








This content downloaded from 192.234.5.40 on Wed, 16 Oct 2013 16:12:27 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions



122 Ethics

ation will reveal competing lines of argument. On the one hand, it may be
argued that what the person who requires a great deal of personal distance
lacks is courage and the ability to take responsibility for his or her conduct.
On the other hand, it may be argued that the tendency to distance ourselves
is not always a defect, and the self-exploitation of this tendency for moral
wrongdoing is less appalling than the behavior of those who need no self-
deception to do the same things.

How the competing arguments will be resolved is not clear. What is
clear, and what is my point here, is that conscientious consideration of
concepts of moral character is a necessary element in the philosophic discus-
sion of this whole range of problems.

One could bring forward many more examples to show how fundamen-
tal are considerations of moral character in moral philosophy, and how many
of the traditional difficulties of axiological and deontological theories are
eased by an agent-theoretic approach. The concept of “double effect,” the
problem of whether to punish for attempted crimes as severely as for success-
ful ones, and the troublesome promise-keeping cases (mentioned earlier) all
would yield similar evidence for the thesis. But the range and fundamental
character of the examples already presented should be sufficient—sufficient
to show that our fascination with value and obligation (to the exclusion of
virtue) has damaged moral philosophy, and sufficient to stimulate more in-
terest in philosophical work in agent theory.
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