjoy
the

bungalow
,and

you’re
there

on
your

annualvacation.In
yourm

ailbox,there’s
an

envelope
from

U
N

IC
E

F
asking

form
oney

to
help

save
children’s

lives
in

the
tow

n
nearest

you,w
hichever

one
thatis.In

yourvery
typicalcase,quite

a
few

such
needy

kids
are

all
w

ithin
a

few
blocks

and,just
over

the
com

pound
w

all,
som

e
are

only
a

few
feet

aw
ay.A

s
the

appeal
m

akes
clear,your

$100
w

illm
ean

the
difference

betw
een

long
life

and
early

death
for

nearby
children.B

ut,ofcourse,each
m

onth
such

appeals
are

sentto
m

any
bungalow

s
in

m
any

H
aitian

resortcom
pounds.Y

ou
contribute

nothing
and,so,m

ore
nearby

children
die

soon
than

ifyou’d
sent$100.

A
s

m
ost

respond
to

this
case,your

behavior
isn’t

so
m

uch
as

w
rong

at
all.
5

N
ext,a

“Sedanish”
exam

ple:

The
C

B
R

adios.Instead
ofcom

ing
upon

the
erstw

hile
studentata

crossroads,you
hearfrom

him
on

the
C

B
radio

that’s
in

yourfine
sedan.A

long
w

ith
the

restofhis
story;the

trespasserinform
s

you,
by

talking
into

his
ow

n
m

uch
cheaperC

B
radio,thathe’sstranded

there
w

ith
an

old
jalopy,w

hich
can’teven

be
started

and
w

hich,to
boot,is

outofgas.C
iting

landm
arks

to
each

other,he
truthfully

says
you’re

just
ten

m
iles

from
w

here
he’s

stranded.H
e

asks
you

to
pick

him
up

and
take

him
to

a
hospital,w

here
his

leg
can

be
saved.Thinking

aboutan
upholstery

billforover$5000,you
drive

in
another

direction.A
s

a
foreseen

resultofthat,he
loses

his
leg,

though
nothis

life.

A
s

m
ost

reactto
this

other
case, your

behavior
w

as
seriously

w
rong.

In
the

B
ungalow

C
om

pound,you
w

ere
only

a
shortdistance

from

the
needy

children;
in

the
C

B
R

adios,
you

w
ere

ten
m

iles
from

the

needy
trespasser.‘Thus,

our
responses

to
relevant

cases
jibe

w
ith

the

deliverance
from

our
m

ore
general

m
oral

com
m

on
sense. So

m
uch

for

physicalproxim
ity.

O
ften,

physical
distance

correlates
w

ith
w

hatw
e

m
ight

call
social

distance. Follow
ing

the
instruction

to
be

boring,w
e’ve

thus
supposed

thatthe
Sedan’s

trespasserw
as

your
com

patriot
and,so, he

w
as

socially

som
ew

hatclose. A
s

w
e’ve

also
supposed,the

E
nvelope’s

children
are

all

foreigners,all socially
m

ore
distant.C

an
that

difference
m

atter
m

uch?

Since
all those

children
becom

e
dead

little
kids, our

com
m

on
sense

says,

“C
ertainly

not.”W
hat

do
w

e
getfrom

exam
ples?

A
s

usual
from

now
on, I’ll

hit
the

issue
from

just
one

side. H
ere,

w
e’ll

confront
a

Sedanish
exam

ple:

The L
ongD

rive. R
ather than

going
for a short drive,you’re

spending

the
w

hole
sum

m
er

driving
from

your hom
e, in

the
U

nited
States,

to
the

far
tip

ofSouth
A

m
erica

and
back.

So, it’s
som

ew
here

in

B
olivia,say, thatyou

stop
w

here
tw

o
country

roads
cross. There

you

confront
an

erstw
hile

B
olivian

m
edical

studentw
ho

tells
you

of

his
situation, in

Spanish, a
language

you
know

w
ell.A

s
you

soon

learn, he
w

ants
you

to
drive

him
to

a
hospital, w

here
his

leg
can

be

saved.Thinking
also

of your
upholstery;you

drive
elsew

here
and,

as
a

result, he
loses

a
leg.

T
o

the
L

ong
D

rive,
alm

ost
all

respond
that

your
behavior

w
as

abom
inable.

Perhaps
it’s only

w
ithin

certain
lim

its
that social proxim

ity’s
m

orally

irrelevant.B
ut,insofar

as
they’re

plausible, such
lim

its
w

illleave
so

very

m
uch

leew
ay

as
to

be
entirely

irrelevantto
our

puzzle:W
here

those
in

need
are

socially
very

close
to

you,
like

your
closest

fam
ily

m
em

bers,

there
m

ay
be

a
very

strong
m

oral reason
foryou

to
m

eettheirdire
needs.

B
ut,in

the
Sedan,it w

asn’t your
father,or your

sister, or yourson
w

hose

leg
w

as
at stake. Indeed,as w

e’ve
been

boringly
supposing,the

trespasser

w
as

a
com

plete
stranger

to
you.

So
m

uch
for

social proxim
ity;

A
third

difference
concerns

how
the

agentlearns
ofthe

greatneed
he

can
help

m
eet.In

the
Sedan,m

uch
is learned

by
your directperception

of



the
w

ounded
m

an.In
the

Envelope,the
inform

ation
isacquired

farm
ore

indirectly,by
yourreading

som
ething

thatw
asproduced

by
som

eone
w

ho
herselfcollated

reports,and
so

on.In
this

differentialfactorofinform
ative

directness,w
ill

there
be

m
uch

to
favor

a
Preservationistsolution?

W
ell,

w
hen

their
inform

ation
is

only
indirectly

acquired,
som

etim
es

people
aren’tvery

sure
ofthings,orthey

aren’tvery
reasonable

in
being

sure.B
ut,

nothing
rem

otely
like

that’s
going

on
in

the
Envelope.So,our

com
m

on
sense

now
tells

us
this:

Since
you’re

quite
certain

ofw
hatw

illhappen
if

you
don’t

contribute
to

U
N

IC
E

F,
and

since
you’re

quite
reasonable

in
being

so
certain,

the
fact

that
your

inform
ation’s

indirectly
acquired

is
m

orally
insignificant.W

hat’s
m

ore,ourresponses
to

relevantcases
often

agree,as
w

ith
our

severe
reaction

to
the

C
B

R
adios.

A
fourth

difference,experientialim
pact,often

goes
along

w
ith

infor
m

ative
directness:

In
the

V
intage

Sedan,both
the

needy
m

an
him

self
and

the
condition

ofhis
greatneed

entered
into

your
ow

n
experience.

B
ut,that’s

notso
in

the
E

nvelope.A
boutthis

difference,com
m

on
sense

is
clear:W

hile
the

need
m

ay
seem

m
ore

com
peffing

in
the

Sedan
than

w
ith

folks
behind

aw
all,there’s

no
m

oralw
eighthere.A

nd,ourreactions
to

cases
can

agree
w

ith
that

good
com

m
on

sense:
In

the
C

B
R

adios,
the

m
an’s

aw
fulplight

doesn’tenteryour
experience.E

ven
the

sounds
you

hear
aren’tthe

realdeal:
E

lectronics
had

as
m

uch
to

do
w

ith
your

audition
as

he.A
nd,suppose

the
trespasser

had
signaled

you
in

M
orse

code,w
ith

nonvocal“dots”and
“dashes.”Itw

ould
still be

seriouslyw
rong

to
favoryour

leather
over

his
leg.

H
aving

considered
four

differences,w
e

haven’t
m

oved
one

inch
along

the
row

to
be

hoed
for

a
com

fortably
Preservationist

solution.
M

ightw
e

fare
better

by
looking

in
quite

another
direction?
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W
hen

thinking
about

cases
like

the
E

nvelope,m
any

often
have

this
thoughtofthe

disastrousfiirtherfizture:
“IfI

help
prevent

som
e

ofthese
young

children
from

dying
soon,then,years

from
now

,they’llproduce
yetm

ore
children,w

orsening
the

population
explosion

that,m
ore

than
anyw

here
else,goes

on
precisely

w
here

there
are

so
m

any
im

periled
children.IfI

donate
to

U
N

IC
E

F,I’lljusthelp
create

a
situation,in

the
further

future,w
hen

there’ll
be

disastrously
m

ore
little

kids
painfully

dying.
So, it’s

actually
better

to
throw

aw
ay

the
envelope. A

t
the

very
least, it’s

not w
rong.”

A
s

w
e’ll

soon
see, this

thought
of

the
disastrous

further
future

is
a

fallacious
rationalization,

at
odds

w
ith

the
great

bulk
of

available
evidence.
6

M
ore

to
the

present point, even
if the

thought w
ere

true,
it

w
ouldn’t help

w
ith

our
puzzle:Just as

w
e

w
isely

follow
ed

the
instruc

tion
to

be
boring,so

there’s
no

clear im
plication,from

the
statem

ent of
ourpuzzle

cases, to
any

disastrously
large

future
population.A

nd, w
hen

responding
to

cases,w
e

directly
com

ply
w

ith
that instruction.

R
ecall

the
L

ong
D

rive. N
ow

, you’re
right

there
at

the
crossroads

w
ith

the
B

olivian
and, allof a

sudden, you’re
thinking

m
ainly

ofhow
your

conduct
can

bear
on

the
further

future: “If I
take

this
guy

to
the

hospital, then, ashe’ll long
continue

to
have

both
his

legs, he’lllong
be

a
reasonably

attractive
guy

and, even
w

orse, avery
m

obile
fellow

. W
hether

in
w

edlock
ornot, he

then
m

ay
w

ell father far too
m

any
little

B
olivians.

B
ut, if he’ll

have
only

one
leg, he

probably
w

on’t contribute
nearly

as
m

uch, if anything
at all, to

a
disastrous

dying
of B

olivians
m

any
years

hence. Playing
the

odds
w

elland
thinking

also
of thefrrther future, it’s

betterto
lethim

lose
a

leg. A
t the

least, ff1
do

that,I w
on’t behave

badly.”
Finally, w

e’ll suppose
that, m

oved
m

ainly
by

those
thoughts, you

drive
aw

ay
and

let him
suffer the

loss.N
ow

, w
as

that in
the

exam
ple

to
w

hich
w

e
recently

responded?
C

ertainly
not. A

nd, if
it

w
ere

in
our

original
specification, our

response
w

ould
stillbe

severely
negative.
7

Since
it

doesn’t
bear

on
our

puzzle, w
e

needn’t
exam

ine
the

data
bearing

on
population

in
the

further
future. B

ut, since
the

m
atter’s

of
broad

im
portance, it’s

im
portant

to
know

this:The
available

evidence
strongly

supports
the

thought that decreasing
childhood

m
ortality

stab
i

lizes population!
T

o
be

sure,the
increasingly

w
idespread

availability
of

m
odern

contraceptives
is partly

responsible
forthe

recent big
decreases

in
how

fast
the

w
orld’s

population
is

grow
ing,

as
m

any
studies

show
.

Ihis
is

one
reason, even

if perhaps
not

the
m

ost im
portant

reason, to
support

the
International

Planned
Parenthood

Federation,
or

IP
P

F
.

8
Forus, that effective

group’s
m

ost relevant address
is:

International Planned
Parenthood

Federation,
W

estern
H

em
isphere

R
egion, Inc.

902
B

roadw
ay

-
10th

Floor
N

ew
Y

ork, N
Y

10010
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Still,
for

population
to

stabilize,
m

uch
m

ore
is

needed
than

any
fine

group
like

that
w

illprovide.
W

hat’s
also

needed
can

be
seen

from
m

any
perspectives.For

co
n

tinuity,I’ll
again

focus
on

the
Indian

state
of

K
erala:

Since
the

T
otal

Fertility
R

ate’s
already

dow
n

to
1.9,oreven

low
er,population

w
on’tjust

stabilize
there;

itw
illdecline!

B
eyond

w
idespread

availability
ofcontra

ceptive
m

eans,there
are

other
reasons

that
fully

80
percent

ofK
eralan

couples
actually

use
fam

ily
planning

m
easures:

B
ecause

they
know

the
childhood

m
ortality

rate
there

isvery
low

,K
eralans

can
be

confidentthat,
w

ithout
having

m
any

kids,they’ll
have

som
e

surviving
children.A

nd,
since

they
know

the
com

m
unity

w
ill

m
ake

sure
their

basic
needs

are
m

et,
K

eralans
know

that,
even

w
ithout

children
to

rely
on,

their
life

expectancy
is

high. A
nd,since

thefem
ale

literacy
rate

is
very

high,m
ark

ing
m

uch
respect

for
w

om
en’s

interests,it’s
no

surprise
that

in
K

erala
there’s

a
population

success
story.
9

N
ot

only
does

the
thought

of
the

disastrous
further

future
bypass

our
puzzle,butit’s

also
underm

ined
by

the
evidence.

So
m

uch
for

that
unhappy

thought.

2.5
U
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T
o

m
any

people,
the

m
ost

prom
ising

difference
betw

een
our

contrast
cases

is
this:In

the
V

intage
Sedan,you’re

the
only

one
w

ho
can

getthe
trespasser’s

leg
saved;

using
jargon

to
highiight

that,you’re
his

unique
potentialsavior. B

ut,in
the

E
nvelope,there

are
m

ore
than

enough
w

ell-
offpeople

to
get

the
distant

children
saved;

in
kindred

jargon,they’re
all

the
children’s

m
ultiplepotentialsaviors:

“B
ecause

you’re
his

unique
potential

savior,
m

ightn’t
you

have
a

great
responsibility

tow
ard

the
trespasser?

T
hat

m
ay

be
w

hy,in
the

Sedan, your
behavior

w
as

w
rong.

I
B

ecause
you’re

only
one

of their
m

ultiple
potential

saviors, you
m

ight

not have
m

uch
responsibility

tow
ard

the
E

nvelope’s
children.T

his
m

ay

be
w

hy, in
that

case, your
behavior w

asn’t w
rong.”

B
ut,

to
our

m
oral

com
m

on
sense,

that’s
nonsense:

Y
ou

knew
full

w
ell

that,
even

though
they

could
do

so,
alm

ost
all

the
other

w
ell-off

folks
w

ouldn’t aid
the

needy
children. Y

ou
knew

that, for
all they’d

do,

there’d
still

be
kids

in
dire

need.
So, w

hile
m

any
others

behaved
very

badly, you
did, too.

O
ften,

that
m

uch
of

our
m

oral
com

m
on

sense
is

reflected
in

our

intuitions
on

particular
cases. B

uilding
on

the
preceding

section,
one

case
in

point
is:

The
W

ealthy
D

rivers. In
addition

to
you, there

are
three

other drivers

in
the

area
w

ith
C

B
radios, all four ofyou

hearing
the

pleas
from

the
w

ounded
trespasser. Even

this
m

uch
quickly

develops
on

the

air:
Each

ofthe
others

is
less

than
five

m
iles

from
the

erstw
hile

student, w
hile

you’re
fully

ten
m

iles
from

him
. A

nd, each
of the

others
is far w

ealthier than
you. B

ut, as each
ofthe

three
com

plain,

she
doesn’t w

antto
get involved. So, none

of you
help

the
w

ounded

m
an. Since

those
w

ho
can

aid
him

don’t, he
loses

his
injured

leg.

W
ith

m
ultiple

potential saviors, none
is unique. B

ut, as
m

ost react, even

your
conduct w

as
badly

w
rong.

In
closing

the
section, I’ll note

this:B
y

pretty
high

epistem
ic

stan

dards, in
the

W
ealthy

D
rivers

you
knew

your
help

w
as

needed. B
ut,by

m
uch

higher epistem
ic

standards, in
the

E
nvelope

you
knew

that
(since

the
likes

of
U

N
IC

E
F

get
far

less
than

can
be

put
to

vital
use),

your

m
oney

w
as

needed.

2.6
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W
hen

thinking
of the

likes
ofthe

E
nvelope, m

any
entertain

the
thought

of the governm
ents: “T

ow
ard

aiding
the

distant needy
children, a

person

like
m

e, w
ho’s

hardly
a

billionaire, can
do

hardly
anything. B

ut, through

taxation
of both

people
like

m
e

and
also

billionaires, our governm
ent can

do
a

great
deal. Indeed, so

w
ealthy

is
our

country
that

the
governm

ent

can
do

just
about

everything
that’s

m
ost

needed. W
hat’s

m
ore, if ours

joined
w

ith
the

governm
ents

of other w
ealthy

nations, like
France

and
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G
erm

any
and

Japan, then,for
any

one
of the

very
m

any
w

ell-offpeople

in
all

the
w

ealthy
nations,

the
financial

burden
w

ould
be

very
easily

affordable. A
nd, since

m
aking

one’s
tax

paym
ents

is
a

routine
affair,the

w
hole

business
w

ould
be

nearly
autom

atic.Just
so,these

governm
ents

really
ought

to
stop

so
m

any
children

from
dying

young.A
nd,

since

they
really

ought
to

do
the

job,
it’s

all
right

for
m

e
not

to
volunteer.”

W
hat

are
w

e
to

m
ake

of this
com

m
on

line
of thought?

W
ell,

w
hatever

it
precisely

m
eans,

I
suppose

those
governm

ents

ought to
contribute,annually, the

tens
of billions

ofdollars
that, annually,

w
ould

ensure
that

only
a

tiny
fraction

of the
w

orld’s
poorest

children

suffer seriously.A
nd, w

hatever
it m

eans, it’seven
true

thattheir conduct

is
seriously

w
rong. B

ut, w
hat’s

the
relevance

of that
to

assessing
your

ow
n

behavior,and
m

ine?
T

here
isn’tany. For w

e
know

fullw
ell that, for

allthe
governm

ents
w

illdo, each
year m

illions
of T

hird
W

orld
kidsw

ill

die
from

easily
preventable

causes.A
nd, know

ing
that, w

e
can

m
ake

use
of the

previous
section.

In
the

m
orally

im
portant respects, in

the
E

nvelope
your

situation

is
the

sam
e

as
in

the
W

ealthy
D

rivers:
Since

it
w

as
harder

for
you

to

help, and
since

the
real cost to

you
w

ould
have

been
greater,it’s

credible

that, in
the

W
ealthy

D
rivers, your

conduct w
asn’t

as
bad

as
the

others’

behavior.
E

ven
so,your

conduct
also

w
as

very
bad.

Sim
ilarly,

in
the

E
nvelope

it w
as

harder
for

you
to

do
m

uch
for

distant needy
children

than
it w

as
for

the
w

ealthy
governm

ents,and
perhaps

the
cost

to
you

w
as

greater.
So,it’s

also
credible

that,
in

the
E

nvelope,your
behavior

w
asn’t as

bad
as

the
w

ealthy
governm

ents’ conduct.Y
et further, it’s

also

credible
that

the
behavior

of these
w

ealthy
governm

ents
w

asn’tas
bad

as
the

conduct of the
G

erm
an

governm
ent, under

H
ider,in

the
1940s.

So
m

uch
for

the
thoughtof the

governm
ents.
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W
hen

thinking
of

the
E

nvelope,
w

e
m

ay
feel

overw
helm

ed
by

the

enorm
ous

m
ultitude

of seriously
needy

people: “In
the

face
of thatvast

m
ultitude, I’m

alm
ost

im
potent.”

W
ith

this
feeling

of futility,is
there

som
ething

to
distinguish

betw
een

the
E

nvelope
and

the
Sedan?

A
t

first,it m
ay

seem
so: “In

the
Sedan, there

w
as justa

single
individualin

need;in
the

E
nvelope, there

w
ere

so
m

any
altogetherin

a
vast m

ultitude.

T
hough

I
had

to
help

the
single

individual,
m

ayn’t
I

sim
ply

leave
be

such
a

vastm
ultitude?”

B
ut,justas w

ere
each

ofthe
w

orld’s
m

ostbadly
endangered

children,
the

trespasser
w

as
also

one
of

the
very

m
any

greatly
needy

people
in

the
w

orld.A
nd,w

hile
there

are
certain

perspectives
from

w
hich

he’ll
seem

an
especially

singular
figure,that’s

also
true

of
every

last
one

of
the

needy
children.

So,
in

point
of

even
m

athem
atical

fact,
neither

thoughts
of

the
m

ultitude
nor

thoughts
ofparticular

individuals
can

m
ark

any
distinction

atallbetw
een

our puzzle
cases.So

m
uch

forthose
confused

thoughts.

2.8
T

H
E

C
O

N
T
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U
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G

M
E

S
S

A
N

D
T

H
E

C
L

E
A

N
E

D
S

C
E

N
E

R
elated

to
thoughts

ofthe
m

ultitude,there’s
the

thoughtofthe
continu

ing
m

ess: “Even
ifI

do
send

the
$100

to
U

N
IC

E
F,there’llstillbe

m
any

children
very

prem
aturely

dying.Indeed,no
m

atterw
hatldo,there’llstill

be,forvery
m

any
years,very

m
any

children
dying

from
easily

preventable
causes.”In

this
thought,is

there
som

ething
to

distinguish
betw

een
our

puzzle
cases?

A
t

first,
it

m
ay

seem
so: “U

nlike
the

Envelope’s
distant

children,the
Sedan’s

trespasserpresented
m

e
w

ith
a

particular
distinct

problem
.Ifonly

Igot him
to

the
hospital,the

problem
w

ould
have

been
com

pletely
resolved.Starting

w
ith

just
such

a
problem

,I’d
finish

w
ith

nothing
less

than
a

com
pletely

cleaned
scene.H

ow
very

differentthat is
from

the
continuing

m
ess

involving
allthe

distantchildren!”
B

ut, this
appearance

also
isillusory:Just asm

uch
as any

distantchild’s
diarrhealdehydration,the

trespasser’sinfected
leg

w
as partofthe

“continu
ing

m
ess

in
the

w
orld.”A

s
has

long
been

true, and
asw

illlong
be

rem
ain

true,the
w

orld
has

m
any

people
w

ith
infected

legs,m
any

ofw
hom

w
ill

lose
them

.Ifdistantchildren
w

ere
partofa“continuing

m
ess,”so

w
as

the
trespasser.N

o
m

ore
than

the
E

nvelope
does

the
Sedan

offerthe
chance

to
have

the
w

orld
be

a
cleaned

scene.So
m

uch
for

this
confusion.

2.9
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R
ather

than
any

genuine
differences

betw
een

our
puzzle

cases,in
the

previous
few

sections
w

e’ve
seen

only
som

e
confusions.It’s

high
tim

e
to

observe
a

real
difference

betw
een

the
E

nvelope
and

the
V

intage
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Sedan:
In

the
V

intage
Sedan,there’s

an
em

ergency,w
hile

in
the

E
nve

lope
there’s

none.B
ut,does

that
m

ean
any

m
oralground

for
favoring

the
Envelope’s

conduct?
O

ur
m

oralcom
m

on
sense

speaks
negatively.First,on

the
V

intage
Sedan:

Shared
w

ith
m

any
other

em
ergencies,w

hatare
the

m
ain

points
to

note
aboutthe

bad
bird-w

atching
incident?

W
ell,untilrecently,the

erstw
hile

studentw
as

doing
reasonably

allright;atleast,his
m

ain
needs

w
ere

regularly
m

et.A
nd,thatw

as
also

true
ofthe

other
people

in
his

area.‘Then,allofa
sudden,things

gotw
orse

for
him

,and,for
the

first
tim

e
in

a
long

tim
e,he

had
a

big
need

on
the

verge
ofnotbeing

m
et.

N
ext,the

E
nvelope:The

distantlittle
children

alw
ays

w
ere

in
atleast

pretty
bad

straits.A
nd,in

theirpartofthe
w

orld,for
a

long
tim

e
m

any
people’sgreatneedsw

eren’tm
etand,consequently,those

m
any

suffered
seriously.B

ut,then,even
as

there’s
no

em
ergency

in
the

E
nvelope,that

situation’sfar
w

orse
than

alm
ost

any
em

ergency;
to

highlight
this,w

e
m

ay
say

that,in
the

E
nvelope,there’s

a
chronic

horror.
O

fcourse,theirliving
in

a
chronic

horroris
no

reason
to

think
that,

by
contrastw

ith
the

previously
fortunate

trespasser,itw
as

allrightto
do

nothing
forlong-suffering

children.Indeed,such
a

thought’s
so

prepos
terous

that,indirectly,itpoints
to

a
sixth

factorfavoring
stricterjudgm

ent
for

the
E

nvelope:
D

uring
the

very
few

years
they’ve

had
before

dying,
those

children
w

ere
am

ong
the

w
orstoffpeople

in
the

w
orld,w

hile
the

trespasserhad
quite

afew
years

ofareasonably
good

life.(A
nd,insofaras

the
exam

-cheater’s
life

w
as

less
than

very
happy,thatw

as
due

m
ainly

to
his

ow
n

bad
behavior.)

So,it’sjustforthe
Envelope’s

unhelpfulconduct
thatjustice

w
ants

an
especially

strictjudgm
ent.A

t
allevents,from

our
m

oralcom
m

on
sense,there’s

no
good

new
s

for
Preservationism

.
B

efore
rem

arking
on

ourintuitive
responses

to
particularem

ergency
cases,I

should
say

som
ething

about
how

,
during

the
past

thirty-five
years,

the
w

orld’s
chronic

horrors
have

becom
e

less
horrible,

though
there’s

stilla
long

w
ay

to
go.Forthe

big
picture,m

ostofw
hat’s

w
anted

com
es

w
hen

seeing
the

w
orldw

ide
progress,from

1960
onw

ard,in
four

basic
categories:’
0

1960
1970

1980
1990

1990—
95

Life
expectancy

in
years

46
53

58
62

64.4

U
nder-five

deaths
perl000births

216
168

138
107

86

A
verage

births
perw

om
an(T

FR
)

6.0
5.7

4.4
3.8

3.1

Percentage
of

6—
11-year-olds

in
school

48
58

69
77

N
A

(A
s

population’s
been

increasing
m

ost
in

the
‘flilrd

W
orld,

the
m

ore

recent
the

num
bers, the

m
ore

they’re
determ

ined
by

events
there.

So,

there’s
been

m
ore

progress
there

than
these

figures
indicate.)

E
specially

as
this

section
features

em
ergencies,

for
a

m
ore

fine

grained
picture

I turn
to

the
cyclone-prone

country
of B

angladesh, w
here

about15
m

illion
people, outof about 115

m
iffion,live

in
the

vulnerable

coastal region.‘The victim
of7

of the
century’s

10
w

orst cyclones, in
the

past tw
enty-five

years
3

big
ones

struck
B

angladesh. W
hen

1970’s
big

cyclone
struck

the
unprepared

country
the

w
indstorm

killed
about3

m
il

lion, about 2.5
m

illion
succum

bing, in
the

storm
’s devastating

afterm
ath,

to
w

aterborne
disease. Far

beyond
just

helping
to

prom
pt

the
w

riting

of Singer’s
“Fam

ine, A
ffluence, and

M
orality”

[reprinted
herein

1—
14],

this
disaster “sparked

the
founding

of O
xfam

A
m

erica,”
about tw

enty-

five
years

afterthe
original O

xfam
w

as
founded

in
O

xford, E
ngland.
1’

W
ith

help
from

such
foreign

non-governm
ental organizations

(N
G

O
s),

and
w

ith
hard

w
ork

by
B

angladeshi
groups

and
individuals, by

1991

a
lot w

as
done

to
m

ake
the

country’s
people

less
vulnerable

to
killing

w
inds; w

hen
a

big
cyclone

hit B
angladesh

that year, only(!?)
about

130

thousand
folks

w
ere

killed,
a

dram
atic

im
provem

ent.’
2

B
ut,

com
e

to

think
of

it,a
great

m
any

poor
folks

still had
to

bury
their

children, or

their parents,or their spouses, or their siblings, or theirbest friends.So,

w
ith

continued
support from

far
and

near, B
angladeshis

continued
to

w
ork

hard.
So, by

1994
those

T
hird

W
orlders

had
built

nine
hundred

cleverly
designed

cyclone
shelters, each

able
to

protect
thousands

of

people. E
xpressing

a
m

isleadingly
high

estim
ate, I’ll

end
the

paragraph

w
ith

the
first

sentence
o
f

the
piece

in
O

xfam
A

m
erica

N
ew

s
so

recently

cited, w
ith

only
the

italics
being

m
y

creation:
O

n
M

ay
2,

a
180

m
ph
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cyclone
pum

m
eled

southeastern
coastal B

angladesh, claim
ing

justunder
200

liv
es.

1
3

‘Though
it looks

like
there’s

a
m

isprint,that’s
as w

ellordered
as

it’s
w

ell w
arranted.

For
ever

so
m

any
years, really,but,especially

in
m

ore
recentyears,

m
ost in

the
w

orld’s
poorest countries, including

B
angladesh, have

lives
that

are
actively

effective,
socially

com
m

itted,
and

part
of

a
palpable

upw
ard

trend;
their

lives
are

clearly
w

ellw
orth

living.W
hen

thinking
w

hether
to

help
these

m
aterially

poor
folks,

so
that

m
ore

and
m

ore
of them

w
ill bury

few
er

and
few

er
oftheir

children,it’s
useful

to
have

that
in

m
ind.

Just
as

U
N

IC
E

F
w

orks
effectively

both
to

m
ake

chronic
horrors

less
horrible

and
to

address
em

ergency
situations, O

X
FA

IV
I,as

O
xfam

A
m

erica
is

popularly
know

n, is
also

effective
across

the
board.N

ow
,the

1994
cyclone

leftabout500,000
B

angladeshis
hom

eless,m
any

ofw
hom

still need
help;so,in

1995
there’s

stillsom
ething

ofan
em

ergency
even

there.A
nd, as

every
several m

onths
the

group
m

ustaddress
a

brand-new
em

ergency, I
think

you
should

know
how

to
help

the
good

group
aid

m
any

folks
new

ly
in

great
need.A

llyou
need

do
is

m
ake

out
a

sizable
check

to
O

xfam
A

m
erica

and
m

ail
itto

this
address:

O
xfam

A
m

erica
26

W
est

Street
B

oston,M
A

02111

[w
vw

oxfam
am

erica.org/contactus
O

xfam
A

m
erica

226
C

ausew
ay

St.,5th
F

loor
B

oston, IVIA
02114]

W
ith

this
added

to
the

U
S

C
om

m
ittee’s

address
and

IPPF’s,you
now

know
m

ore
than

enough,I
think,about

how
to

be
an

effectively
h
elp

fulperson.
In

closing
the

section
m

ercifully,
I’ll

help
you

escape
from

the
R

eal
W

orld
by

taking
you

back
to

the
Philosophy

R
oom

:
R

egarding
em

ergencies, w
hat’s

to
be

found
in

our
responses

to
the

cases?
For

good
instruction

in
our

H
appy

R
oom

,I’ll
contrive

a
case

w
here, first,there

isan
em

ergency,and,second, you
can

help
folks

in
dire

need,but,third,
people’s

dire
needs

are
inconspicuous

to
you:

The
Em

ergency
Envelope.

U
N

IC
E

F
inform

s
you

of
the

terrible

effects
of

a
recent

hurricane
on,

say, H
aiti:

N
ow

,
there

are
m

any

additional
H

aitian
kids

w
ho, w

ithout
outside

help, w
ill

soon
die.

B
y

H
aitian

standards, these
are

upper-m
iddle-class

chiklren.W
hile

they
w

ere
doing

quite
w

ell before
the

hurricane, now
, they, too, are

in
m

ortal danger. So, if you
don’t soon

send
$100

to
a

special fund

set up
by

U
N

IC
E

F, w
ithin

the
next few

w
eeks, not only

w
ill m

ore

poor
H

aitian
kids

die, but
so

w
ill

m
ore

of these
others. Even

so,

you
send

nothing
and, in

consequence, that happens.

A
s

m
ost respond

to
this

case, you
didn’t do

anything
so

m
uch

as w
rong.

So
m

uch
for

em
ergency.

2.10
U

R
G

E
N

C
Y

O
ften

,
it’s

especially
im

p
o

rtan
t

to
act

w
h
en

m
atters

are
urgent. A

long

w
ith

that
idea, there

com
es

this
line

of thought:
“W

hen
som

eone
w

ill

lose
life

or
lim

b
very

soon
unless

you
help

him
,

it’s
m

orally
required

that you
aid. B

ut, if there’s
lots

of tim
e

before
anything

m
uch

happens,

aiding
isn’t

m
orally

required. M
ightn’t

this
be

ground
for

judging
the

E
nvelope’s

conduct
m

ore
leniently

than
the

Sedan’s?”

It’s
plenty

obvious
that,

in
the

V
intage

Sedan,
there’s

plenty
of

urgency:
If

you
don’t

soon
take

h
im

to
th

e
hospital,

the
trespasser

w
ill

soon
lose

a
leg. A

nd, it
appears

th
at, in

the
E

nvelope, there’s
no

urgency:

E
ven

if
you

put
$100

in
the

m
ailbox

just
a

m
inute

from
now

,
it

w
ill

take
at

least
a

couple
of w

eeks
for

that
to

translate
into

lifesaving
aid

for
anyone. W

hat’s
m

ore,
if

you
don’t

send
anything

right
aw

ay, you

can
do

it
later, say, next

m
onth.

Soon
or

not
so

soon, just
as

m
any

w
ill

be
vitally

aided.
In

these
thoughts

ofa
contrast, how

ever, there’s
illusion

and
co

n
fu

sion. Ih
is

isn’t
to

deny
that,

in
m

any
cases, it’s

im
portant

both
to

act

prom
ptly

and
to

have
one’s

conduct determ
ined

by
a

clear sense
of w

ho’s

in
the

m
ost im

m
inent danger. R

ather, it’s
to

say
that, even

as
the

Sedan’s

a
case

w
ith

m
orally

im
portant

urgency
so

is
the

E
nvelope.

T
ow

ard
seeing

th
at,

I’ll
present

tw
o

cases
th

at
really

do
differ

in

m
orally

im
portant

urgency.
For

both,
w

e’ll
m

ake
these

suppositions:

In
room

A
, there’s

a
m

an
tied

dow
n

w
ith

rope
and, next to

him
, a

tim
e

bom
b’s

set to
go

off in
just an

hour. U
nless

he’s
untied

and
released

from
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the
room

, its
explosion

w
ill killhim

.The
sam

e
for room

B,but the
tim

e
is

24
hours.Y

ou
can

save
either

m
an,but

notboth.
For

the
first

case,w
e’ll

go
on

to
m

ake
the

m
ost

natural
further

assum
ptions:A

fter
you

save
the

m
an

in
A

, not
only

w
illthere

stillbe
tim

e
for

som
eone

to
save

the
m

an
in

B
,but, during

the
extra

23
hours,

B’s
m

an
enjoys

extra
chances

for
rescue

that
A’s

could
never

have.
For

the
second

case,w
e’llm

ake
m

ore
unusual assum

ptions:A
s

you
know

w
ith

absolute
certainty

beyond
w

hat you’lldo
soon, there

aren’t
any

extra
chances

even
for

the
m

an
in

B.So,sim
ply

and
surely,you’re

to
choose

w
ho’lllive

and
w

ho’ll die.
In

the
first

case,
clearly

you
m

ust
save

the
m

an
in

A
.

B
ut,w

hat
ofthe

second
case?

‘W
ell,in

som
e

sense,perhaps
it’s

stilltrue
that

A’s
m

an’s
in

a
m

ore
urgentsituation

than
B’s.B

ut,still,there’s
little

reason
to

favor
aiding

him
.

W
hathave

w
e

learned?
W

ell, at least forthe
m

ostpart, w
hat m

oral
w

eight
attaches

to
urgency

is
due

to
the

lesser
chances

of
avoiding

serious
loss

that,
norm

ally
but

not
inevitably,

are
found

in
situations

w
here

there’s
little

tim
e

to
save

the
day.B

ut, betw
een

the
Sedan

and
the

E
nvelope, there’s

never
any

such
difference

in
the

chances.Since
that’s

noteasy
to

see,I’lltry
to

m
ake

enlightening
rem

arks.
There’s

a
continual

flow
of

aid
from

som
e

ofthe
w

orld’s
w

ell-off
folks

to
m

any
of

the
m

ost
seriously

needy.A
t

it’s
far

end,
every

day
there

are
thousands

ofchildren
on

the
very

brink
of death.Today,their

vital need
is

very
urgent.In

the
case

of over
30,000

of these
kids,this

w
illbe

proven
by

the
factthat, even

as
their

need
w

on’tbe
m

ettoday,
by

tom
orrow

they’ll
be

dead.
O

f
course,just

as
urgent

are
the

needs
of

thousands
of

others
w

ho,
only

through
receiving

today
som

e
very

tim
ely

O
R

T
,

w
on’t

be
dead

tom
orrow

or,
happily,

anytim
e

soon. To
be

sure,there
are

m
any

m
ore

thousands
ofchildren

w
hose

vital needs
today

aren’tso
very

urgent:
For

over
30,000

ofthese,in
just

tw
o

days,
their

needs
w

illbe thaturgent.A
nd, for

over30,000
others, in

just three
days

they’llhave
such

terribly
urgentneeds; and

so
on. Justso,forover

30,000
stillother needy

youngsters,their last day
alive

w
ith

danger w
ill

be
in

30
days,or

31, thatis,just
a

m
onth

from
now

.
C

onsider
these

“m
onthers.”In

som
e

sense,itm
ay

be
true

that, over
the

next
m

onth, their
needs

w
illbecom

e
m

ore
and

m
ore

urgent.B
ut,

since
w

e
can

be
certain

that, ifyou
don’tdonate

to
U

N
IC

E
F

soon, m
ore

of these
“m

onthers”w
ill die, w

hat m
oral relevance

can
any

such
increase

in
urgency

have
for your behavior?

C
learly, none

at all. B
y

contrast, w
hat

m
atters

is
that, very

soon, you
begin

to
lessen

the
num

ber
of children

w
ho

die
a

m
onth

from
now

and
that, then, you

help
lessen

the
num

ber

w
ho

die
shortly

after
that, and

so
on. So, facts

like
its

taking
a

m
onth

for your
m

ailed
check

to
have

a
vital im

pact
aren’t m

orally
significant.

To
think

otherw
ise

is
like

thinking
that,

in
our

second
case

w
ith

the

tw
o

room
s,

saving
the

m
an

in
A

is
m

orally
m

uch
better

than
saving

B’s
m

an.
In

m
orally

relevant respects, each
greatly

needy
child

is like
a

m
an

in

a
room

, tied
dow

n
w

ith
a

rope, w
ith

a
tim

e
bom

b
set to

explode. Som
e

children’s
bom

bs
are

set
to

go
off

around
noon

tom
orrow

;
others

are

set for
five

days
hence;

still others’ are
set for

a
m

onth
from

now
. B

ut,

since
it’s

certain
that,

for
all

everyone
else

w
ill

do, even
in

a
m

onth’s

tim
e, m

any
of the

children
still w

on’t have
their

ropes
untied, in

these

different settings
there’s

precious
little

m
oral w

eight. B
ecause

the
w

ays

of the
w

orld
are

slow
to

im
prove, for

quite
a

w
hile

rem
arks

like
these

w
ill be

quite
true. A

nd,that’s
m

ore
certain

than
that you

yourself w
ill

be
alive

a
day

from
now

. So, our m
oral com

m
on

sense
delivers

the
m

es

sage: A
s

for
m

orally
w

eighty
urgency, there’s

plenty
in

the
Sedan

and

in
the

E
nvelope.

H
oping

you
w

on’t forget
that

m
ain

thought, I’ll
present

this
less

im
portant idea: W

hen
not m

ixed
w

ith
factors

that help
it prom

ote
the

salience
of vital needs, often

urgency
doesn’t even

influence
our responses

to
particular

cases. T
o

see
that, it’s

best to
confront

a
case

w
ith

al/sorts

of urgency, som
e

as
w

eighty
as

it’s
easily

overlooked, and
lots

as
slight

as
it’s

blatantly
obvious:

The
SuperExpress

F
und.Ihe

m
ost bizarre

thing
in

your m
ail today

isan
appeal from

the
SE

F:
B

y
calling

a
certain

num
ber and

using
any

m
ajor credit card, you

can
donate

$500
to

the
SEF

right away,
nightor day. ‘The effect of such

a prom
pt donation

w
illbe

that one
m

ore
child

w
ill receive

O
R

T
this

very
day

and, in
consequence,

w
on’t soon

die. O
f course, the

SEF’s
appeal m

akes
clear the

rea
son

that
it w

ill cost so
m

uch
to

provide
O

R
T

to
just one

child:
U

pon
hearing

from
you, your credit card

donation
is

attended
to

personally, directly, and
com

pletely. So, m
om

ents
after your call, a

certain
O

R
T

packet is rushed
to

the
nearest international airport,



I
358

• G
LO

BA
L

ETH
IC

S:SEM
IN

A
L

ESSAYS
PE’l’kil{

U
N

C
iK

•

speeded
to

the
nextjet

bound
forA

frica,and
so

on.Eventually,
in

a
rem

ote
region,a

param
edic

rushes
from

a
speeding

vehicle.
A

fter
exam

ining
severalm

oribund
children,he

chooses
one

that,
certainly,

is
today

on
the

very
brink

of
death.

Then,
he

rapidly
m

ixes
the

solution
and

adm
inisters

it
to

just
that

m
ost

urgently
needy

little
child.

B
ut,you

don’t
ever

m
ake

such
a

call
and,

in
consequence,

one
m

ore
child

soon
dies

than
if

you’d
m

ade
the

requested
donation.

A
s

everyone
responds,you

didr?tdo
w

rong.
So,for

now
,w

e’ve
learned

enough
about

urgency.

2.11
CA

U
SA
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C
U
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C
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U
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R
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O
U

S
A
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From
discussing

thoughts
bound

to
occur

to
m

any,I
turn

to
som

e
eso

teric
distinctions.Perhaps

the
m

ostnotable
concerns

causallyfocused
aid

and,by
contrast,causally

am
orphous

aid.First,a
few

w
ords

aboutcausally
focused

aid:Ifyou’d
provided

aid
to

the
trespasserin

the
V

intage
Sedan,

your
helpftilbehaviorw

ould’ve
been

causally
focused

on
thatparticular

needy
person.In

an
enlarged

butparallelcase,you
m

ighthelpftilly
take,

in
yourlarge

vintage
M

ercedes
bus,ftilly

thirty
greatly

needy
trespassers

to
a

hospital. In
the

V
intage

B
us,the

aid
you’d

provide
w

ould
be

causally
focused

on
each

one
ofthose

thirty
people.N

ext,causally
am

orphous
aid:

In
the

E
nvelope,even

ifyou’d
behaved

helpftilly,there’d
neverbe

anyone
forw

hom
you’dhave

m
ade

the
difference

betw
een

suffering
a

serious
loss

and
suffering

none;
there’d

never
be

a
child

ofw
hom

itw
ould

be
true

that,had
you

sentin
$100, she

w
ouldn’thave

died
prem

aturely.R
ather,on

one
end

ofa
causalchain,there

are
m

any
donors

contributing
together

and,on
the

other,there
are

allthe
people

saved
by

the
large

effortthey
together

support.T
he

m
ore

support
given,

the
m

ore
folks

saved,
and

that’s
all

she
w

ro
te)

4
D

oes
this

favor
the

E
nvelope’s

conduct?
A

s
our

m
oral

com
m

on
sense

directs,
there’s

no
chance

of
that.

R
ather;

since
there’s

nothing
m

orally
objectionable

about
proceeding

to
aid

greatly
needy

folks
am

orphously,no
m

oralw
eightattaches

to
the

precise
character

ofthe
causalrelations

betw
een

the
w

ell-offand
those

w
hom

,w
hether

collectively
or

not,they
m

ight
help

save.M
orally,the

im
portant

thing
is

that
the

vulnerable
don’t

suffer.
A

nd,
w

ith
a

w
ell

aim
ed

case,our
intuitive

reactions
confirm

that
decent

deliverance:

ihe
Specia/R

elations Fund. Y
ou

receive
m

aterial from
a

group
that

assures
you

they’ll find
a

m
oribund

little
child

that your
m

oney,

if you
contribute, w

ill prevent from
dying

prem
aturely. Since

very

m
any

m
oribund

little
kids

are
out there,this

w
on’tbe

terribly
d
if

ficult, or
costly, but

neither w
ill

it be
very

cheap
and

easy
to

have

your vital
aid

be
causally

focused:
So, if you

donate
$100

to
the

SRF, w
hile

only
one

less
child

w
illdie

soon, the
group

w
ill ensure

that your donation
m

akes
the

big
difference

for the
one

child. B
ut,

you
send

nothing
and, in

consequence,one
m

ore
child

soon
dies

than
if you’d

m
ade

the
requested

donation.

H
ere, it’s

clear
that

any
aid

w
ill be

causally
focused. B

ut, as
all respond,

your
conduct

w
asn’t

the
least

bit
w

rong.
So, on

our
reactions

to
cases,

this
esoteric

factor
doesn’t have

any
great

effect.

2.12
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B
efore

noticing
another

esoteric
distinction, I’d

like
to

discuss
a

fam

ily
of

quite
ordinary

ideas
that’s

closely
related

to, but
that’s

not
quite

the
sam

e
as, the

one
just

considered. Just
as

the
com

m
on

concepts
are

w
ell

placed
under

the
head

satisfting
nice

sem
antic

conditions,
so

the

fam
ily’s

m
ost

salient
notion

prom
pts

this
suggestion:

“W
hen

you
can

save
folks

from
m

uch
suffering, it’s

w
rong

not
to

aid. B
ut, perhaps,

if

you’ll m
erely

help
to

prevent folks
from

suffering
seriously,you

needdt

help. M
ightn’t that

ground
a

big
difference

betw
een

our
puzzle

cases?”

H
ardly. First,by

contrastw
ith

the
Shallow

Pond,had
you

been
helpful

in
the

V
intage

Sedan, a
doctor’s

services
w

ould
still be

needed
to

save

the
leg; so, in

strict truth,the
very

m
ost w

e
could

have
said

foryou
w

ould

be
that,

then,you
and

a
doctor w

ould
have

saved
the

leg.
Second,

and

m
uch

m
ore

im
portant,

there’s
this:

W
hatever

their
precise

character,

these
sem

antic
niceties

don’t
m

atter
m

orally;
at

any
rate,

abandoning

the
w

ounded
m

an
w

as
w

rong.
A

bout
other

m
em

bers
of

saving’s
fam

ily,
the

sam
e

points
hold

true. F
or

exam
ple, w

hen
you’ve

the
chance

to
be

only
a

partial
enabler

of som
eone

w
ho

m
ight

save
a

needy
person, butyou’re

needed, then,

just
as

surely
as

the
one

w
ho

has
the

chance
to

star
as

the
saver;you

m
ust

play
your

supporting
role.

C
ertainly,

our
m

oral
com

m
on

sense

tells
us

that.
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P
lentyw

ell enough,w
e

can
also

see
the

pointbyw
ay

ofaptexam
ples.

A
s

w
ith

m
any

cases
w

here
a

great
need

is
conspicuous,

this
happens

w
ith:

The
Indian

Sew
er.

W
hile

vacationing
in

India,
you

com
e

upon
a

child
w

ho’s
on

the
verge

ofdrow
ning

in
the

w
aters

ofa
sew

er.
W

hen
the

child
fellin,she

knocked
aw

ay
the

barpropping
up

the
sew

er’s
trapdoorgrating,w

hich
is

also
now

dow
n

in
the

sew
er.So,

the
heavy

door’s
now

closed.For
the

child
to

be
saved,three

able
adults

are
needed.O

ne
person,w

ho’s
both

strong
and

agile,m
ust

go
dow

n
into

the
sew

er
and

bring
up

the
child.B

eing
strong

but
not

agile,you
can’t

do
that.

Still,there’s
som

eone
else

there
w

ho
can.

For
the

agile
m

an
to

play
the

central
role

in
a

rescue,
tw

o
others

m
ust

hold
open

the
filthy,

strangely-shaped
grating,

one
holding

it
by

one
edge

and
the

other
by

another. A
third

person
is

able
and

w
illing

to
hold

one
ofthese

edges
and,so,it’s

now
all

up
to

you. B
ut,notw

anting
to

soilyour
new

suit,you
w

alk
aw

ay
and,so,the

child
drow

ns.

A
s

all
strongly

react,
your

behavior
w

as
m

onstrous.
N

ow
,

recall
the

S
hallow

P
ond, w

here
you

had
a

chance
to

save
som

eone
from

suffering
a

serious
loss. W

as
your

behavior
in

the
Indian

S
ew

er
any

better?
V

ery
w

idespread
is

the
com

parative
intuition

on
the

cases:Y
our

behavior
in

this
new

exam
ple

isjust
as

abom
inable

as
in

that
old

one.
O

f
course,in

the
E

nvelope,you
never

had
even

the
chance

to
fill

any
such

fairly
fulfilling

su
p

p
o

rtin
g

role
as

the
one

just
noted;

rather,
you

had,atm
ost, only

the
chance

to
contribute

to
enabling

others
to

save
children.

B
ut,

it’s
only

a
confusion

to
think

that
could

give
you

even
the

slightest m
orallicense.

U
nderlying

the
confusion,som

etim
es

there
m

ay
be

the
idea

that,
m

uch
as

w
ith

w
riting

poetry
for

exam
ple, w

hatw
e

do
for

needy
people

constitutes
personally

fulfilling
projects.T

o
fulfill

ourselves,each
ofus

w
ants

to
w

rite
her

ow
n

poem
s,orto

grow
her

ow
n

garden,orw
hatever:

IfI’m
justa

pretty
fairpoet,notgreatly

talented,a
poem

w
ritten

m
ainly

by
a

greatpoet, w
ith

just
m

arginalinputfrom
m

e,m
ightw

ellbe
m

uch
better

than
any

I’d
w

rite
by

m
yself,or

w
ith

only
som

e
help.B

ut,quite
rationally,

m
y

attitude
is

that
it’s

not
enough

for
there

to
be

excellent
poem

s
in

w
hose

w
riting

I
had

only
a

m
arginal

role.
B

y
contrastw

ith

poetry
how

ever,
tow

ard
people

in
serious

trouble,
it’s

crazy
to

have
an

attitude
that’s

even
rem

otely
like

that,and
for

our
conducttow

ard
them

to
be

determ
ined

by
any

such
attitude.

2.13
E

P
IS

T
E

M
IC

F
ocus

A
nalogous

to
the

distinction
betw

een
aid

that’s
causally

focused
and

aid
that’s

causally
am

orphous,
there’s

a
distinction

betw
een

epistem
i—

callyfocused
aid

and
epistem

ically
am

orphous
aid:

E
ven

if
you

donated
the

$100
requested

in
the

E
nvelope,

and
even

if
you

thereby
helped

save
som

e
people,you

w
ouldn’tknow

w
hich

folks
you

helped
save

from
an

early
death,or

even
aided

at
all.In

the
V

intage
Sedan,by

contrast,
ifyou

took
the

trespasser
to

the
hospital

and
his

leg
w

as
saved,you’d

know
w

hom
you

aid
ed

.
1
5

C
an

this
favor

the
E

nvelope’s
behavior?

O
ur

com
m

on
sense

says
that,

m
orally,it

doesn’t
m

atter
w

hether
you

com
e

to
know

w
hose

dire
needs

you
help

m
eet.A

nd,
our

reactions
to

cases
can

chim
e

in
nicely.

T
hough

I
resolved

notto
coveryou

w
ith

cases,here
I’llbotherto

go
both

w
ays.First,here’s

an
E

nvelopey
case

that’s
very

like
other

recent
exam

ples:

The
Very

SpecialR
elationsFund.N

otonly
does

the
V

SR
F

m
ake

sure
your

$200
w

illgo
to

save
the

life
ofa

certain
particularchild,but

it
m

akes
sure

you’llgetto
know

w
hich

kid
thatis.B

y
providing

you
w

ith
her

nam
e

and
a

picture
ofthe

child
saved,you’llknow

precisely
w

hich
child’slifejustyourdonation

served
to

spare.Still,
you

don’tsend
anything

and,in
consequence,one

m
ore

child
soon

dies
than

ifyou’d
m

ade
the

requested
donation.

To
this

epistem
ically

focused
case,w

e
respond

thatyourconductw
as

all
right.Indeed,w

ith
lenient

responses
in

m
ind,m

any
actually

refrained
from

donating
to

groups
enorm

ously
like

the
V

SR
F.A

nd,here’s
a

su
it

able
Sedanish

exam
ple:

The
V

intage
B

oat.Y
our

one
real

luxury
in

life
is

a
vintage

pow
er

boat.In
particular,you’revery

happy
w

ith
the

fine
w

ood
trim

ofthe
handsom

e
old

boat.N
ow

,there’sbeen
abig

shipw
reck

in
the

w
aters

offthe
coast

w
here

your
boat’s

docked.
From

the
pier,in

plain
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view
several

hundred
are

struggling.T
hough

both
C

oast
G

uard
boats

and
private

boats
are

already
on

their
w

ay
to

the
people,

m
ore

boats
are

needed.
Indeed,

the
m

ore
private

boats
out

and
back

soon,the
m

ore
people

w
illbe

saved.B
ut,it’s

also
plain

that,
ifyou

go
out,still,ow

ing
to

allthe
m

elee,nobody
w

illever
know

w
hich

people
w

illhave
been

benefited
byyou.Indeed,for

each
of

the
folks

w
hom

you
m

ightbring
in,

itw
illbe

true
to

say
this:For

allanyone
w

illever
know

,she’d
have

been
broughtin

by
another

boat,
in

w
hich

case
som

e
other

person,w
hom

som
e

other
boat

rescued,w
ould’ve

perished.O
n

the
otherhand,this

you
do

know
:

W
hile

there’s
no

risk
atallto

you,ifyou
go

out,yourboat’s
w

ood
trim

w
illgetbadly

dam
aged,and

you’llhave
to

pay
for

expensive
repairs.So,you

leave
yourboatin

dock
and,in

consequence,a
few

m
ore

plainly
struggling

folks
soon

die.

A
s

alm
ostallrespond

to
this

epistem
ically

am
orphous

case,yourconduct
w

as
seriously

w
rong.

It’s
w

orth
noting,briefly,an

extended
form

ofthis
distinction:In

the
V

intage
Sedan,even

beforehand
you

know
w

hom
you’ll

aid,if
only

you
botherto

provide
the

aid
there

relevant;but,in
the

E
nvelope,you

certainly
w

ouldn’tknow
beforehand

w
hom

you’ll
aid.

C
an

that
m

ean
m

uch
for

a
com

fortably
Preservationist

solution?
A

gain,our
m

oral
com

m
on

sense
speaks

negatively.A
s

w
ith

the
V

intage
B

oat,reactions
to

m
any

cases
can

confirm
that

decentdeliverance.So
m

uch
for

epistem
ic

focus.

2.14
M
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S
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C
E

S

In
the

S
edan,to

provide
apt

aid
you

m
ust

perform
a

service
for

a
needy

person.M
oreover,one

ofyourgoodsw
ould

be
needed

in
the

perform
ance

ofthe
service,nam

ely,yourvintage
car.B

y
contrast,in

the
E

nvelope
all

you
m

ust
contribute

is
m

oney;
and,beyond

the
trivial

effort
needed

to
m

ailthe
m

oney,the
m

onetary
costis

allyou’d
incur.C

an
this

difference
favor

the
E

nvelope’s
behavior?

O
ften,the

difference
betw

een
m

ere
m

oney
and,on

the
other

side,
actual

goods
and

services,
has

a
psychological

im
pact

on
us:

W
hen

there’s
a

call
for

our
m

oney,generally
w

e
think

ofw
hat’s

going
on

as
just

charity
A

nd,w
hen

thinking
this,it

seem
s

allrightto
decline.B

ut,

atleast in
blatantly

urgentsituations,w
hen

there’s
a

call forservices,or
one

ofour
especially

aptgoods,a
fair

num
ber

ofus
think

w
e

m
ust rise

to
the

occasion.D
oes

this
difference

have
m

uch
m

oral
relevance?

O
n

this
point, our

m
oral

com
m

on
sense

is
clear:

It
doesn’t

m
atter

w
hether

it’s
m

oney,
or

goods,
or

services,
or

w
hatever,

that’s
needed

from
you

to
lessen

serious
suffering.‘There

isn’t
a

stronger
m

oral
call

on
you

w
hen

it’s
your

goods
or

services
that

are
needed

aid
than

w
hen

it’sjust your
m

oney.
In

everyday
life,

that’s
confirm

ed
by

our
reactions

to
very

m
any

cases:
W

hen
disasters

strike,
like

earthquakes,
hurricanes,

or
floods,

organizations
w

ork
to

aid
the

im
periled

victim
s.O

n
m

any
ofus, these

groups
often

callonly
for

our
m

oney.B
ut,on

som
e,they

callfor
goods

or
services:For

exam
ple,one

good
group

m
ay

suggestthat, since
you’re

w
ell

placed
in

the
pharm

aceutical
industry,

you
m

ight
m

ake
calls

to
your

associates,asking
them

to
donate

m
edicines

needed
by

victim
s

of
last w

eek’s
disaster.B

ut, plenty
often,in

these
ordinary

cases,the
needs

aren’tsalient to
the

agent approached
and,then,our

uncriticalreactions
are

lenient.
So,plenty

often,the
fact

that
w

hat’s
needed

is
an

agent’s
services,or

her
goods, doesn’t

affect even
our

responses
to

cases.

2.15
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T
hough

no
single

one
of

the
m

ost
notable

factors
differentiating

the
puzzle

cases
can

carry
m

uch
m

oralw
eight, m

ightn’tcertain
com

binations
of them

carry
great

w
eight?

If
that’s

so,then
our

puzzle
m

ight
have,

after
all,a

com
fortably

Preservationist
solution.B

ut,it’s
not

so.
T

o
get

a
good

grip
on

the
m

atter,w
e’ll

list
explicitly

the
notable

differential
factors.

B
esides

sheer
conspicuousness,

w
e’ve

noted
nine.

In
the

order
of their

firstappearance, and
“view

ed
from

the
side

ofthe
V

intage
Sedan,”

they
are:(1) physicalproxim

ity,(2)
socialproxim

ity,(3)
inform

ational
directness,

(4)
experiential

im
pact,(5)

unique
potential

savior,(6)
em

ergency,(7)
causalfocus,(8)

epistem
ic

focus,and
(9)

goods
and

services.
1
6

W
hat

does
our

general
m

oral
com

m
on

sense
say

about
those

nine
factors?

Just
as

it’s
already

done,
it

keeps
teffing

us,
about

every
single

one, that
it’s

m
orally

irrelevant.Q
uite

as
clearly,this

co
m

m
on

sense
says

the
sam

e
thing

aboutany
m

ore
com

plex
difference

the
sim

pler
ones

com
bine

to
form

,nam
ely,that

it’s
m

orally
irrelev

an
t.

1
7
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C
oncerning

this
question

oftheir
com

bination,w
hatdo

ouru
n
tu

tored
responses

to
exam

ples
tell

us
about

the
nine

listed
factors?

For
relevantly

interesting
data,w

e’re
to

look
only

atcases,ofcourse,w
here

people’s
greatneeds

are
inconspicuous

to
the

cases’agents.For,ifthere’s
one

thing
w

e’re
not concerned

now
to

explore,it’s
the

extentto
w

hich
our

nine
factors

can
com

bine
to

prom
ote

sheer
conspicuousness

of
people’s

terrible
troubles.

N
ow

,
it

m
ight

be
very

difficult
to

confront
a

case
that,

at
once,

both
included

all
nine

“Sedanish”
features

and
had

only
such

great
needs

to
m

eetas
w

ere
quite

inconspicuous.B
ut,how

ever
thatm

ay
be,

it
doesn’t

m
uch

m
atter.

For,even
w

ith
decidedly

few
er

than
all

nine,
w

e
can

getthe
rightidea

quite
clearly

enough
and,from

the
exam

ples
w

e’ve
already

confronted,w
e’ve

already
done

that.So,for
the

energetic
reader,I’llleave

the
exercise

ofconstructing
a

com
plex

case
ofthe

sort
lately

indicated.
For

the
less

energetic,
there’s

the
note

appended
to

this
very

sentence.
1
8
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In
our

Prim
ary

V
alues,how

m
uch

w
eight’s

accorded
to

psychologically
pow

erfulsalience?
O

fcourse,there
m

ay
be

greatw
eightgiven

to
certain

things
often

associatedw
ith

it:
O

ften,the
people

w
hose

needs
are

m
ost

conspicuous
to

you
are

yourclosestrelatives
and

friends.A
nd,som

eone
m

ight
have

extra
strong

m
oralreason

to
m

eetthe
greatneeds

offolks
w

ho,socially
and

personally,are
extrem

ely
close

to
her.B

ut,even
as

it

rem
ainsw

hen
theirneeds

becom
e

very
obscure

to
you,ascan

occurw
hen

you
travel,such

extra
reason

w
on’tderive,ofcourse,from

the
salience

ofthese
folks’needs.So,w

e’ve
yetto

see
any

reason
to

think
thatm

oral
w

eight’s
given

to
conspicuousness

ofneed
itself.

In
at

least
tw

o
w

ays,
w

e
can

see
that

the
reverse

is
true.

First,
consider

the
choice

betw
een

certainly
saving

99
strangers

w
hose

dire
needs

are
highly

salientto
you

and,on
the

other
side,certainly

saving
100

w
hose

equally
dire

needs
are

very
inconspicuous.A

s
our

Prim
ary

V
alues

direct,you
ought

to
save

the
100.Second,consider

the
choice

betw
een

an
attem

ptthathas
a

90
percentchance

ofsuccess
in

saving
a

stranger
w

hose
dire

need
is

highly
salient

to
you

and,on
the

other

side, an
attem

ptthat has
a

91
percent chance

ofsuccess
in

saving
one

w
hose

equalneed
is

very
inconspicuous.H

ere, ourm
ain

V
alues

direct
you

to
m

ake
the

attem
ptw

ith
the

slightly
greater

chance
ofsuccess.

A
ccording

to
the

V
alues

of
certain

possible
people,

and
m

aybe
even

a
few

actualpeople,you’ll be
directed

oppositely.T
hen,just because

their
dire

needs
are

m
ore

conspicuous, you
oughtto

favor
savingfew

er

people
overm

ore
folks;

and,justbecause
his

dire
need’s

m
ore

conspicu
ous, you

oughtto
favorm

aking
the

lesslikely
attem

ptto
m

eet som
eone’s

dire
need.Those

possible
V

alues
m

ay
be

w
ell

called
H

ighly
Subjective

Prim
ary

V
alues.

A
ccording

to
such

H
ighly

Subjective
V

alues, conspicuousness
to

a
particular

agent
is

a
factor

that,in
and

of itself,has
substantial

m
oral

w
eight.B

ut,asw
e’ve justclearly

seen,that’s
enorm

ously
differentfrom

our
Prim

ary
V

alues.
So,

now
,

that
fact

w
ill

surprise
few

.W
hat

m
ay

rem
ain

surprising
is

an
im

plication
ofthe

fact: In
our

Prim
ary

V
alues,

nothing
favors

the
Envelope’s

conduct over
the

Sedan’s.
N

o
doubt,our discussion’s furthered

our appreciation
of the

im
plica

tion.E
ven

so, there
rem

ains
m

uch
resistance

to
thinking

the
Envelope’s

conductis
w

rong. A
ccordingly,in

the
chapter’s

final sections,I’ll m
ake

an
attem

pt,to
be

further
pursued

in
later

chapters
[ ofL

iving
H

igh
and

L
etting

D
ie], rationally

to
reduce

this
persistent resistance.
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H
ere’s

one
m

ain
line

ofpersistent resistance:
B

y
contrast w

ith
ju

d
g

ing
the

Sedan’s
conduct

severely,ifw
e

do
that

w
ith

the
Envelope’s,

then, since
w

e
can’t reject

certain
boring

truths
w

e
allknow

fullw
ell,

w
e’ll

have
to

accept
a

certain
general

position
that’s

very
strict

and
dem

anding. C
om

posed
partly

ofpurely
m

oral propositions
and

partly
of

propositions
relating

m
oral

ideas
to

our
actual

circum
stances,

it

m
ay

be
called

the
V

iew
that

E
thics

Is
H

ighly
D

em
anding, and

it
m

ay
be

seen
to

have
these

im
plications:

T
o

behave
in

a
w

ay
that’s

not
seriously

w
rong,a

w
ell-off person,like

you
and

m
e, m

ust
contribute

to
vitally

effective
groups,like

O
X

FA
M

and
U

N
IC

E
F

,
m

ost
of

the
m

oney
and

property
she

now
has,and

m
ost

of w
hat

com
es

her
w

ay
forthe

foreseeable
future.
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Is
there

m
uch

substance
in

this
line

of resistance?
T

o
answ

er
w

ell,
w

e’llproceed
system

atically.A
nd, for

that,w
e’ll distinguish

tw
o

state
m

ents
that,if true,

can
each

underm
ine

the
line. O

ne
is

categorical:

(1)
The

V
iew

that
E

thics
Is

H
ighly

D
em

anding
is

the
correctview

ofour
m

oral situation.

A
nd,the

other
is

a
conditional proposition:

(2)
(Even)

ifthis
V

iew
isn’tcorrect,a

strict judgm
entfor

the
E

nvelope
(still)

w
on’t

do
any

m
ore

tow
ard

corn-
m

iffing
us

to
the

V
iew

than
w

illa
strict judgm

entfor
the

V
intage

Sedan.

M
uch

later,in
chapter

6
[ o

fL
iving

H
igh

andL
etting

D
ie],I’ll

argue
for

the
V

iew
that

E
thics

Is
H

ighly
D

em
anding.

1
9

B
ut,at this

early
stage,

w
e’lllearn

m
ost by

focusing
on

the
conditional.So, I’ll

argue
that, if

a

strict judgm
entforthe

Sedan
doesn’t com

m
itus

to
anything

very
costly,

then
neither

does
a

strict judgm
ent for

the
E

nvelope.
N

ow
, even

before
looking

for
any

such
argum

ent,w
e

know
thatits

conditional conclusion
m

ustbe
correct.H

ow
so?

W
ell, w

e’ve
stzulated

that,to
the

cases’ agent,the
helpfulconduct

requested
in

the
Sedan

is
overfifty

tim
es

as
costly

as
in

the
E

nvelope.
Still,observing

details
can

be
instructive.
O

ften, it’sgood
to

treat m
orality

as
an

infinity
of m

oralprinczles,or
precepts,each

entaffing
infinitely

m
any

others,m
ore

and
m

ore
specific.

O
n

that
approach,I’ll firstpresentthis

relatively
general principle:

L
essening

(the
N

um
ber

of People
Suffering)

Serious
Loss.

O
ther

things
being

even
nearly

equal, ifyourbehaving
in

a
certain

w
ay

w
ill result in

the
num

ber
of people

w
ho

suffer serious
loss

being
less

than
the

num
ber

w
ho’ll suffer

that
seriously

ifyou
don’t

so
behave

(and
ifyou

w
on’t thereby

treatanother being
atall badly

orever cause
anotherany

loss
atall),then

it’s
seriously

w
rong

for
you

not to
so

behave.
2
0

T
o

indicate
the

scope
I

m
ean

the
m

axim
to

have, I’llm
ake

som
e

rem
arks

about
the

intended
range

of
“serious

loss.”
First,

som
e

positive
p
ara

digm
s:

E
ven

if
it

happens
painlessly,w

hen
som

eone
loses

her
life

very
prem

aturely,
she

suffers
a

serious
loss.A

n
d
,
if

som
eone

loses
even

just
a

foot,m
uch

less
a

leg,she
also

suffers
seriously.A

nd,it
also

happens
w

hen,w
ithoutlosing

any
ofhis

parts,som
eone

loses
his

eyesight.N
ext,

som
e

lossesless
than

serious:There’syourlosing
justa

tooth.A
nd,there

are
financiallosses

from
w

hich
you

can
recover.A

nyw
ay,this

precept
clearly

applies
to

both
puzzle

cases.
C

learly,this
m

axim
m

akes
no

provision
for

financial
costs

to
the

agent.A
nd,so,m

any
w

illresistthe
idea

thatit’s
a

genuine
m

oralp
rin

ciple.B
y

the
book’s

[L
iving

H
igh

and
L

etting
D

ie]
end, w

e’ll
see

that
such

cares
for

costs
conffictw

ith
any

truly
decentm

oralthinking.B
ut,

now
,it’s

good
to

see
how

they
can

be
accom

m
odated.

H
ow

m
ight

itbe
ensured

that,even
w

hen
follow

ed
fully,a

precept
w

on’teverm
ean

a
terribly

burdensom
e

cost?
O

fcourse,w
e

m
ustsee

to
it

that,in
theprinciple

itselfthere’s
a

logicalguarantee
to

thateffect.So,I’ll
do

thatstraightaw
ay

and,to
save

space, I’llm
ake

other
obvious

changes
w

hen
going

from
L

essening
Serious

Loss
to

this
m

ore
specific

precept

Pretty
C

heaply
Lessening

E
arly

D
eath.

O
ther

things
being

even
nearly

equal,ifyour
behaving

in
a

certain
w

ay
w

ill
result

in
the

num
ber

of people
w

ho
very

prem
aturely

lose
theirlives

being
less

than
the

num
berw

ho’lldo
so

ifyou
don’tso

behave
and

feven
so

you’llstillbe
atleastreasonably

w
elloff then

it’s
seriously

w
rong

for
you

not
to

so
b

eh
av

e.
2’

B
efore

m
oving

to
a

yet
m

ore
appealingly

len
ien

t
specific

m
axim

,w
e’ll

notice
tw

o
points

about
this

one:
First,

com
plying

w
ith

it
can’t

have
you

be
less

than
reasonably

w
ellorn

A
nd,second,w

hile
the

Envelope’s
conductgets

a
severe

judgm
entfrom

the
precept,

notso
the

Sedan!
Few

truly
rich

folks,
if

any
at

all, w
ill

fully
com

ply
w

ith
Pretty

C
heaply

L
essening

E
arly

D
eath.

So,for
any

particular
billionaire,the

costofcom
pliance

w
illbe

very
great:If the

toll’s
nottaken

allatonce,
then

a
decently

progressive
sequence

w
ill

soon
turn

any
into

som
eone

w
ho’s

just
reasonably

w
ell

o
f
f
.

2
2

So,for
a

m
axim

that’s
appealing

even
to

the
very

rich,w
e

m
usthave

a
precept that’s

a
lotlike:

Very
C

heaply
Lessening

E
arly

D
eath.

O
ther

things
being

even
nearly

equal,
if your

behaving
in

a
certain

w
ay

w
ill

result
in

the
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num
berofpeople

w
ho

very
prem

aturely
lose

theirlives
being

less
than

the
num

ber
w

ho’lldo
so

ifyou
don’tso

behave
and

ifeven
so

you’llstillbe
both

(a)
atleast reasonably

w
elloffand

(b)
very

nearly
as

w
elloffasyou

everw
ere,then

it’s
seriously

w
rong

foryou
notto

so
behave.

E
ven

forrich
folks,this

precept’s
fullobservance

can’teverbe
very

costly.
A

nd,since
you’re

notvery
poor,you’ll

see
clearly

that,w
hile

ityields
a

strictjudgm
ent

for
the

E
nvelope’s

conduct,
it

doesn’tyield
any

for
the

S
edan’s!
2

3
So, it’s

very
clearly

indeed
thatw

e
see

the
soundness

ofthe
section’s

m
ain

point:If
a

strictjudgm
entfor

the
Sedan

doesn’tcom
m

it
us

to
anything

onerous,then
a

strictjudgm
entfor

the
E

nvelope
isfully

com
patible

w
ith

a
V

iew
that

E
thics

is
H

ighly
U

ndem
andingP
4

2.18
F

U
R

T
H

E
R

R
E

S
IS

T
A

N
C

E
:

D
IF

F
E

R
E

N
T

S
O

R
T

S
O

F
S

IT
U

A
T

IO
N

A
N

D
T

H
E

A
C

C
U

M
U

L
A

T
IO

N
O

F
B

E
H

A
V

IO
R

A
good

closing
forthe

chaptercan
com

e
from

considering
this

otherline
ofresistance:“In

the
V

intage
Sedan,the

sortofsituation
I

encountered
w

as
a

very
unusualsort,and

a
quite

rare
sort.A

nd,so,ifI’d
behaved

w
ell

in
the

Sedan,
then,pretty

surely,I’d
be

offa
certain

m
oral

hook
for

a
good

long
w

hile.B
y

contrast,the
sortofsituation

Ifaced
in

the
E

nvelope
w

as
a

very
com

m
on

sortofsituation,a
sortthat’s

alltoo
frequent,

so,all
too

surely,I’ll
face

a
situation

of
this

other
sort

again
pretty

soon.
So,

even
if

I’d
behaved

w
ell

in
the

E
nvelope,I

w
ouldn’t

be
off

this
other

m
oralhook

forlong
atall.T

hough
hard

to
detail,that’s

a
w

eighty
m

oral
difference

betw
een

the
cases.”

W
hat’s

m
ore,

it
seem

s
this

line
m

ay
be

furthered
by

a
thought

that,
as

w
as

m
ade

clear
by

this
text’s

very
first

page,w
e

should
all

endorse:T
he

fact
that,

in
the

E
nvelope,you

failed
to

respond
to

an
appealhas

only
m

inuscule
m

oralw
eight.

So, the
line

then
continues

like
this:“W

ith
the

sortofsituation
w

here
I’llhelp

save
lives

by
contributing

to
U

N
IC

E
F

,there’s
hardly

everany
stopping.B

ut,
nothing

rem
otely

like
thatholds

for
the

sortin
the

Sedan.So, betw
een

the
tw

o
cases, there’s

a
huge

m
oral

difference.”
T

hough
ithas

a
certain

appeal, in
this

line
there’s

really
nothing

m
ore

than
in,say,the

thoughtthatpeople
in

avastm
ultitude

are
quite

different
from

single
individuals,thatis,there’s

nothing
w

hatsoever.B
ut,since

it’s

not
obvious,I’ll

take
pains

to
explain:

R
ight

atthe
line’s

start,w
e

find

the
assum

ption
that,in

the
V

intage
Sedan,there

actually
is

som
ething

that’s
the

one
and

only
sortofsituation

you
encountered.B

ut,that’s
as

far
from

the
truth

as
can

be;for,in
truth,you

there
encountered

a
situation

of,orbelonging
to,enorm

ously
m

any
sorts.For

exam
ple,you

confronted
a

situation
of

the
sort

situations
involving

vintage
autom

obiles
and,for

another,situations
w

here
there’s

the
chancefo

r
som

eone
to

take
anotherto

a
hospital,and,for

a
third,situations

w
here

som
eone’sdire

need
isconspicuous

toyou.C
om

pounding
errors,m

om
ents

later
there

w
as

m
ade

the
equally

defective
assum

ption
that,in

the
E

nvelope,there’s
som

ething
that’s

the
one

and
only

sortofsituation
you

there
encountered.

A
n

appreciation
of

those
tw

in
troubles

has
us

ask
a

properly
pointed

question:
Perhaps

rather
rarely

instanced,
(and

perhaps
not

rarely
instanced)

is
there

a
sortofsituation

that
(even

as
it

is
instanced

by
the

Sedan
and

notby
the

E
nvelope)

can
ground

strictjudgm
entfor

the
Sedan,butcan’tforthe

E
nvelope?

A
tfirstglance,this

question
m

ay
seem

to
introduce

new
issues.B

ut,for
a

sim
ple

reason,itreally
doesn’t:

If
som

e
such

sort
can

effect
this

grounding,
then

certain
factors

m
ust

be
sim

ilarly
potent,nam

ely,those
serving

to
distinguish

such
a

potent
sortfrom

less
potent

sorts.So,the
question

fails
to

locate
anything

w
e

haven’talready
w

orked
to

investigate.
So

far,the
section’s

discussion
has

been
very

general
and

abstract.
For

a
fuller

sense
of

its
m

ain
point,

I’ll
illustrate

w
ith

m
aterial

m
ore

specific
and

concrete:Suppose
that,though

farfrom
rich,you’ve

already
donated

fully
a

fourth
of

your
incom

e
this

year
to

support
effective

program
s

conducted
by

O
X

FA
M

,
U

N
IC

E
F

,
and

IP
P

F
.

L
argely,

you
did

this
by

responding
quite

positively
to

the
m

any
appeals

that,
d

u
r

ing
the

year,you’ve
received

from
the

organizations.(A
s

I’llbother
to

observe,unless
you’re

“one
in

a
m

illion,”
this

supposition
is

w
ildly

false.
Y

et,because
w

e’ve
m

ade
it,w

e’re
set

to
hear

a
helpfully

concrete
little

sto
ry

.)
2

5
N

ear
the

year’s
end,it’s

now
late

D
ecem

ber.B
efore

the
year’s

over,there
appears

in
your

m
ail,

com
plete

w
ith

m
aterial

about
O

R
T

and
a

return
envelope,yetanother

appealfrom
U

N
IC

E
F

.T
hrow

ing
up

your
hands,you

think
this:

“E
ven

forgetting
about

the
thousands

I’ve
given

to
O

X
FA

M
and

IP
P

F
this

year,I’ve
already

sentU
N

IC
E

F
itself

thousands
ofdollars.N

ow
,I

don’tw
antto

be
a

Scrooge,you
understand;

but,holy
m

oly,enough
is

enough!”
W

ith
that

exasperating
thoughtin

m
ind,you

throw
aw

ay
the

m
ostrecent

m
aterial.
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O
fcourse,there’s

anotherhalfto
this

little
story:L

ater
the

sam
e

day,
you

go
for

a
drive

in
yourvintage

M
ercedes

sedan.A
t

a
ruralcrossroads,

you
com

e
upon

a
trespasser,

evidently
a

harm
less

bird-w
atcher,w

ith
a

badly
w

ounded
leg.A

fter hearing
his

elaborate
appeal,you

throw
up

your
hands

and
have

the
sam

e
thoughts

as
a

few
hours

before.F
inishing

w
ith

anothertoken
of“N

ow
, I

don’tw
antto

be
a

Scrooge,you
understand;but,

holy
m

oly,enough
is

enough!”—
you

drive
aw

ay
and

he
loses

a
leg.

F
or

your
conduct

in
this

tw
o-scene

story
w

hat
are

our
intuitive

m
oralassessm

ents?
F

orthe
scene

w
here

you
tossed

T
JN

IC
E

F’s
envelope

in
the

trash,our
response

is
lenient.B

ut,foryour
conductin

the
second

scene,our
response

is
strict.O

f course,in
a

slightly
differentform

,that’s
just

our
old

puzzle.
A

s
I’ve

suggested,som
e

m
ay

try
to

ground
the

divergentresponses
along

a
certain

“sortal”
line:

“In
the

story’s
first

part,
I

confronted
a

situation
of

the
sam

e
sortI

already
often

encountered
this

year.
So,ta

k
ing

together
all

the
situations

of
that

sort,I’ll
have

behaved
quite

w
ell

during
the

w
hole

year.
B

ut,in
the

story’s
second

part,
I

confronted
a

situation
of

a
new

sort.
N

ow
,taking

together
all

the
situations

of
this

second
sort,w

e
find

that,
since

there’s
only

one
ofthem

,for
m

y
letting

the
trespasser

lose
his

leg,I’ll
have

acted
very

badly,during
the

w
hole

year,in
allthose

situations.”
A

t
this

point,the
absurdity

ofthese
sortal

thoughts
becom

es
clear

quickly:
In

both
the

story’s
firstpart

and
its

second,there
w

as
a

situ
a

tion
belonging

to
enorm

ously
m

any
sorts.

N
ow

,w
ith

the
“E

nvelopey”
situation

faced
first,

it’s
only

certain
of

its
m

orally
irrelevant

sorts
that

do
m

uch
to

prom
ote

your
quickly

grouping
itw

ith
other

situations,for
exam

ple,the
sort

situations
w

here you
receive

appealsfrom
organizations

that
aid

the
vitally

needy.B
ut,

for
accurate

m
oral

assessm
ent,

it’s
only

certain
otherof its

sorts
thatare

relevant,for
exam

ple,the
sortsituations

w
here

behaving
helpfully

has
no

m
orally

bad
aspects

and
results

in
few

er
folks

suffering
serious

loss.
O

f
course,

the
S

edanish
situation

second
in

the
story

doesn’tbelong
to

the
m

orally
irrelevant

sortjust
noted

for
its

E
nvelopey

predecessor,nor
to

ever
so

m
any

other
such

irrelevant
sorts.

B
ut,

so
w

hat?
It

does
belong

to
the

ethically
relevant

sort
lately

noted.
Indeed,

(w
ith

our
S

econdary
V

alues’
dom

ain
rightly

rem
aining

to
the

side),
as

this
chapter’s

w
ork

has
helped

show
,

all
its

m
orally

relevant
sorts

are
also

instanced
by

its
E

nvelopey
predecessor.

L
ike

the
points

surviving
scrutiny

in
previous

sections,
the

few
here

surviving
support

only
a

L
iberationist

solution
to

the
chapter’s

puzzle,nota
P

reservationistansw
er.B

ut,even
now

,m
any

w
ill think

the
E

nvelope’s
conductisn’tw

rong
at

all, m
uch

less
seriously

so. W
ith

that
in

m
ind,in

the
next

chapter
[chap.

3
of

L
iving

H
igh

and
L

etting
D

ie]
I

seek
a

deeper
understanding

ofsuch
com

m
only,but

perhaps
terribly,

unhelpful
behavior.

N
O

T
E

S

1.Illusions
oflnnocence:A

n
Introduction

1.In
the

sum
m

er
of 1995,1

fervently
soughtto

learn
how

m
uch

itreally
costs,w

here
the

m
ost efficientm

easures
get their

highestyield,to
get vulner

able
children

to
becom

e
adults.B

eyond
reading,I phoned

experts
atU

N
IC

E
F,

the
R

ockefellerFoundation,theJohns
H

opkins
Schoolof H

ygiene
and

Public
H

ealth
and,finally,the

W
orld

B
ank.A

s
I

say
in

the
text,

nothing
of

m
oral

im
port

turns
on

m
y

search’s
findings.

For
those

to
w

hom
that

isn’t
already

clear,itw
illbe

m
ade

evident,I
think,by

the
argum

ents
ofchapter6

[ofL
iving

H
igh

andL
etting

D
ie]

.Partly
forthatreason,it’sthere

thatI’llpresentthe
best

em
piricalestim

ates
I

found.
2.M

ost
ofw

hatI
say

about
K

erala
w

as
firstinspired

by
reading

Frances
M

oore
L

appé
and

R
achelSchurm

an,Thking
Population

Seriously,the
Institute

for
Food

and
D

evelopm
ent

Policy,1988. A
lm

ost
all is

w
elldocum

ented
in

a
m

ore
recentbook

from
the

Institute,entirely
devoted

to
the

Indian
state:R

ich
ard

W
. Franke

and
B

arbara
H

. Chasm
K

erala: R
adicaiR

eform
asD

evelopm
ent

in
an

Indian
State,1989.Still

m
ore

recently,these
statem

ents
are

confirm
ed

by
m

aterialon
pages

18—
19

of the
U

nited
N

ations
D

evelopm
entProgram

m
e’s

H
um

an
D

evelopm
entR

eport1993, O
xford

U
niversity

Press,1993.
3.M

uch
ofw

hat
I’llsay

about
causes

ofchildhood
death,and

about
the

interventions
thatcan

nullify
these

causes,is
system

atically
presented

in
Jam

es
P.G

rant’s
The

State
ofthe

W
orld’s

C
hildren

1993, published
forU

N
IC

E
F

by
the

O
xford

U
niversity

Press
in

1993.T
o

a
fairextent,notm

ore, I’ve
cross-checked

this
againstthe

(som
ew

hatindependent)
m

aterialI’ve
skim

m
ed

in
the

m
ore

m
assive

W
orldD

evelopm
ent R

eport1993,published
forthe

W
orld

B
ank

by
the

O
U

P
in

1993.
4. B

ut,happily,U
N

IC
E

F’s
w

orldw
ide

im
m

unization
cam

paign
has

been
m

aking
great

strides
against m

easles
for

years.So, w
hile

just
a

few
years

ago
m

easles
claim

ed
over

1.5
m

illion
young

lives,in
the

past year,1994,
itclaim

ed
about

1
m

illion.
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5.
In

“Polio
Isn’t

D
ead

Y
et,”

‘The
N

ew
Y

ork
Tim

es,June
10,

1995,
H

ugh
D

ow
ns,

the
chairm

an
of

the
U

.S.
C

om
m

ittee,
usefully

w
rites,

“The
U

nited
States

spends
$270

m
illion

on
dom

estic
[polio]

im
m

unization
each

year.For
abouthalfthatam

ountpolio
could

be
elim

inated
w

orldw
ide

in
justfive

years,
according

to
experts

from
U

nicefand
the

W
orld

H
ealth

O
rganization.Ifthe

disease
isw

iped
offthe

earth,w
e

w
ould

no
longer need

to
im

m
unize

A
m

erican
children

and
m

illions
ofdollars

could
be

diverted
to

other
pressing

needs.”
6. The

w
idely

available
table

I
use

is
presented

on
page

135
of

The
1993

Inform
ation

PleaseA
lm

anac,H
oughton

M
uffin, 1993.T

he
statem

entthateach
ofthese

countries
has

a
w

ell-established
U

N
IC

E
F

program
in

place,and
that

it’s
currently

(1995)
easy

for
the

program
to

w
ork

w
ell

in
large

parts
of

the
nation,w

as
told

m
e

by
a

U
S

C
om

m
ittee

staffer.
7.In

a
typical recentyear,1993,the

U
S

C
om

m
ittee

forU
N

IC
E

F
m

ailed
out,alm

ostevery
m

onth,inform
ative

appeals
to

over450,000
potentialdonors.

A
s

a
C

om
m

ittee
stafferinform

ed
m

e,the
prospects

w
ere

folks
w

hose
recorded

behavior
selected

them
as

w
ellabove

the
national

average
in

responding
to

hum
anitarian

appeals.W
ith

only
a

sm
alloverlap

betw
een

the
folksin

each
m

ail
ing,during

the
year over4

m
illion

“charitable”A
m

ericansw
ere

vividly
inform

ed
aboutw

hatjusta
few

oftheirdollarsw
ould

m
ean,W

ith
each

m
ailing,a

bitless
than

1
percent

donated
anything,a

pattern
persisting

year
after

year.
8.

See
his

landm
ark

essay,“Fam
ine,A

ffluence
and

M
orality,”

Philosophy
and

PublicA
ffairs,1972

[reprinted
herein

1—
14].

9.See
page

169
ofthe

originaledition
ofhis

PracticalE
thics,C

am
bridge

U
niversity

Press,1979.W
ithoutany

change,this
firstprem

ise
appears

on
page

230
in

the
book’s

Second
E

dition,published
by

the
C

U
P

in
1993.

10.N
ow

,w
ithout

departing
from

it’s
original

spirit,the
prem

ise
m

ay
be

reform
ulated

so
that,atleastatfirstsight,there

are
m

ore
appealing

argum
ents

forits
im

portantly
correctconclusion,thatit’sw

rong
forus

notto
lessen

serious
suffering,and

even
forthe

w
anted

strongerconclusion
thatit’s

seriously
w

rong.
For

exam
ple,one

m
ore

appealing
form

ulation
has

us
replace

Singer’s
original

firstprem
ise

w
ith

this
proposition

that,briefly,w
illbe

discussed
in

chapter2,
section

17
[ofL

iving
H

igh
and

L
etting

D
ie,herein

365—
68]:

P
retty

C
heaply

L
essening

E
arly

D
eath.

O
ther

things
being

even
nearly

equal,
ifyour

behaving
in

a
certain

w
ay

w
ill

result
in

the
num

ber
of

people
w

ho
very

prem
aturely

lose
their

lives
being

less
than

the
num

ber
w

ho’ll
do

so
ifyou

don’t
so

behave
and

f
even

soyou’llstillbe
atleastreasonably

w
elloffthen

it’s
seriously

w
rong

foryou
not

to
so

behave.

B
ut,

in
any

event,
at

least
one

of
the

argum
ent’s

prem
ises

w
ill

be
a

general
proposition

m
any

w
illthink

unacceptable.
11.The

case
first

appears
in

“Fam
ine,A

ffluence
and

M
orality”

[reprinted
herein

3—
5]. The

w
ords

I
use

com
e

from
the

Second
E

dition
ofPracticalE

thics.

12.For
a

com
plem

entary
explanation

of
the

im
passe,see

the
subsection

“The
M

ethodological
O

bjection,”
on

pages
104—

5
in

G
arrett

C
ullity’s

recent
paper,“International A

id
and

the
Scope

of K
indness,”

E
thics

105:
1

(O
ctober

1994):
99—

127. T
aking

the
paper’s

text
together

w
ith

its
footnotes,

there’s
a

useful
overview

of the
discussion

that,in
the

past
couple

ofdecades,pertains
to

Singer’s
contribution.

13.M
any

contem
porary

ethicists
arepretty

close
to

being
(pure)

P
reserva

tionists,prom
inently

including
Frances

M
.K

am
m

, in
papers

and,m
ore

recently,
in

M
orality/M

ortality,O
xford

U
niversity

Press, V
olum

e
1,1993

and
V

olum
e

2,
1996;W

arren
S. Q

uinn,in
papers

collected
in

M
orality

andA
ction,C

am
bridge

U
niversity

Press,1993; and,Judith
J. ‘Thom

son,in
papers

collected
in

R
ights,

R
estitution

and
R

isk,H
arvard

U
niversity

Press, 1986
and,m

ore
recently,in

The
R

ealm
ofR

ights, H
arvard,1990.

W
hatever

the
avow

ed
m

ethodological
stance, it’s

a
radically

rare
ethicist

w
ho’ll

actually
advocate,

and
continue

to
m

aintain,
a

m
orally

substantive
proposition

that’s
strongly

atodds
w

ith
his

reactions
to

m
ore

than
a

few
cases

he
considers.

O
f

course,
m

any
gesture

at
the

propositions
presented

in
John

R
aw

ls’s
O

utline
of

a
D

ecision
Procedure

for
E

thics,”
Philosophical R

eview
(1951),

fashionably
uttering

the
w

ords
“reflective

equilibrium
”.W

ith
the

L
iberation

ism
this

book
[L

iving
H

igh
and

L
etting

D
ie]

develops,perhaps
there’s

a
step

tow
ard

putting
som

e
m

eaton
som

e
such

schem
atic

bones;in
any

case,there’s
m

ore
than

just
a

gesture.
14.A

s
I’ll

suppose, m
y

fellow
L

iberationists, including
Peter

Singer,are
reasonably

flexible
here.

15.The
L

iberationism
w

hose
m

oralsubstance
is

now
to

be
spelled

out,very
incom

pletely,is
the

sortI
m

yself favor.O
thers,like

Peter
Singer,w

illprofess
som

ew
hat differentguiding

substantive
m

oral beliefs, or
V

alues. W
hile

those
differences

are
im

portant
in

certain
contexts,

in
the

context
of

this
inquiry

they
aren’t.
16.T

he
expressionsjustbracketed

in
the

text are
to

allow
for

certain
nice

w
ays these

m
atters

can
be

com
plicated

by
considerations

ofour
Secondary

B
asic

M
oral V

alues,w
hich

V
alues

aren’tintroduced
in

the
texttillthe

book’s
second

chapter
[herein

334—
71].For

now
,don’tbother

w
ith

that,butjust
note

this:
E

ven
the

staunchest
L

iberationist
can

establish
sem

antic
contexts

in
w

hich
it’s

correctto
say

thatonly
the

Shallow
Pond’s

conductis
badly

w
rong,and

even
that

the
Envelope’s

isn’tw
rong

at
all.

(It’s
not

until
the

book’s
[L

iving
H

igh
andL

etting
D

ie]
lastchapterthatI’llprovide

the
sort ofsem

antic
accountthat

supports
this

note’s
qualification.)

17.
O

n
a

third
view

,our
responses

to
both

cases
fail

to
reflect

anything
m

orally
significant: Just

as
it’s

allrightnot
to

aid
in

the
E

nvelope,so,it’s
also

perfectly
ali

right
in

the
Shallow

Pond.A
ptly

nam
ed

N
egativism

,this
repel

lently
im

plausible
position

has
such

very
greatdifficulties

that,in
these

pages,
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I’ll scarcely
everconsider

it. T
o

keep
the

textitselffree
from

m
entions

ofsuch
a

hopeless
view

,on
the

few
occasions

w
hen

N
egativism

’s
addressed

atall,the
brief notices

w
illbe

confined
to

footnotes.

2. L
iving

H
igh

and
L

etting
D

ie:A
P

uzzle
about B

ehavior
tow

ard
People

in
G

reatN
eed

1.T
o

understand
our

cases
according

to
this

usefully
sim

plifring
stipula

tion,w
e

should
have

a
good

idea
ofw

hat’s
to

count
as

clearly
im

plied
by

the
statem

entofan
exam

ple.T
ow

ard
thatend,perhaps

even
justa

few
w

ords
m

ay
prove

very
helpflil.First,som

e
fairly

generalw
ords:T

o
be

clearly
im

plied
by

such
a

statem
ent,a

proposition
needn’tbe

logically
entailed

by
the

statem
ent.

N
or

need
itbe

entailed
even

by
a

conjunction
ofthe

statem
entand

a
group

of
logical, m

athem
atical,analyticalor purely

conceptualtruths. R
ather,it’senough

thatthe
proposition

be
entailed

by
a

conjunction
ofthe

statem
ent w

ith
others

thatare
each

com
m

only
know

n
to

be
true.Second, som

e
m

ore
specific

w
ords:

W
ith

both
ourpuzzle

cases,it’s
only

in
a

very
boringly

balanced
w

ay
thatw

e’re
to

think
ofthe

case’s
relevantly

vulnerable
people. ‘Thus,even

as
w

e’re
not

to
think

ofanyone
w

ho
m

ightbe
saved

as
som

eone
w

ho’llgo
on

to
discover

an
effective

cure
for

A
ID

S,w
e’re

also
not

to
think

ofanyone
as

a
future

despot
w

ho’llgo
on

to
produce

m
uch

serious
suffering.

2. A
m

ong
other

reasons, this
accom

m
odates

the
friends

ofJohn
Taurek’s

w
ildly

incorrect
paper,

but
highly

stim
ulating

essay
“Should

the
N

um
bers

C
ount?”

in
Philosophy

and
PublicA

ffairs,1977.B
ut,as

even
som

e
ofthe

earliest
replies

to
it show

,no
accom

m
odation

is
really

necessary;flaw
ed

only
by

som
e

m
inor

errors,a
reasonably

successfulreply
is

D
erek

Parfit’s
“Innum

erate
E

th
ics,”

Philosophy
and

Public
A

ffairs,
1978.

So,m
y

m
aking

this
accom

m
odation

is
an

act ofphilosophical supererogation.
3.Forthe

m
om

ent,suppose
that,as

the
five

factors
indicate, yourconduct

in
the

E
nvelope

w
as

atleastas bad
as

in
the

Sedan. From
a

purely
logical point

of view
,there’s

naught
to

choose
betw

een
the

tw
o

salientw
ays

of
adjusting

our m
oralthinking:

(1)
The N

egativistR
esponse.W

hile
continuing

to
hold

that
your

conductin
the

E
nvelope

w
asn’tw

rong,w
e

m
ay

hold
that, despite

initial
appearances,your conductin

the
Sedan

also
w

asntw
rong.(2)

The L
iberationist

R
esponse.W

hile
continuing

to
hold

thatyour conductin
the

Sedan
w

as
w

rong,
w

e
m

ay
hold

that,
despite

initial
appearances,your

conduct
in

the
E

nvelope
also

w
as

w
rong.B

ut,since
w

e’ve
m

ore
than

justlogic
to

go
on,w

e
can

see
the

L
iberationistR

esponse
is

far superior.So, unless
there’s

a
sound

w
ay

to
hoe

that
m

ighty
long

row
, w

e
should

conclude, w
ith

L
iberationism

,that the
Envelope’s

conductw
as

very
seriously

w
rong.

4.A
s

I’ll
use

the
term

“salience”
in

this
book

[L
iving

H
igh

and
L

etting
D

ie],
it

w
ill

m
ean

the
sam

e
as

the
m

ore
colloquialbut

m
ore

laborious
term

,
“conspicuousness.”

So,
on

m
y

use
of

it,
“salience”

w
on’t

m
ean

the
sam

e
as

“deserved
conspicuousness.”

5.T
hroughout

this
w

ork
[L

iving
H

igh
and

L
etting

D
ie],

m
y

statem
ents

abouthow
“m

ostrespond”
are

to
be

understood
like

this:Inform
ally

and
in

ter
m

ittently,I’ve
asked

m
any

students,colleagues
and

friends
for

their
intuitive

m
oralassessm

ents
ofthe

agent’s
behaviorin

a
case

I’ve
had

them
justencoun

ter.E
ven

as
this

has
been

unsystem
atic,so,at

any
given

point,I’lluse
reports

about
how

“m
ostrespond”

to
a

certain
case

m
ainly

as
a

guide
for

proceeding
in

w
hat

then
appears

a
fruitful

direction.W
ithout

ever
placing

greatw
eight

on
any

one
ofthe

reports,
itm

ay
be

surprisingly
im

pressive
to

feelthe
w

eight
ofthem

all taken
together.

T
rying

to
be

m
ore

system
atic,I

asked
a

research
psychologistatm

y
hom

e
university

to
read

an
early

draft
of

the
book

[L
iving

H
igh

and
L

etting
D

ie],
w

ith
an

eye
to

designing
som

e
teffing

experim
ents.G

ood
enough

to
startw

ith
that,he

asked
graduate

students
to

take
on

the
project,and

its
onerous

chores,
as

a
doctoraldissertation;but,he

found
no

takers.H
aving

lim
ited

energy,I’ve
leftthe

m
atter

there.
6.For

an
excellent

analysis
ofpopulation

issues
that’s

accessible
even

to
laym

en
like

m
e,I’m

gratefulforA
m

artya
Sen’s

lucid
essay,“Population:D

elu
sion

and
R

eality;”
TheN

ew
Y

ork
R

eview
ofB

ooks,Septem
ber22,1994

[reprinted
herein

259—
90].A

s
Sen

there
does

m
uch

to
m

ake
clear,

our
thought

of
the

disastrous
further

future
is

little
better

than
an

hystericalfantasy.
7.M

ore
directly,a

variantcase
chim

es
in

w
ith

the
sam

e
results:

Suppose
that,because

he
has

a
very

large
w

ound,
our

B
olivian’s

very
life

is
greatly

in
danger.Forhim

to
live,you

m
usttake

him
to

a
hospital.T

hinking
aboutp

o
p

u
lation

problem
s

and
the

further
future,you

drive
aw

ay
and

lethim
die.A

s
w

e
intuitively

react,your
conduct’s

m
orally

outrageous.
8.W

hat’sjustbeen
m

entioned
is

only
one

ofthe
good

reasons
to

support
IPPF.

H
ere

are
others:

First,w
ith

m
aternal

m
ortality

still
standing

at
about

500,000
w

om
en

a
year,IP

P
F

is
cutting

dow
n

the
num

ber
and,

so,lessening
the

num
berofchildren,stillin

the
m

illions,w
ho

each
yearbecom

e
m

otherless.
Second,

in
IP

P
F

clinics,
m

any
‘Third

W
orlders

receive
the

basic
health

care
they

need.
R

ight
now

I’ll
stop

w
ith

this
third

point:
Perhaps

the
greatest

of
allIP

P
F

affiliates,C
olom

bia’s
P

R
O

F
A

M
IL

IA
supports

som
e

clinics
for

m
en

only.
O

w
ing

to
that,

the
terribly

m
acho

attitudes
of

m
any

C
olom

bian
m

en
have

becom
e

m
uch

less
m

acho,a
big

benefitto
m

any
C

olom
bian

w
om

en.A
t

allevents,in
C

olom
bia

there’s
occurring

a
population

success
story.

9.
Presented

in
literally

graphic
form

,
this

paragraph’s
facts,

and
other

fascinating
data,coverpage

49
ofThe

State
ofthe

W
orld’s

C
hildren

1995,justoff
the

press
from

the
O

IJP
at the

tim
e

ofthis
w

riting.Forotherfascinating
facts,

see
Sen’s

essay,“Population:D
elusion

and
R

eality”
[reprinted

herein
259—

90].
A

s
careful

readers
w

ill
note,presenting

data
from

India’s
M

inistry
ofH

om
e

A
ffairs,on

page
70

ofhis
paper

[herein
284],

Sen’s
T

able
2

show
s

K
erala

to
have

even
a

slightly
low

erT
F

R
,

1.8
rather

than
1.9.B

ut,ofcourse,anything
under

2.0
is

happily
rem

arkable.
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M
uch

m
ore

than
living

in
a

region
w

ith
a

high
percapita

incom
e,and

very
m

uch
m

ore
than

living
in

one
w

here
a

liberal religion
prevails,it’s

the
factors

I’ve
just

stressed
that

are
im

portant
in

determ
ining

the
num

bers
of

children
thatthe

region’s
w

om
en

w
illbear.Justso, and

very
w

ell w
orth

noting,ofall the
w

orld’s
pretty

populous
places,it’s

Italy, w
here

even
the

Pope
him

selfresides,
that

has
the

low
estT

otal Fertility
R

ate.W
ith

aT
F

R
ofjust

1.3,Italy’s
set for

a
big

decline
in

population!
10. For

1960,1970,1980,and
1990,1

use
the

figures
graphically

presented
on

page
55

of
The

State
ofthe

W
orld’s

C
hildren

1995.For
the

estim
ated

average
year

in
the

range
1990—

95, the
latest

reliable
estim

ate,I
use

the
three

figures
found

in
W

orld Population
Prospects:The

1994
R

evision,Population
D

ivision
of

the
U

nited
N

ations
Secretariat, U

nited
N

ations,N
ew

Y
ork,

1995.A
s

a
reli

able
estim

ate
for

m
ore

recent
school

enrollm
ent

is
not

available
to

m
e

now
,

there’s
the

“N
A

.”
11.‘The

quoted
phrase,

and
m

uch
of

the
inform

ation
about

B
angladesh

and
cyclones

here
related,

is
from

Fauzia
A

hm
ed, “C

yclone
Shelters

Saving
Lives,”

O
xfordA

.nerica
N

ew
s,sum

m
er

1994, page
5.

12.
For

those
skeptical

ofw
hat’s

to
be

found
in

such
obscure

places
as

O
xfam

A
m

erica
N

ew
s, I’ll

cite
a

piece
in

“the
paper

of
record.”

From
Sanjoy

H
azarika, “N

ew
Storm

W
arning

System
Saved

M
any

in
B

angladesh,”
N

ew
York

Tim
es,M

ay
5,1994,1

offer
this

sentence,“A
m

ajor
cyclone

in
1991

killed
an

estim
ated

131,000
persons,

w
iping

out
entire

villages
and

islands
and

leaving
hum

an
corpses

littering
the

countryside.”
A

s
O

xfam
’s

m
ain

source
in

B
angladesh, the

B
angladesh

R
ural A

dvancem
ent

C
om

m
ittee,is

closer
to

the
ground

than
the

Tim
es’m

ain
source,apparently

just the
B

angladesh
G

overn
m

ent,their
N

ew
s’estim

ate
for

the
1991

toll,138,000, is
probably

closerto
the

actual num
ber

ofpeople
killed

then.
13.’This

isw
ellin

line
w

ith
w

hat’s
in

the
H

azarika
piece,bc.cit., a

Special
to

‘The
N

ew
Y

ork
Tim

es. H
ere’s

its
firstsentence: “The

com
paratively

low
death

toll in
the

huge
storm

thatw
hipped

across
parts

ofsoutheastern
B

angladesh
on

M
onday

nightw
ith

w
inds

ofup
to

180
m

iles
an

hourw
as

attributed
today

to
a

com
bination

of m
odern

technology
and

sim
ple

steps
thatled

to
the

evacuation
of hundreds

ofthousands
ofvillagers

to
high

ground
and

storm
shelters.”N

ext,
here’s

a
scrap

from
later

in
the

piece:
“
.

.
.according

to
B

angladesh
G

overn
m

ent
officials, took

the
lives

of
167.

.
.

.“Finally, the
piece’s

realkicker
com

es
w

ith
its

final
sentence:

“M
ost

of
the

victim
s

in
the

storm
M

onday
w

ere
not

B
angladeshis

butM
uslim

refugees
from

M
yanm

ar,form
erly

B
urm

a,w
ho

had
fled

an
arm

y
crackdow

n
againstfollow

ers
ofIslam

in
that country.”

So,w
ithout

those
unlikely

and
unlucky

foreigners,the
tollw

ould
have

been
under100.

T
o

m
y

m
ind,farbetterthan

anything
the

Tim
es offers

on
B

angladesh
and

its
cyclones, there’s

a
m

arvelous,and
m

arvelously
short,video

on
this

am
azing

true
story,called

“Shelter,”
available

from
O

xfam
A

m
erica.A

m
ericans

w
illing

to
m

ake
a

contribution
to

O
X

FA
IV

I
can

get
Shelter

by
calling

this
toll-free

num
ber:

1
-

800
-

O
X

F
A

M
-U

S
,easily

dialed
as

1
-

800
-

693
-

2687.

14. O
n

one
logico-m

etaphysical view
, there

can’t be
casually

am
orphous

relations.Ihough
itappears

false,
itjustm

ight be
true. Ifso,then

this
distinc

tion
m

arks
no

real difference.B
ut,of course,itm

ight w
ellbe

false.A
nd, since

I
should

see
ifL

iberationism
prevails

even
on

a
“w

orst case
scenario,” I’llsuppose

that, in
the

E
nvelope, any

aid
w

ould
be

causally
am

orphous.
15. E

ven
here, som

e
possible

philosophers
deny

there’s
any

realdifference
betw

een
the

cases; skeptics
about know

ledge
hold

that, since
w

e
don’tever know

anything, you’llnever
know

anything
about the

fate
ofthe

trespasser.B
ut, this

can
be

passed
over.A

nd,from
now

on, Iw
on’tbother w

ith
philosophical view

s
that

deny
an

apparent
difference

betw
een

our
tw

o
cases

is
a

real one.
16.W

e’ve
also

discussed, ofcourse, som
e

candidates
for

being
additional

differential
factors

that
proved

unsuccessful. In
the

order
discussed, and

this
tim

e
“view

ed
from

the
Envelope’s

side,”
they

are:
(a)

w
orsening

the
further

future—
both

factually
false

and
contrary

to
our

m
ain

stipulation,
(b)

leav
ing

m
atters

to
the

w
ealthy

governm
ents—

at bestjust
a

m
odestly

interesting
instance

ofm
ultiple

potential
saviors,(c)

aiding
only

a
very

sm
all

part
of an

enorm
ous

m
ultitude,

as
opposed

to
aiding

a
particular

needy
individual—

a
m

ere
ethical

illusion,
(d)

m
aking

only
a

decrease
in

the
continuing

m
ess

rather
than

cleaning
the

scene—
—

an
even

crazierillusion, (e) lacking
im

portant
urgency—

another
illusion,

and
(f)

failing
to

satisf5,
a

nice
sem

antic
co

n
d
i

tion—
not

a
genuinely

differential
factor, since, w

ith
a

doctor’s
w

ork
needed,

in
the

Sedan
you

couldn’t really
save

som
eone’s

leg.
17.Perhaps, Im

ay
note

apurely
logical point: Those

favoring
stricter ju

d
g

m
entfor the

Sedan
aren’tthe

only
ones

w
ho

can
talk

about com
binations.Just

as w
ell,

it can
be

done
by

those
favoring

a
stricter judgm

entfor
the

E
nvelope.

B
ut,since

ourcom
m

on
sense

so
clearly

says
thatthere’s

nothing
substantial in

any
ofthis,it’s

silly
to

m
ake

a
big

dealabout
this

logicalsym
m

etry.
18.In

section
6

ofthe
next

chapter
[chap.3

of L
iving

H
igh

and
L

etting
D

ie],
“C

om
bination

of
Factors

and
L

im
ited

C
onspicuousness,”

I
w

ork
up

a
com

plex
case

w
ith

all
the

Sedan’s
listed

factors,
and

w
ith

salience
of

need
kept low

. The
exam

ple, the
A

frican
E

arthquake, has
an

obvious
v
arian

tthat’s
directly

relevant
to

the
present

question. A
nd,

to
this

variant,w
e’ll

respond
that unhelpful

conduct isn’tw
rong.

19.
E

ven
w

hile
the

V
iew

that
E

thics
Is

H
ighly

D
em

anding
allow

s
few

exceptions
to

the
sort

oftransfer
ofw

ealth
just

indicated,
none

w
ill

give
you

any
substantial license

to
pursue

your
ow

n
happiness, oryour

ow
n

(nonm
oral)

fulfillm
ent:

Insofar
as

it
gets

you
to

be
m

ore
helpful

to
those

in
direst

need,
as

w
ith

earning
m

ore
m

oney
to

be
given

tow
ard

saving
children’s

lives,
not

only
m

ay
you

spend
m

oney
on

yourself
but you

positively
m

ustdo
that. A

nd,
insofar

as
it’s

needed
to

m
eetyour

strictest
special

m
oral

obligations, as
w

ith
getting

your
child

a
costly

lifesaving
operation,

you
m

ust
do

that.
In

som
e

detail, w
e’ll

discuss
this

in
chapter

6
[of L

iving
H

igh
and

L
etting

D
ie]

w
hen,

based
on

m
aterial

from
chapters

that
precede

it,I’ll
argue

that
m

orality’s
far

m
ore

dem
anding

than
w

e
com

m
only

suppose.
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20.It’s
w

ith
thoughts

about
the

causally
am

orphous
aid

you
m

ight
have

provided
in

the
E

nvelope
that

I
bother

to
form

ulate
precepts,like

this
one,

w
ith

rather
lengthy

locutions.
21.For econom

y, Ihaven’tagain
inscribed

the
long

bracketed
clause,“(and

if
you

w
on’tthereby

treatanotherbeing
atall badly

orever cause
another

any
loss

at all).”
B

ut,as
contextm

akes
clear,its

thought’s
in

allthe
section’s

precepts.
22.Ihough

m
any

m
ay

find
this

to
be

excessively
dem

anding
on

rich
folks,

I
think

the
m

axim
really

doesn’tm
ake

any
excessive

dem
and. B

ut,biding
m

y
tim

e
tillchapter

6
[of L

iving
H

igh
and

L
etting

D
ie],I

w
on’t

argue
thatnow

.
23. W

hile
notpoor,

itm
ay

be
that you’re

notrich,either. T
hen,there’ll be

atleasttw
o

reasons
w

hy
this

preceptdoesn’t yield
a

strict judgm
ent

for
your

conduct in
the

Sedan.O
f course,one

has
been

in
play

for
a

fair w
hile:U

nlike
in

the
E

nvelope,in
the

Sedan
there

w
as

never
any

question
of any

life
being

lost. Independent
ofthat, another

reason’s
this:

U
nlike

w
hen

you’re
out

only
$100,w

henyou’re
outover $5,000,it’s probably

fairto
sayyou

aren’tvery
nearly

as w
elloff as

you
everw

ere.
24.A

s
Ihope

you’re
com

ing
to

agree,at leastforus
in

a w
orld

like
this,any

decent m
orality

m
ustbe,at the

very
least,a

P
retty

H
ighly

D
em

anding
E

thics.
A

nd,w
hile

in
chapter

6
[of L

iving
H

igh
and

L
etting

D
ie],I’ll advance

a
V

iew
that’s

even
m

uch
m

ore
am

bitious
than

that,in
the

section
now

closing, allI
needed

to
do,and

all I
aim

ed
to

do, w
as

som
ething

extrem
ely

unam
bitious.

25. W
hile

quite
a

few
give

a
lot to

elite
institutions, and

w
hile

m
any

give
m

uch
to

local religious
groups, hardly

anyone
gives

even
a

fortieth
of her annual

incom
e

tow
ard

anything
even

rem
otely

as
im

portant, ethically,as
those

p
ro

gram
s.Just so, each

year w
ell-off A

m
ericans

give
farm

ore
to

H
arvard

U
niversity

than
to

all
three

m
entioned

groups
com

bined,U
N

IC
E

F
and

O
X

FA
IV

I
and

IPPF;
and

far
m

ore
to

Y
ale

than
allthree

com
bined;

and
they

also
give

m
ore

even
to

m
y

less
elite

hom
e

institution,N
Y

U
, than

to
allcom

bined. O
w

ing
to

facts
like

these, w
hat’s

in
the

textis
a

gross
understatem

ent.

17.T
H

O
M

A
S

H
U

R
K

A

H
urka

considers
w

hether
nationalism

,
understood

as
partiality

to
one’s

ow
n

nation,
is

m
orally

justified.
A

fter
criticizing

certain
other

attem
pts

to
provide

such
a

justification,
including

that
of

A
lasdair

M
aclntyre

(chapter
7

in
this

volum
e),

he
arg

u
es

that
nationalism

typically
involves

tw
o

differentform
s

ofpartiality:
a

partiality
to

one’s
individualconation

als
as

individuals,
and

a
partiality

to
one’s

nation’s
im

personal
good

(for
exam

ple,
its

survival
as

a
nation).

H
e

then
focuses

on
the

first
kind

of
partiality,

arguing
that

it
is

indeed
m

orally
justified

w
hen

it
is

based
on

a
shared

history
ofw

orking
together

to
produce

significant
benefits.

T
he

Ju
stificatio

n
o
f

N
atio

n
al

P
artiality

F
irstpublished

in
The

M
orality

ofN
ationalism

,
ed. R

obert M
cK

im
andJeff

M
cM

ahan
(O

xford
U

niversity
Press,

1997),
139—

57.

T
he

m
oralissues

about
nationalism

arise
from

the
character

ofn
atio

n
alism

as
a

form
of

partiality.
N

ationalists
care

m
ore

about
their

ow
n

nation
and

its
m

em
bers

than
about

other
nations

and
their

m
em

bers;
in

that
w

ay
nationalists

are
partial

to
their

ow
n

national
group.

T
he

question, then,is
w

hether
this

nationalpartiality
is

m
orally

justified
or,

on
the

contrary, w
hether

everyone
ought

to
care

im
partially

about
all

m
em

bers
ofallnations. A

sJeffM
cM

ahan
em

phasizes
in

“T
he

L
im

its
of

N
ational

Partiality,”
a

philosophical exam
ination

ofthis
question

m
ust

consider
the

specific
features

of
nationalism

as
one

form
ofpartiality

am
ong

others.
Som

e
partiality—

for
exam

ple,tow
ard

one’s
spouse

and
children—

seem
s

m
orally

acceptable
and

even
a

duty. A
ccording

to
co

m
m

onsense
m

oralthinking,one
notonly

m
ay

but
also

should
care

m
ore

about
one’s

fam
ily

m
em

bers
than

about
strangers.

B
ut

other
instances

I


