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Altruism is "an interest in other people for their own sake" 



Dictionary of Philosophy, ed. Antony Flew, 1979, p. 11.



Self-interest is an interest in yourself for your own sake.



"You shall love your neighbor as yourself" (Matthew 19:19).



"[T]he good person must be a self-lover..." (Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 



1168a28-29).



"The noble soul has reverence for itself" (Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, p. 287).


In the moral philosophy of the last two centuries, altruism of one kind or another has typically been regarded as identical with moral concern. When self-regarding duties have been recognized, motivation by duty has been sharply distinguished from motivation by self-interest.
 Accordingly, from Kant, Mill, and Sidgwick to Rawls, Nagel, and Gauthier, concern for our own interests, whether long-term or short-term, has typically been regarded as intrinsically non-moral. So, for example, although Thomas Nagel regards both prudence and altruism as structural features of practical reason, he identifies only the latter as a moral capacity, prudence being merely rational, long-term egoism.
 Similarly, John Rawls and David Gauthier contrast self-interest and other non-tuistic interests -- interests that are independent of others' interests -- with moral interest.
 We are morally permitted, no doubt, to act out of self-interest within certain constraints, but such acts can have no intrinsic moral worth. Pursuit of our own interests out of duty (if there be such a duty) does have intrinsic moral worth, but such pursuit, by hypothesis, cannot be motivated by self-interest.
 Self-interested pursuit of our own interests as such, no matter how realistic, far-sighted, temperate, honest, or courageous, cannot be intrinsically moral. And this remains the case even if self-interest motivates us to perform other-regarding acts: only those other-regarding acts that are (appropriately) motivated by others' interests count as moral, because only such acts are altruistic.


It is generally granted by philosophers who exclude self-interested motivation from moral motivation that altruistic acts often have self-interested consequences or, more strongly, that in the normal circumstances of human existence being moral is in most individuals' self-interest. It is even sometimes argued that if morality is to be rationally acceptable to an individual, it must be justified to her as a means to her own interests. It must be shown, as Gauthier puts it, that although "[d]uty overrides advantage...the acceptance of duty is truly advantageous" (MA, p. 2). But Gauthier joins in the general agreement that self-interest or advantage cannot be the motive of a moral act.


I think this view is wrong: self-interest can be the motive of a moral act. Motivation by rational self-interest, i.e., an unselfdeceived, realistic, and coherent conception -- implicit or explicit -- of one's best overall interests, for one's own sake, can have moral worth. Since a person's conception of her rational self-interest can be mistaken, motivation by rational self-interest need not be identical with motivation by actual self-interest, but an act so motivated will still count as a self-interested act, and may still have moral worth.
 As Butler puts it, "[s]elf-love in its due degree is as just and morally good as any affection whatever," because the goodness of an act depends on whether it is in accordance with our nature and the nature of the case, rather than on whether it is altruistic.
 


However, this view of Butler's -- unlike his argument against psychological egoism -- has had little impact on moral philosophy since Kant.
 On the matter of moral motivation, most contemporary philosophers continue to reflect a worry often seen in the culture at large, that to the extent we are self-interested, we must be focused on ourselves to the exclusion of others, and must view both others and morality as, at best, mere means to our independent ends.
 By contrast, many social scientists (especially economists), evidently unimpressed by (or unaware of) philosophical arguments against psychological egoism, continue to reflect another common belief, namely, that all human motives reduce to self-interest. When the thesis that self-interest can never be moral is combined -- as it often is in the general culture -- with the suspicion that all human motives reduce to self-interest, the predictable result is cynicism. This is reason enough to reexamine both the thesis and the suspicion. In this paper I do both, the first directly, the second indirectly. My chief concern is to argue that self-interested action -- i.e., action motivated by rational self-interest -- can be moral, but the data I use to argue for this also provide compelling empirical evidence that all human motives do not reduce to self-interest, that altruism is possible. 


My main argument for the thesis that self-interest can be moral is that there is a kind of moral excellence, an intuitively recognizable excellence of character and action, which is at once a form of deep altruism and a form of self-interest. I argue that when an individual who exhibits such excellence acts out of altruism she also, necessarily, acts out of self-interest. Such moral excellence may be exhibited over a lifetime, or over a brief span of a person's life; it may take the form of moral heroism or saintliness, or the more ordinary everyday form of an easy, cheerful, reliable goodness. An adequate description of this kind of moral excellence, I argue, is also a description of the person as someone motivated by self-interest, and of (the relevant portion of) her life as one that is well-lived or deeply satisfying. If the self-interested motivation were absent, something of moral worth would be lost. If I can show this, then I will have shown that self-interest can be a moral motive. 


The example I use to illustrate and support these points is that of Gentile rescuers of Jews in Nazi Europe, whose extraordinary heroism earned them the highest honors from Yad Vashem, and continues to evoke the admiration -- and amazement -- of students of the Holocaust.
 Their characters and lives are the paradigms of altruism, and so learning about them has unusual potential to instruct us about the nature of altruism -- and, as I argue, of self-interest. Rescuers have been the subject of several studies, most of which assume that if their motives were altruistic, they could not also have been self-interested. I use some of this research on rescuers to argue that many of the rescuers' altruistic actions were also deeply self-interested and, indeed, that this was essential to their full moral worth. 


I begin, in Section I, with a discussion of a study of rescuers that was designed to test -- and that eventually rejects -- the assumption of rational actor theory, widely accepted in the social sciences, that all motives reduce to self-interest. In Section II I discuss the hypothesis of this and other studies that rescue activity is best explained in terms of rescuers' conception of themselves as part of a common humanity, and the widespread assumption that such a conception is incompatible with strong self-interested motivations. I proceed to argue that having such a universalistic self-conception is compatible with having strong self-interested motivations, and that only an unduly restricted picture of self-interest prevents one from seeing this. Section IV is an attempt to show that if rescuers had been motivated by rational self-interest, they would have done exactly what they did because, given the content and structure of their interests, they could not have seen the refusal to help as being in their self-interest. Further, we have good reason to believe that rescuers were, in fact, motivated by self-interest and, indeed, that there was a necessary connection between their self-interested and altruistic motives. In Section V I analyze altruistic and self-interested motives to show how they might be necessarily connected, and then argue that rescuers' self-interested motivations not only did not detract from the altruism of their acts, but were actually symptomatic of the strength and depth of their altruistic dispositions. I conclude in Section VI with a summary of my arguments, and an indication of some of the implications of the view that self-interest can be a moral motive. 

1.
Rescuers and Rational Actor Theory

In their study of rescuers, Monroe, Barton, and Klingemann (hereafter Monroe et al) undertook to test rational actor theory, according to which all behavior, including altruistic behavior, is a means to the maximization of the individual's own utility or preference satisfaction.
 In particular, the researchers were concerned to show that the assumption of rational actor theory that self-interest is the dominant motive of all or most human behavior, including so-called altruistic behavior, was false. The researchers broke this theory down into several components and, on the basis of extensive interviews with thirteen rescuers, concluded that none of the components was applicable to rescue behavior.
 Contrary to rational actor theory, they found that 


(a) Rescuers' individual decisions to rescue Jews were not the result of a conscious calculation of costs and benefits -- rescuers made their decisions spontaneously, in full awareness of the personal risk, and without expectation of reward, either material or social (honors, praise, and so on). Indeed, after the war several rescuers were greeted with ridicule or indifference ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 109). 


(b) Rescuers did not undertake their missions in order to feel good about themselves, i.e., they did not help as a means to psychological rewards ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 110). 


(c) Rescuers did not make their decisions in the hope of establishing fellowship with other rescuers, nor were they motivated by "clusters of altruists" who might appeal to their empathy or sense of duty; they made their decisions alone and, for reasons of safety, none discussed their rescue activities with anyone unless absolutely necessary ("Rescuers, 1990," pp. 112-14).


(d) Rescuers did not calculate how much they could or should give, and how much they should save for themselves -- they accepted the most severe hardships to meet their Jewish guests' needs, making no distinction between their own or their families' needs and those of their guests' ("Rescuers, 1990," pp. 114-15). 


There is one other component of rational actor theory that the researchers found too vague to test reliably, namely, the idea that altruism is a "psychic good" for some people, so that in acting altruistically, such people act as a means to their own utility after all. The researchers did find that rescuers had been unusually altruistic before the war, and continued to be so after the war, but doubted that the fact of consistently altruistic behavior confirmed the psychic goods idea ("Rescuers, 1990," pp. 110-12). They concluded that rescue activity challenges the theory that self-interest motivates all human behavior.


Some of the most important conclusions of this study -- rescuers' awareness of risk, the absence of any expectation of material, social, or psychological rewards, the spontaneity of their choice to help, and the pattern of altruism in their lives -- correspond to those of the other two studies mentioned above (n. 11). Thus, Oliner & Oliner arrive at the same conclusions about most of the rescuers in their study, and Hallie about most or all of the rescuers.
 There were probably many rescuers whose motivations were fully altruistic, but who had not been particularly altruistic before the war, and/or who made the decision to help only after a struggle. But those who helped spontaneously have, as I think will become clear in the course of this essay, a special moral significance. Hence in this paper I focus on these rescuers.

2.
"Every Other Person Is Basically You..."

What motivated the rescue activity of those who acted spontaneously, without the expectation of material, social, or psychological rewards, and despite an awareness of the risks involved? For most of them rescue activity lasted for years, years of constant strain and danger.
 What is it that they had that non-rescuers lacked? One of the most significant facts about the rescuers interviewed by Monroe et al was that they felt they had no option but to do what they did. A common response was, "One cannot really act otherwise," or, "What else could I do?" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 118). This response was identical to that of the inhabitants of Le Chambon, who also rescued 1,500 Jews at great risk to themselves, but declared that they only did what they had to do.
 And, again, this was also the response of most rescuers interviewed by Oliner & Oliner, who felt that it was only "natural" to have helped (pp. 169, 228). Indeed, it was so natural and obvious that it did not even seem to involve choice. "I don't make a choice. It comes, and it's there" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 118). "It was not a question of reasoning....There were people in need and we helped them....People always ask how we started, but we didn't start. It started....very gradually. We never gave it much thought" (Oliner & Oliner, p. 216).
 In Le Chambon rescue activity started the night a refugee knocked on the door of the presbytery and asked if she could come in, and Magda Trocme answered, "Naturally, come in, and come in" (LC, p. 120).


Rescuers also rejected the idea that their actions were extraordinary, deserving of special praise: "...what has all this to do with goodness? Things had to be done, that's all, and we happened to be there to do them" (LC, pp. 20-21). "I did nothing unusual; anyone would have done the same thing in my place" (Oliner & Oliner, p. 113). "I do not feel I am a hero. I feel that I only did my duty. I am not a hero" (p. 228). "We got them [decorations] for things that go without saying. If things had been right, all people would have acted this way" ("Rescuers, 1991," p. 342).


Those who acted spontaneously, then, acted with a sense that they had no alternative but to help, and that, under the circumstances, helping was nothing special. They knew that they were surrounded by people who watched the events as apathetic bystanders, or turned away Jews who came to them for help. Yet they saw themselves as unable to do anything but help. The rescue activity of those who helped unhesitatingly was, Monroe et al conclude, a spontaneous manifestation of "deep-seated dispositions which form one's central identity" or character.
 And central to rescuers' identity was a sense of themselves as part of a common humanity, as revealed in repeated remarks like: "You help people because you are human and you see that there is a need..." ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 118). "Every other person is basically you....That's the kind of attitude you have for most of these rescues" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 114). Oliner & Oliner also conclude that inclusiveness -- experiencing others as part of the self -- and a universalistic orientation -- seeing oneself as part of a common humanity -- were the salient factors in explaining rescue activity (pp. 165-66, 176, 178, 183, 187). And in Hallie's account also, this inclusive and universalistic orientation emerges as an obvious trait of the two central figures of the resistance in Le Chambon, Andre and Magda Trocme, as of the

Chambonnais in general (see, in particular, LC, pp. 153-54, 159-63, and 194). 


To borrow Thomas Nagel's words, rescuers had a conception of themselves as merely one person among others equally real.
 This disposed them to be so keenly aware of, and so highly susceptible to, motivation by others' interests, that they felt they had no choice but to help. Their identity, as Monroe et al correctly point out, "limited the options available to them" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 118). So rescuers' claim that they had no choice but to help must be taken to mean that they felt that other choices were not possible for them, and not that they believed that other choices did not exist. Given who they were, given their sense of themselves, any other choice would have required "a fundamental shift" in their "basic identity construction" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 121). Their choices served "more as self-affirmations and less as options" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 122). Rescue activity enabled them to assert their humanity in a time of "moral anarchy" and, thus, "preserve their sense of integrity and identity" (Oliner & Oliner, p. 227).


Non-rescuers offer a study in contrasts. Like rescuers, most non-rescuers also felt as though they had no option but to do what they did. But unlike rescuers, what most non-rescuers saw as their only option was to stand by passively. Their common response was: "What could I do, one individual alone against the Nazis?" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 119). The crucial difference between rescuers and non-rescuers, according to the three studies, did not lie in differences in religion, or degree of patriotism, or political affiliation, or role models, or views of human nature, or a communitarian versus individualistic world view.
 Rather, it lay in their very different views of themselves in relation to others, in the extent of their identification with other human beings as human beings. Non-rescuers simply lacked the inclusive and universalistic orientation of rescuers.
 


But what exactly does having this orientation imply? Is an inclusive and universalistic orientation incompatible with a strong sense of oneself as a distinct individual and, thus, with strong self-interested motivations? It is often assumed that it is, an assumption shared by most of the researchers. Thus, Monroe et al claim that rescuers did not "consider the individual the basic actor in society," that in viewing themselves as part of a shared humanity they did not view themselves "as individual beings, separate and distinct from others" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 122). What Monroe et al mean by this, I take it, is that rescuers did not see the individual -- and hence themselves -- as 

independently efficacious: the "basic actor in society," in their eyes, was not the individual but some larger entity. Accordingly, they also did not see themselves as separate and distinct individuals. But this interpretation of a universalistic identity seems seriously amiss: the mere fact that rescuers had a strong sense of oneness with others as human beings does not imply that they did not have a strong sense of their separate individuality as individuals. For there is no logical or psychological incompatibility between seeing oneself as part of a common humanity, and seeing oneself as a separate and distinct individual -- or, for that matter, as a member of a cultural group or city or family. An individual's identity is multifaceted, admitting of multiple descriptions -- as a person among others, a mother, a brother, a lover, a writer, a thinker, and so on. In different situations, different aspects of one's identity become relevant and assume primary importance; and while, sometimes, the different aspects may conflict, at other times they may be mutually supportive. This is best seen by the example of rescuers themselves.


What the Nazis appealed to to justify their extraordinary inhumanity and brutality was the 

alleged lack of humanity of their victims; so what those who condemned Nazi inhumanity had to affirm was precisely the humanity of these victims. This was the relevant moral fact in that situation and not, say, the unique cultural identity of Jews. But to affirm the humanity of Jews was to say, in effect, that as human beings Jews were no different from anyone else; those who responded with outrage at the Nazi denial of this fact responded from a sense of their common humanity, from a sense of their oneness with Jews as human beings. Yet in acting on their sense of oneness with Jews they had to also see themselves as individuals with the capacity as well as the responsibility to act alone. Monroe et al themselves tell us that the rescuers they interviewed acted alone, without the support of clusters of altruists. Indeed, most rescuers isolated themselves even from friends and family to protect them from danger, as a result depriving themselves of practically every source of encouragement and emotional sustenance. So rescue activity must have tested to the utmost their confidence in the value of their mission, and in their own capacities for carrying it out. 


The facts show, then, that rescuers had to have great confidence in their own judgment, intelligence, courage, and endurance -- i.e., in themselves as independent actors.
 Moreover, rescuers had to be aware, even if only implicitly, that they were somehow different from the vast majority who refused to help (or worse). For both these reasons, then, they had to be aware of their own separateness and distinctness.
 Here, too, nonrescuers provide a sharp contrast to rescuers. Their typical response, "What could I do, one individual alone against the Nazis?" showed their lack of confidence in their own independent abilities as individuals. On their own, they felt weak and helpless. It was nonrescuers, then, and not rescuers, who saw the group and not the individual as the basic actor in society, as the politically and morally empowered unit.


The claim of Monroe et al that rescuers did not see the individual as the basic actor in society, or that they did not see themselves as separate and distinct, does not fit well with the data. It looks as though the researchers came to the data with the prior assumption that a sense of one's individuality and separateness is incompatible with a sense of oneness with others, and then concluded that since rescuers possessed the latter sense they must have lacked the former. And this assumption, in turn, may have been motivated by another widespread prior assumption, namely, that strong self-interested motivations (connected with a sense of one's individuality and separateness) and strong altruistic motivations (connected with a sense of oneness with others) are mutually incompatible.
 This assumption is so widespread and so entrenched that it is often taken to need no argument. Questioning it, however, will show both why it seems self-evident and why, without severe qualifications, it is simply false. Let us, then, start by asking how we should understand self-interest and the self-interested agent. 

3.
The Nature of Self-Interest and the Self-Interested Agent

A common image of the self-interested agent is that of the rational calculator weighing the costs and benefits of various alternatives before deciding on the best means to her ends. The rescuers under discussion obviously do not fit this image. We have seen compelling evidence that they acted spontaneously, and that their rescue activity was not a means to a further end, such as avoiding guilt, feeling virtuous, earning honors, achieving fame, or gaining wealth. Rather, "For the rescuers, the act was the end. Saving someone's life was reward enough" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 109). But on the basis of these facts can we conclude, as Monroe et al do, that rescuers were not motivated by self-interest, simpliciter? Or does this conclusion outstrip the evidence and the argument? I think it does. 


First, concern for one's own best overall interests, for one's own sake, does not, in itself, require a cost/benefit analysis of different alternatives: if the content and structure of a person's interests makes it immediately obvious to him where his interests lie, then the mere fact that he is aware of alternatives does not show that self-interest should, rationally, lead him to consider them, to treat them as live options, rather than to simply reject them as irrelevant. Secondly, self-interest is not exhausted by an interest in the kind of psychological, social, or material rewards cited above -- feeling virtuous, becoming famous, gaining wealth etc. A person may also have other, more fundamental interests, most notably, the interest in being true to himself and affirming the values central to his sense of himself -- i.e., the interest in integrity and self-affirmation. The values in question may be intellectual or artistic or moral; but if the interest in preserving or affirming them is part of a person's conception of his overall interests, there is no principled way of denying that this interest also is a form of self-interest. Thirdly, the fact that an act is an end in itself is not enough to show that it cannot be motivated by self-interest: a self-interested act may be an instrument or means to an independent self-interested end, or an actualization of this end and, thus, an end in itself. So, for example, one may run for the sake of health or beauty, or simply for the sake of the pleasure inherent in the activity of running. The former act is a means to a logically independent end (since running is not logically connected to health or beauty), the latter, its own end (since running is logically connected to the pleasure of running). Yet both are equally motivated by self-interest. Once the notion of rational self-interest has been disentangled from its calculating and instrumentalist associations, and expanded to include the more fundamental interests in self-affirmation and integrity, it becomes both possible and plausible to argue that rescuers' acts were simultaneously altruistic and self-interested -- and, indeed, that the two motives had a necessary connection. I shall do so below.


We have seen in the previous section that most of the researchers agree that by acting altruistically, rescuers satisfied their interest in self-affirmation. Monroe et al also suggest that rescuers were motivated by this interest. But they (along with Hallie) explicitly deny that rescuers were motivated by self-interest, which implies that they do not see self-affirmation as a form of self-interest. Rescuers' acts, they say, were "motivated by a sense of personal identity in which choices serve more as self-affirmations and less as options," and rescuers' decisions were "a recognition, perhaps an inner realization, which reflects a statement of who one is at the most fundamental level of self-awareness" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 122). However, this interpretation of their data needs to be supported by philosophical argument and reconciled with the claim that rescuers were motivated by altruism. This reconciliation is especially important if the interest in self-affirmation is, as I have argued, a form of self-interest. 


I shall start by arguing in the next section that, given the nature of their selves, if rescuers had been motivated by rational self-interest, they could not possibly have refused to help. I shall then argue that, in fact, they were motivated by self-interest, and that this motivation had a necessary connection to their altruism. But this claim flies in the face of the common intuition that a fully altruistic act must be devoid of self-interested motivation. In Section V I will examine this intuition, showing both why it seems true and why it is not true of all kinds of self-interested motivations. I shall conclude Section V by arguing that rescuers' self-interested motivations actually contributed to the moral worth of their acts, that had they had only altruistic motivations -- or had self-interest been an independent motive with no necessary connection to altruism (as in an overdetermined act) -- their acts would have had a lesser moral worth. 

4.
The Refusal to Help and Self-Interest

Given who they were, could rational self-interest have led rescuers to refuse to help? It might be thought that this question is redundant because, given who they were, rescuers had to help, self-interest or no self-interest. Thus, according to Monroe et al, rescuers' "basic identity construct necessarily entailed and precluded certain kinds of behavior" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 121, italics mine). But there is no reason to think that a person's identity makes certain choices literally impossible rather than simply highly improbable. If this were not the case, no one would ever act out of character, but clearly people do, both for good and for bad. Perhaps Monroe et al think that rescuers could not have refused to save Jews, because such a refusal would have required "a fundamental shift in the actor's basic identity construction" (p. 121), a shift that they surmise some of the nonrescuers may have undergone (p. 121, n. 44). But a fundamental shift of identity can occur as the result of a choice that is contrary to one's identity or character and not, necessarily, as its precondition. So, for example, in a moment of cowardice, or under duress, a person may break down and betray his deepest values and thereby undergo a fundamental shift in his identity: witness the effects on Winston and Julia of their mutual betrayal in George Orwell's Nineteen Eighty-Four. And this may well have been the case with some of the nonrescuers, not to mention some Nazis.
  


The fact that rescuers could have refused to help raises the question whether such a refusal could have been motivated by rational self-interest, rather than by fear or weakness. The answer to this question requires a closer look at the content and ranking of the values or interests that defined their selves.  


We have seen that rescuers had a strong sense of oneness with all human beings qua human being. But, like nonrescuers, they also had a sense of oneness with some human beings qua friend, or parent, or child, or beloved. Their selves or character -- their central dispositions of thought, emotion, and action -- and their sense of themselves, were constituted by both their universalistic and their particularistic identifications. In normal circumstances their sense of oneness with their family 

and friends was doubtless stronger and more important to them, more central to their selves, than 

their sense of oneness with all human beings. In normal circumstances they cared first and foremost for the welfare of their family and friends, and were not willing to sacrifice them for the welfare of strangers. If they had retained this hierarchy of interests in the abnormal times under discussion, then the self-interested act would have been to refuse to help. This was likely the case with the vast majority of people who refused to help. But all the evidence points to the fact that rescuers' normal hierarchy of interests was sharply reversed when they were confronted with the need to save innocent lives from a monstrous threat.
 When this happened, their interest in their own and their families' and friends' welfare was not only subordinated to their interest in saving innocent lives, it became irrelevant in arriving at the decision to help.
 That this reversal should have taken place in such a time was also a result and a sign of the kind of persons they were. People with less inclusive selves, with a weaker sense of their common humanity, might not have undergone such a reversal. Rescuers' interest in saving Jews expressed their sense of themselves as part of a common humanity, a sense that dominated their normally primary sense of themselves as parents, lovers, and friends. The thought of betraying this sense by refusing any help to Jews would have been seen as an expression of weakness, and the contemplated act as an act of self-betrayal. And the thought of undergoing an identity shift as the result of such an act of self-betrayal would have been the thought of an irreparable loss -- a loss of self. So it seems that whereas a rescuer could have chosen to refuse all help to Jews, he could not have chosen this out of rational self-interest, out of concern for his own highest interests. Or at least this is the case if we assume that he could not have betrayed himself out of self-interest. But this assumption needs defence.


What I have said so far implies that self-interest depends on the nature of the self or character -- the central dispositions of thought, emotion, and action -- constituted by a person's fundamental values, and that these also constitute her sense of herself as the same individual in the past, present, and future. But in an obvious sense, the same person -- the same historical individual, with the same memories, and the same desires for nourishment, rest, safety, companionship, etc. -- endures even through a radical change in the values embodied in her central dispositions. Let us call the self that endures even through such a radical change the permanent self, and the self that can change, and that constitutes an individual's sense of herself, the moral self. It might be thought that a person could rationally decide to see her self-interest in terms of the values that define her permanent self, rather than in terms of the values that define her moral self. And it might be thought that this possibility provides a reason for saying that a rescuer could have betrayed her moral self out of self-interest. Thus (the argument might go) it is possible to imagine that even a rescuer who had, in the first instance, agreed to help might, subsequently, have gone through the following kind of calculation: "If I refuse to help, thereby betraying my deepest values -- my very self -- I may cease to feel the shame and loss after a number of years, whereas if I am true to myself the consequences may be so severe that the psychological devastation (if I'm still alive) will be total. And if this happens I'll become incapable of acting on my values anyway. So the self-interested thing to do, taking the future into account, would be to betray my present moral self and adopt or await a more expedient one."

   
But is it really possible to imagine this? I think not. One can imagine a rescuer wishing that she could become a different kind of person, the kind who did not feel that she had to help even at so heavy a price in terms of her permanent desires and needs. One can imagine her wishing this even if, immediately thereafter, she found her wish as alien, distasteful, and out of her power to act upon as a stranger's gratuitous proposal that she kill herself. But one cannot imagine a rescuer going through the kind of calculation described above, either consciously or unconsciously. One cannot imagine this, first, because it bespeaks a kind of detachment from the values in question that contradicts the premise that these values formed rescuers' very sense of who they were.
 A person whose sense of self is given by a certain set of values, who sees herself as the same person in the past, present, and future because of these values, cannot regard the cost of betraying them as limited to a temporary sense of shame and loss. Secondly, rescuers could not have believed that betraying these values for the values that constituted their permanent self -- the values they themselves regarded as less important -- was more in their interest. The premise here is not that if a person regards certain values as being more important, then she must regard acting for their sake as being self-interested: the recurring literary theme of selling one's soul to gain the world makes it clear that this need not be so. Rather, the premise is that if a person identifies with the values she regards as more important -- if these values are embodied in her central dispositions of thought, emotion, and action -- then her greatest interests will be identical with these values. If Faust is able to see the barter of his soul -- his moral values -- in exchange for experience of the world as a net gain, it is only because his soul is not a central part of his identity, of the man he is emotionally, intellectually, and practically. He may believe that his soul is more valuable, but he has not yet made this value fully his own, not yet fully identified with it. Hence, although it ranks high in his hierarchy of values, of the things he regards as important, it ranks low in his hierarchy of interests, of the things he desires and delights in. But rescuers identified with their hierarchy of values, and so their interests were identical with their values: they valued helping Jews more than they valued their own or families' welfare, and this was also the priority of their interests. This single hierarchy of values and interests formed the core of their selves and their sense of themselves, and so they could not have betrayed their moral selves for the sake of their permanent selves out of self-interest.


Thirdly, one cannot imagine rescuers engaging in a cost/benefit calculation regarding their moral selves, because they had no reason to engage in such a calculation. To have a reason to do so a person must experience some alienation from, or ambiguity about, her moral self, so that the very dispositions that move her also seem to her to be not quite her own. The possibility of such alienation arises from the fact that the dispositions that constitute one's moral self include both dispositions to evaluate and respond to particular situations in certain ways (first-order dispositions), and dispositions to evaluate these dispositions (second-order dispositions). If a person cannot endorse certain of her own first-order dispositions and, thus, cannot identify with them, she may be led to ask whether it would not be more in her interest to change them and bring them into line with her second-order dispositions -- or, alternatively, to change her disapproving second-order dispositions and bring them into line with her first-order ones. A person who felt this kind of ambiguity or alienation could have reasoned in the way described above. But as we know, far from being thus divided or alienated, rescuers' sense of themselves as part of a common humanity was a central and enduring feature of their identity, a feature without which they could not have envisaged their future moral selves. So they would have had no reason to engage in such a cost/benefit analysis, much less to have seen acting contrary to their moral selves as self-interested. Their deepest dispositions of thought, emotion, and action -- their deepest interests or values -- led them to think, feel, and act as though helping was the only response open to them. "It is part of your body -- the will is part of your body -- you feel and you do it" (Oliner & Oliner, p. 229). 


Given the nature of their deepest interests, then, rescuers could not have betrayed their moral selves out of rational self-interest. An act of self-betrayal would have been an irrational act of weakness, not of rational self-interest, and refusing to extend any help to Jews would have been an act of self-betrayal. If they had been motivated by self-interest, they would have done exactly what they did. For in so doing, they actualized their values, the values they endorsed and with which they were most deeply identified. Many rescuers talked about their sense of inner satisfaction as a result of what they had done, and none, according to Oliner & Oliner, regretted their actions.
 In acting as they did, they satisfied a fundamental human interest, the interest in shaping the world in light of one's values and affirming one's identity. Moreover, I shall now try to show, there is good reason to suppose that they were also motivated by this interest. 


Rescuers had a sense of oneness with others, and this sense was expressed in an altruistic disposition, a disposition to recognize the value of others and act accordingly. The spontaneity of their altruistic behavior, as well as the pattern of altruism in their lives, shows that this disposition was central to their selves and their sense of themselves. And this gives us at least three reasons for thinking that they were motivated not only by others' interests, but also by their interest in self-affirmation. 


First, most of them already knew from past experience that altruistic action satisfied their need to affirm themselves. So one would expect this knowledge to enter into their motivations for acting altruistically. Secondly, there is a strong psychological connection between the interest in self-affirmation and being a good person, i.e., a person who feels, chooses, and acts "at the right times, about the right things, towards the right people, for the right end, and in the right way" (Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1106b21ff). Someone who disapproves of her own disposition to feel, choose, and act rightly must be strongly motivated not to act rightly when the costs of doing so are high. The same applies to someone who is indifferent towards her own good dispositions, someone who lacks concern for her own character. Even in normal circumstances it is no more plausible to suppose that a person can lack concern for her own character and still consistently be good, than to suppose that a person can lack concern about reasoning well and still consistently be a good reasoner. For the ability to be good is not an ability that, once acquired, functions automatically, even in the face of the agent's own indifference.
 The ability to feel and choose rightly is subject to constant pressure, so that, without a motivating interest in preserving and affirming this ability, it would be hard, if not impossible, to maintain it. But since rescuers did maintain it, even under the extraordinary pressure of living for years with strangers in their midst -- strangers who constituted a threat to their own and their families' lives -- we have good reason to believe that they did have this motivating interest in preserving and affirming their altruistic dispositions.
 


The third, and strongest, reason for thinking that rescuers were motivated by an interest in affirming their own altruistic dispositions is that thinking otherwise implies that these dispositions could not have been central to their selves or sense of self, and they could not have acted as they did, spontaneously, naturally, and reliably. For the absence of the interest in self-affirmation implies the absence of a second-order disposition to endorse one's first-order dispositions. So if rescuers had not had an interest in affirming their altruistic dispositions, they would have either disapproved of, or been indifferent towards, them. But if rescuers had disapproved of, or been indifferent towards, their altruistic dispositions, they would have failed to identify with them. And so these dispositions would not have been central to their selves or sense of self, and they would not have acted as they did.   


The connection between the centrality of a disposition and the interest in self-affirmation implies that the latter is not limited to altruistic dispositions or, even, only positive dispositions -- a coward who prizes his own safety above all else, rejecting courage as boastful foolishness and endorsing his own cowardice as hard-headed realism, will have this interest no less than the courageous person. Thus, a coward may want to appease his superiors not only for the sake of getting ahead, but also for the sake of affirming himself as the kind of person who "sees it as it is." Similarly, the courageous person -- the person who is disposed to face up to danger to achieve his ends, and who values being so disposed -- will have an interest in acting courageously not just for the sake of achieving those ends, but also for the sake of being true to himself and affirming himself. Hence, he will sometimes act courageously even when the only value of doing so is the value of self-affirmation. A dramatic illustration of this can be found in Bruno Bettleheim's The Informed Heart.
 Bettleheim tells of the condemned woman who, ordered by the commanding SS officer to 

dance for him before entering the gas chamber, danced up to him, seized his gun, and shot him dead (p. 259). Bettleheim remarks that there were several other cases of this kind of attempt by prisoners to exercise their autonomy before going to their deaths (pp. 258-59). Life and literature are replete with similar examples of people who will court disgrace, financial ruin, or death in order to affirm themselves. 



Rescuers' strong sense of oneness with others was central to their selves and their sense of themselves. This implies that they had an interest in acting altruistically not only for the sake of affirming others, but also for the sake of affirming, and being true to, themselves. The data provided by the studies used in this paper bear out this conclusion. Some rescuers tried to help even when they expected their efforts to prove futile.
  Several rescuers remarked that they could never have lived with themselves -- could never have forgiven themselves -- if they had done nothing to help (Monroe, "John Donne's People," p. 404, Oliner & Oliner, p. 168). Doing nothing to help would have been an act of self-betrayal. Helping, on the other hand, they had found to be "very satisfying," for it had allowed them to express their sense of efficacy as actors and, in particular, their sense of themselves as responsible for others (Oliner & Oliner, pp. 169, 177, 220). Helping those in need was, in Magda Trocme's words, a way of "handling themselves," a way of maintaining their identity.
 Andre Trocme was grateful to refugees for giving him a chance to help because, as Hallie suggests, it enabled him to express his profound conviction of the value of every human being (LC, pp. 159-60). After they had embarked on their perilous missions, several rescuers prevented the Jews they were hiding from giving themselves up or leaving their hideout for the sake of their benefactors' safety, because allowing them to do this would have meant defeat in their missions. As Oliner & Oliner put it, "To maintain the life of someone targeted for death was itself a consummate statement of autonomy and resistance" (p. 85). Rescuers' deep-seated altruism thus had a self-interested dimension.


But this claim, as I noted earlier, flies in the face of the common intuition that a fully altruistic act must be devoid of self-interested motivation. In the next section I shall take this intuition into account by analyzing the notion of a fully altruistic act, discussing various kinds of self-interested motivations that are incompatible with the motivation of a fully altruistic act, and then showing that self-affirming motivations need not be so incompatible. Indeed, I shall argue, the presence of such motivations may be indicative of the greater depth and strength of a person's altruistic motivations. A fruitful way to begin is by unpacking the idea, central to the notion of a fully altruistic act, that such an act must be for another's good, for his own sake.
  

5.
Altruism and Self-Affirmation

An act done for another's good, for his sake, must be motivated solely or primarily by a perception of his interests. That is, the necessary and sufficient motivation of a fully altruistic act must be the perception of another's good. This has two implications:

1.
If B does something for A's good, for A's own sake, B must be motivated by the desire that A's good be brought about, and not only or primarily by the desire that she, B, perform the act. If the desire that A's good be achieved were weak or absent then, whatever the explanation for the act, it could not be that it was motivated by A's interests.

2.  
If B does something for A's good, for A's own sake, B's act must be an end in itself, and not only or primarily a means to a further end -- not even if that further end is altruistic with respect to a third party or parties. For example, if saving A's life were only or primarily a means to the well-being of the people A serves as, say, the local pharmacist, then A's good would be neither necessary nor sufficient for the act. B would have saved A even if A's own good had demanded that he not be saved, and would have refused to save A had the good of A's clients demanded that A not be saved. Hence, an instrumentally motivated act that seeks A's good cannot be said to be altruistic with respect to A.


In summary: a fully altruistic act is an act that is motivated primarily by a perception of another's interests, where such motivation implies (1) the desire to bring about that person's good, and not merely to be the agent of the altruistic act, and (2) the desire to bring it about as an end in itself. 


Are self-interested motivations incompatible with either of these desires? Some kinds, yes. Those who saved Jews in exchange for monetary or social rewards, and would not have helped them in the absence of such rewards, offer an obvious example of such motivation.
 Some of them may well have sympathized with Jews, and believed that saving their lives was a good thing to do for its own sake, but this sympathy and belief were not enough to motivate them. Their rescue activity was primarily a means to their own prior ends, and not an end in itself. 


The same is true of those who helped Jews primarily for the sake of psychological rewards such as avoiding guilt or feeling good about themselves. No doubt there was a significant moral difference between those who helped for the sake of psychological rewards and those who helped for the sake of external rewards: the former not only sympathized with the victims of Nazism and believed that saving them was a good thing to do, but also felt that not doing so was shameful. They felt personally implicated in a way that those who needed external rewards to help did not, so that the thought of not doing the thing they recognized as good was cause for shame, and the thought of doing it without external rewards was cause for self-congratulation. All the same, their acts were not fully altruistic, because they, too, acted primarily as a means to a further end: if they had been able to get the psychological reward through, say, evasion or rationalization, then they would not have helped. It is important to recall, therefore, that rescuers uniformly rejected the suggestion that they acted for the sake of avoiding guilt or of feeling good about themselves.
  


There is yet another kind of self-interested motive that is incompatible with altruistic motivation, namely, the desire to benefit another primarily for the sake of becoming a more altruistic person, the kind of person who habitually acts altruistically. Here, too, the act is undertaken as a means to an independent end of the agent's, and not as an end in itself: if the agent did not have this end, her desire to benefit another would be weak or non-existent. Once again, there are important moral differences between this case and the previous one. For one thing, in this case the end itself -- moral improvement -- is intrinsically moral. On achieving the end of becoming a more altruistic person, the individual would finally become able to habitually act altruistically. For another, unlike the previous case, acting to benefit another is morally and psychologically necessary for moving oneself towards the goal of becoming more altruistic. There may, indeed, be moral analogs of religious revelations and conversions: dramatic events that change one's moral character radically and permanently.
 But revelations and conversions are not in the hands of the person who seeks to become more altruistic: her only choice insofar as she has this goal is to act for others' good. What prevents such acts of hers from counting as fully altruistic is that the interests of those to be benefited are not sufficient to motivate her. Here, again, it is instructive to note that none of the rescuers cited an interest in becoming a better person as a primary motive for helping.
 Most also denied that their activities had changed their perception of themselves,
 which showed that moral improvement had not only not been the primary aim of their activity, it had not been its result either. Rather, their activity had been a "natural" expression of the kinds of persons they were. Some did say that they felt proud of themselves -- "inside, just for me" -- or enriched by what they had done when they contemplated the results of their actions,
 but such feelings do not reveal a changed perception of oneself as a person.


To differing degrees, then, acts motivated by such self-interested desires -- the desire for external rewards, or for psychological rewards, or for self-improvement -- are at odds with full altruism. Acts that are motivated primarily by one of these self-interested desires are acts for which altruistic motivations are neither sufficient nor, in some cases, even necessary. Rather, they are primarily means to one's own good, contrary to condition (2) of fully altruistic acts (see above).


Self-affirming acts, on the other hand, are not means to further ends, but ends in themselves. So, for example, a helping act motivated by the desire to affirm one's sense of oneness with others is not a means to one's end of self-affirmation but, rather, an expression or actualization of that end. There may, however, be a different kind of objection to regarding a helping act motivated by an interest in self-affirmation as being fully altruistic, namely, that such an act is motivated by the desire that the agent be the one to help, rather than by the desire that the beneficiary be helped. The beneficiary of such an act, the objection might continue, is a mere occasion for the agent's act of self-affirmation: if, for some reason, he could not be the one to help, he would have little or no interest in seeing the potential beneficiary helped. And this violates condition (1) of a fully altruistic act (see above). 


If self-affirming acts were necessarily thus focused on the self, this criticism would be well-taken. And if it were, then we would have to say that rescuers' acts were either self-interested acts of self-affirmation or altruistic, but not both. However, whether and to what extent a self-affirming act is self-focused depends on what it affirms. A creative act such as writing a poem typically expresses an individual's need to create, a need whose existence and expression is independent of the world's need for more poems, and whose satisfaction may be largely independent of the world's enjoyment of the product. Such an act is highly self-focused, for it is motivated by an interest that, by its very nature, is wholly or largely independent of the interests of others: if the individual had not written this particular poem, he would have had little or no interest in its existence, for almost its entire value to him lies in the fact that it is his creation. Again, there are acts of love that are purely expressive of that love: for example, a mother may write a story for her son not because he needs that particular story, or because there are no other stories available to tell him, but because she wants him to have a story written by her, as an expression of her love. It matters to her, of course, that he enjoy the story, so this act is less self-focused than the purely creative act. But, as in that case, the important thing is that she write the story, and not that this story exist --  the same story by someone else would hold no special interest. 


If a self-affirming act is to be fully altruistic, it cannot be thus self-focused. For a necessary condition of an altruistic act is that it be motivated primarily by the desire that another's good be brought about, rather than by the desire that I be the one to perform that act. But is it possible for an act to be self-affirming without being focused on the self in the manner of the acts discussed above? An examination of rescue activity shows that it can. 


One of the questions that Monroe et al asked rescuers had to do with precisely this issue. The question was whether the important thing to them was that Jews be saved, or that they be the ones to save Jews. Rescuers invariably answered that it was the former rather than the latter ("Rescuers, 1991," p. 326). Most of them, as we know, responded to requests for help instead of initiating help: "because they came to us and had nobody else, we helped them."
 But even those who initiated help stated that what was important to them was that Jews be helped, rather than that they be the ones to help. Rescuers' altruistic dispositions made the plight of Jews salient to them, focusing them on their needs rather than their own. They helped insofar as doing so was the best way to bring about the desired end: had their attempts created more danger for Jews, they would not have attempted to help. Again, had a rescuer thought that someone else was in a better position to help a particular individual than she, she would have let that person do it.
 In an obvious sense, then, what was important to rescuers was that Jews be saved, rather than that they be the ones to save them. 


But this does not mean that being the ones to save Jews was unimportant to rescuers. In light of the data and arguments in Section IV above, we must interpret rescuers' answers as reflecting the judgment that seeing Jews helped was more important to them than being the ones to help Jews, but that to the extent that the latter was compatible with the former, it too was important. For as we have seen, saving Jews enabled them to express their sense of themselves as part of a common humanity. Helping those in need was a way of "handling themselves," a way of being in the world. There were differences among rescuers in the way they did this: most merely responded to particular situations as they arose, others sought them out; some approached it as a practical task, others as a labor of love; some were guided only by their empathy and principles, others also by the image of some moral exemplar.
 But when the time came, they all felt that it was imperative that they help, a feeling that came not only from their perception of the needs of the persecuted, but also, evidently, from their need to direct their lives in a certain way, to affirm their sense of oneness with others. In later years many rescuers felt that they had not done enough (Oliner & Oliner, p. 239), a feeling that expressed not only their assessment of the Jews' need for help vis-a-vis how much they had done, but also, evidently, of their own need to help vis-a-vis how much they had done.
 And their need to help and affirm their sense of oneness with others was not only compatible with, but necessarily compatible with, their altruistic motivations, for acting out of the self-interested desire to affirm their own altruistic identity required that they also act out of their altruistic motivations. If their self-affirming acts had been self-focused, they could not also have been fully altruistic, i.e., motivated by a desire to bring about others' good for their sake. But since their acts were fully altruistic, their self-affirming motivations could not have been self-focused. Their unambiguous sense of themselves as part of a common humanity gave them both an altruistic desire for affirming others and a self-interested desire for being true to this sense of themselves.


We are now in a position to see how rescuers' self-interested motivations, far from conflicting with their altruism, were actually symptomatic of the depth of that altruism. It would have been possible for rescuers to act fully altruistically even if their altruistic values had not been central to their selves and even if they had, consequently, not found their altruistic acts self-affirming. This might have been the case with some of those who helped only after a struggle. But it is because, and only because, rescuers' altruistic values were thus central and they did have this self-interested motive for acting altruistically, that they could do so spontaneously, naturally and (in a literal sense) wholeheartedly -- i.e., from an undivided sense of the desirable and the desired, and an undivided desire for their own good and others' good. Altruistic motivations alone would have been sufficient to make their acts fully altruistic, but the self-interested desire to affirm their altruistic identity was necessary to make their acts wholeheartedly altruistic. And it is only because their altruism was thus wholehearted that it can truly be said of them that they loved their neighbor as themselves and not just as an other.


To recapitulate: because altruism was a central and unambiguous part of their very identity, rescuers had an interest in helping others not just for the sake of those others, but also for the sake of being true to themselves and affirming themselves. And the two motivations had a necessary connection because each was part of a wholehearted altruism acting from which meant that in acting on the one they would also, necessarily, act on the other. Without this necessary connection between their concern for others and their concern for themselves, they could not have loved their neighbor as they loved themselves. 

6.
Conclusion


I have argued that self-interest can be a moral motive by showing (1) that self-interest includes the interest in being true to oneself and affirming one's altruistic dispositions, (2) that acting from such an interest implies acting out of altruism, and (3) that acting from such an interest is necessary for acting in a wholeheartedly altruistic manner. If this interest were absent, something of moral worth would be lost. I have used the research on rescuers both to support and to illustrate these points. Although I have explicitly argued only for the moral worth of the self-interested disposition to affirm one's altruistic dispositions, I have not meant to suggest that it is only this self-interested disposition that is moral. If this were the case, then self-interest would be moral only by virtue of its dependence on altruism. In fact, however, the rhetorical thrust of this paper has been in the opposite direction, namely, to highlight the way that even altruism achieves its highest moral worth only by virtue of its connection with self-interest. And, I would argue, in the absence of the right kind and degree of self-interest, altruism would not be a virtue at all. In the remaining space I will provide a sketch of such an argument.


It is not only because altruism has moral worth (other things being equal) that the interest in self-affirmation has moral worth, it is also because the interest in self-affirmation has moral worth (other things being equal) that the interest in affirming one's altruistic character has moral worth. The interest in self-affirmation may have as its object not only character-defining dispositions, altruistic or non-altruistic, but also commitments to people or projects that give shape and meaning to one's life. Whether the interest in self-affirmation has moral worth depends on whether the commitment that is its object has moral worth, but whether the commitment has moral worth does not depend on whether it is altruistic, i.e., motivated primarily by altruistic considerations. It can have moral worth even if it is motivated primarily by self-interested considerations, by considerations of the meaningfulness and interest of one's life to oneself, for one's own sake. Such, for example, might be a commitment to building futuristic buildings that will change the urban landscape. Most self-interested commitments do, of course, also involve others, and when they do, then both altruistic and self-interested considerations are relevant to determining the moral worth of the commitment. So, for example, if my commitment to building futuristic buildings is unmindful of others' legitimate interests, so that I care not if the buildings are safe for their inhabitants -- or deluded, so that I think I can build lasting structures on the sand -- or motivated by trivial considerations, so that my only reason for building them is to get my name in Who's Who -- or rooted in self-deception about my own interests or abilities -- then my commitment is morally unworthy, and so, too, my interest in affirming myself with respect to this commitment. But if a commitment is itself unselfdeceived, significant, realistic, and mindful of others' legitimate interests then, I would argue, it has moral worth, and so, too, the interest in affirming oneself with respect to this commitment. For such a commitment and interest express one's sense of self-worth, of the importance one places on making one's life meaningful and worthwhile, for one's own sake. And this sense of the importance of one's life, for one's own sake, is at the core of self-respect and integrity. Someone who lacked this sense, this fundamental interest in the self for his own sake, would also lack self-respect and integrity. And this, surely, is a moral lack.


One can, to be sure, understand self-respect without reference to self-interest. Thus, one can conceive of self-respect as a distinctively moral attitude, with no conceptual connection to self-interest, conceived of as an intrinsically non-moral attitude. But I think this distinction is doomed without recourse, a la Kant, to the distinction between a moral (noumenal) and a non-moral (phenomenal) self. So, if one finds this Kantian metaphysics unacceptable, one must, I think, acknowledge that self-interest is at the core of self-respect. And then one can better understand why certain character traits and ways of life, no matter how altruistic in intent and effect -- as, for example, blind deference to, and abject self-sacrifice for, someone of superior intelligence and talent -- are commonly regarded as morally deficient. 


A person who leads such a self-sacrificial life has abdicated or never developed her own independent judgment and ends. If others did not wish to use her for their own ends, she would have nothing to live for. Others she sees as ends in themselves, herself, as only a means to their ends. Lacking a sense of self-worth, she has discounted the importance of her own interests, the interests that a person naturally acquires as a result of her encounters with the world. It is this radical failure of interest in herself for her own sake -- this radical lack of self -- that explains why, in her, even altruism fails to be a virtue.*

*This paper has profited greatly from the written comments of Chris Swoyer, David Schmidtz, and the editors of Social Philosophy and Policy, as well as from the stimulating discussions following its presentations at the Social Philosophy and Policy Center Conference on Altruism and the Philosophy Department at the University of Oklahoma.




    � Kant is the foremost example of a philosopher who makes room for self-regarding duties while firmly excluding self-interest from moral motivation. No empirical interest, according to Kant, can motivate moral concern, because all such interests -- including our interests in others -- reduce to self-interest. "All material practical principles are, as such, of one and the same kind, and belong under the general principle of self-love or one's own happiness" (Critique of Practical Reason, tr. L. W. Beck (New York: The Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1956), p. 20. To love another's inclinations or empirical ends is to consider them to be "favourable to my own advantage" (Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals,  Akademie ed., tr. H. J. Paton, in The Moral Law [London: Hutchinson and Co., 1948], p. 400). The moral attitude of respect (including self-respect) "is properly the representation of a worth that thwarts my self-love" (p. 401n).


    � Thomas Nagel, The Possibility of Altruism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1970), pp. 3, 15-16, 84, 87. Egoistic interests, according to Nagel, include both self-interest and "the interest we may happen to take in other things and other persons" (p. 3). Nagel evidently does not accept Kant's claim that all interests reduce to self-interest; nevertheless, like Kant, he excludes all egoistic interests from moral motivation.


	See also Laurence Thomas, Living Morally: A Psychology of Moral Character (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1989), Lawrence Blum, Friendship, Altruism and Morality (Boston: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1980), and Iris Murdoch, The Sovereignty of Good (New York: Schocken Books, 1971). Thomas states that he will "assume without really much argument that to be moral is to be altruistic" (p. vii), and contrasts altruism with self-interest (p. 67). Blum states that he "will not want to make any general claims about the distinction between moral considerations, judgments, and standpoints and non-moral ones," but that he "will want to maintain one distinction, namely the difference between concern for others and concern for self, and will want to see this distinction as having moral significance" (p. 9; see also pp. 91 and 213). In a more recent article, however, Blum is concerned to explore the connection between concern for others and concern for self, although he still stops short of saying that the latter is a moral concern. See Blum, "Vocation, Friendship, and Community: Limitations of the Personal-Impersonal Framework," Identity, Character, and Morality, ed. Owen Flanagan and Amelie O. Rorty (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1990), pp. 173-97. The central concept in understanding morality or goodness, according to Murdoch, is realism rather than altruism, but the self and its concerns are still excluded from morality because, she explains, the self is the chief obstacle to realism. "The self, the place where we live, is a place of illusion. Goodness is connected with the attempt to see the unself, to see and to respond to the real world in the light of a virtuous consciousness" (p. 93).


    � Non-tuistic interests are what Nagel calls egoistic interests: independent interests of the self, whether in the self or in others. See John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971), pp. 13, 127-29, and David Gauthier, Morals by Agreement, hereafter MA (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), p. 7. 


    � Thus, according to Kant, we have an indirect duty to pursue our own happiness, because if we are happy we'll be more likely to do our various duties.


    � Gauthier, MA, pp. 327-28. Despite the general agreement over the nature of moral motivation as (entirely or chiefly) altruistic, there is disagreement over the nature of altruism. For example, Nagel (op cit, p. 15) and Gauthier (MA, p. 238) see altruism as a purely rational capacity, i.e., a capacity which is independent of our other-regarding emotions such as fellow-feeling or compassion, whereas Thomas sees it as rooted in such emotions. Blum allows for the possibility that certain forms of concern for others, such as those expressed in justice, or perhaps even benevolence, may be purely rational, but insists on the moral worth of the concern that is motivated by sympathy or compassion (op cit, especially pp. 121-24). Again, some philosophers regard genuine altruism as directly motivated by another's interests, whereas others -- primarily Kantians -- regard it as only indirectly motivated by such interests, via a commitment to some moral principle that requires altruistic concern. Finally, what different philosophers mean by direct altruism also differs. Thus Blum's idea of direct (emotionally motivated) altruism is Nagel's idea of egoistic motivation, because emotions, for Nagel, are "intermediate" factors between others' interests and practical reason, factors that constitute part of the agent's own interests (pp. 84, 87). Direct altruism, according to Nagel, is purely rational motivation by others' interests (pp. 15-16). 


	I cannot discuss these issues here, but it is important to note that psychological research does not support the idea of altruism as a purely rational capacity. On the contrary, studies of the psychopathic personality, as well as of the altruistic personality, strongly support the idea that altruism is impossible without an adequate emotional capacity. See Hervey Cleckley, The Mask of Sanity, 5th ed. (St. Louis: C.V. Mosby, 1976) and the studies of altruism cited in n. 11 below. I share the view of those philosophers who think that most adult human emotions are not blind impulses but cognitive phenomena, and essential to moral perception, reasoning, and motivation. See Ronald de Sousa, The Rationality of Emotion (Cambridge: MIT, 1987), Blum, Friendship, Altruism and Morality, and my "The Rejection of Ethical Rationalism," Logos, V. 10, 1989, pp. 99-131). 


    � Hereafter, by "motivation by self-interest" I'll mean "motivation by rational self-interest" as defined above. And by "moral act" or "moral motive" I'll mean an act or motive that is morally good or right, and not merely one that is morally permissible.


    � Joseph Butler, Five Sermons, ed. S. Darwall (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Co., 1983), Preface.39. 


    � The only contemporary philosophers I am aware of who defend self-interest as a moral interest are J. Hampton, "Selflessness and the Loss of Self," this volume; W.D. Falk, "Morality, Self, and Others," Morality and the Language of Conduct, ed. Hector-Neri Castaneda and George Nakhnikian (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1963), pp. 34-39; and Edmund L. Pincoffs, Quandaries and Virtues: Against Reductivism in Ethics (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1986). Falk argues that the precept that one ought to act on principles of courage and wisdom out of "proper care for oneself" is a moral precept, and Pincoffs argues that virtue considerations are both self- and other-regarding, and that both kinds of considerations are moral. I agree with both views, but my focus and line of argument are different. The psychologist Carol Gilligan has also made an important philosophical contribution to the recognition of concern for the self as a moral concern in In a Different Voice (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1982). Many feminist writers have rejected a morality of self-sacrifice as oppressive and exploitative, and as incompatible with genuine altruism, but without claiming that concern for one's interests, for one's own sake, can be intrinsically moral.


    � An interesting example of the automatic equation of self-interest with immorality or amorality was provided recently by a student who stated that he saw no real moral difference between the view that virtue is choiceworthy because it is an essential component of happiness, and the view that virtue is not choiceworthy because it conflicts with happiness, because both views were equally selfish. 	


    � Yad Vashem is the Jewish organization that traces and honors the heroes and victims of the Holocaust. It honors those who assisted Jews with the designation "rescuer" only if it can verify that they acted without expectation of material or social rewards.


    � K.R. Monroe, M.C. Barton, U. Klingemann, "Altruism and the Theory of Rational Action: Rescuers of Jews in Nazi Europe" (hereafter "Rescuers, 1990"), Ethics, vol. 101, no. 1 (Oct. 1990), pp. 103-22. A longer version of this article (hereafter "Rescuers, 1991") appears in Kristen R. Monroe, ed. The Economic Approach to Politics (New York: Harper & Row-Collins/Scott, Foresman, 1991), pp. 317-352. I will refer to this version only when the relevant point is absent from the earlier one. 


        Another relevant work by Monroe is a larger study of altruism, "John Donne's People: Explaining Differences between Rational Actors and Altruists through Cognitive Frameworks," Journal of Politics, vol. 53, no. 2 (May 1991), pp. 394-433.


        An earlier major work on altruism and rescuers is Samuel P. Oliner & Pearl M. Oliner, The Altruistic Personality: Rescuers of Jews in Nazi Europe, hereafter Oliner & Oliner (New York: The Free Press, 1988), pp. 1-2. Oliner & Oliner interviewed 406 rescuers, of whom 95% were designated by Yad Vashem, and 5% were identified by Oliner & Oliner through interviews with rescued survivors (pp. 2-3). (However, on p. 2 the authors also claim that all 406 of the rescuers they interviewed were identified as rescuers by Yad Vashem.) In addition, they interviewed 150 survivors, and 126 nonrescuers and "actives" -- those who claimed to have been resistance fighters or rescuers of Jews, but for whose claims Oliner & Oliner had no independent corroboration (pp. 3-4). 


	Another important work I shall use is Philip Hallie's account of the rescue effort mounted by the village of Le Chambon, Lest Innocent Blood be Shed: The Story of the Village of Le Chambon, and How Goodness Happened There, hereafter LC (New York: Harper & Row, 1979). 


    � The names of the rescuers were supplied by Yad Vashem. The interviews, which took place between March 1988 and January 1990, ranged from two to almost twenty hours. The researchers also interviewed five non-rescuers and five entrepreneurs to serve as a contrasting baseline sample. See "Rescuers, 1990," pp. 103-7 for a summary of the research methodology. 


    � Oliner & Oliner state that 54% of the rescuers in their sample reported a sense of extreme risk to their lives or welfare at the time of their first helping act, 23% said they had a sense of moderate risk, and only 18% said they had no sense of personal risk (pp. 126-27). Both during and after the war many rescuers in Europe are reported to have been severely ostracised, and many still seem to be in danger for their lives at the hands of neo-Nazi groups (Oliner & Oliner, pp. 1-2, 225). On the matter of a consistent pattern of altruism in the lives of most rescuers see Oliner & Oliner, pp. 170, 245-47 and Hallie, LC. Hallie describes the attitude of the Chambonnais "as being toujours pret, toujours pret a rendre service (always ready, always ready to help)," and cites this to explain why Le Chambon became the safest place of refuge in Europe (p. 196). 


    � According to Oliner and Oliner, for most rescuers it lasted for between two and five years (p. 6).


    � Hallie reports that practically every person he interviewed responded in this fashion (LC, p. 20).


    � Over 70% of the rescuers interviewed by Oliner & Oliner reported that the first time they helped, they took only minutes to decide (p. 169). 


    � "Rescuers, 1990," p. 121. See Aristotle: "[S]omeone who is unafraid and unperturbed in a sudden alarm seems braver than [someone who is unafraid only] in dangers that are obvious in advance; for what he does is more the result of his state of character, since it is less the outcome of preparation" (Nicomachean Ethics, 1117a17-20).


    � The Possibility of Altruism, p. 14. 


    � Oliner & Oliner, pp. 156-60; "Rescuers, 1990," pp. 116-17; LC, pp. 66-67. Many rescuers were individuals to whom communal ties meant little or nothing and, like non-recuers, most rescuers thought that human nature was a mixture of good and bad, and that self-interest was normal.


    � Some non-rescuers also partially identified with the Nazis, despite compassion for the Jews and anger toward the Germans. As one non-rescuer said, "There was also a feeling of distance from the Jews. There was a part of me that also identified with the aggressor....I felt threatened by what they did to Jews" (Oliner & Oliner, p. 118). And, perhaps, there were some who identified with the aggressor even more strongly. But not many: Oliner & Oliner report that more than 80% of the rescuers as well as of the nonrescuers denied that they saw any similarities between the Nazis and themselves (Oliner & Oliner, p. 175).


    � The Oliner & Oliner study provides empirical evidence for this, as well as for what I say below about non-rescuers: significantly more rescuers than nonrescuers showed a sense of personal efficacy, a sense of being the authors of their actions (pp. 176-77).


    � How, then, should we interpret the following remarks made by one of the rescuers, Tony: "I have very strong thoughts about altruism.... one of the most important teachings in Christianity is to learn to love your neighbor as yourself. And I was to learn to understand that you're part of a whole.... You should always treat people as though it is you. And that goes for evil Nazis as well as for Jewish friends who are in trouble or anything like that. You should always have a very open mind in dealing with other people and always see yourself in those people, for good or for evil both" ("Rescuers, 1991," pp. 346-47)? Did Tony really identify with Nazis and non-rescuers in the same way that he did with the victims of the Nazis? If he did, then he could not have been aware of his own separateness and distinctness as an independent, responsible agent. However, the tone and language suggest that Tony was communicating his philosophical thoughts about the Christian dictum, rather than reporting how he had felt at the time of rescue activity. Furthermore, whatever he meant by saying that one should treat even a Nazi "as though it is you," he clearly saw a moral difference between "evil Nazis" and "Jewish friends," a difference that led him to act for the latter and against the former. In any case, as already noted, most rescuers denied that they saw any similarity between themselves and the Nazis (n. 20 above). 


    � See "Rescuers, 1990," p. 120, and also Hallie, LC, p. 10. Only Oliner & Oliner make no claims about a necessary incompatibility between altruism and self-interest (pp. 5-6).


    � Thanks to David Schmidtz for pointing out the latter possibility.


    � This, as David Schmidtz correctly remarked, would probably not have happened if the threat to innocent lives had come from, say, an infectious disease: it is important to remember that the threat that rescuers responded to was an extraordinary moral evil. 


    � As one rescuer explained, the interest in safety led him to be cautious, but the choice to help was made independently of considerations of safety. "[I]t's just like flying," he said. "I'm going to fly [next week]. I know we've just had three major air crashes and I really don't like flying. But what am I going to do about it? Not go on the trip?" ("Rescuers, 1990," pp. 108-9).


    � This premise, it is important to remember, does not hold of all rescuers, but only of those who acted spontaneously and with a sense that they had no choice. There may well have been rescuers whose sense of themselves did not incorporate such a strong identification with other human beings and who, therefore, could, conceivably, have gone through the kind of reasoning described above, before deciding to act against their own judgment of their self-interest. 


    � Although a few did express disappointment at being forgotten by their beneficiaries (Oliner & Oliner, pp. 234, 239). Most rescuers, however, felt that they had been sufficiently rewarded -- by a sense of inner satisfaction that they had done something to help (although many felt they had not done enough), by the knowledge that their actions had been successful, by their continuing relationships with the survivors, and by the appreciation they had received from the Jewish community (although many felt that they had not done anything calling for such appreciation) (Oliner & Oliner, p. 239). One rescuer said, "I think about these moments. Everything lives in me. I have good feelings about what I did. I respect myself for doing it" (Oliner & Oliner, p. 227). Some expressed a sense of thankfulness that their actions had borne fruit, and the people they had saved were now having children and grandchildren (Oliner & Oliner, p. 231). But it was Irene's testimony that was probably the most poignant. Irene, who was held as a slave laborer in a German army camp, and who had to become the Major's mistress in exchange for his silence when he discovered that she was harboring Jews, told her interviewers, "[T]he older I get, the more I feel I am very rich....I would not change anything. It's a wonderful feeling to know that today that many people are alive and some of them married and have their children, and that their children will have children because I did have the courage and...the strength" ("Rescuers, 1990," p. 110). 


    � Moreover, if rescuers had been indifferent towards their own altruistic dispositions, then, since altruism is essential to moral agency, as moral agents they would have been selfless with the selflessness -- and unreliability -- of "wantons." See Harry G. Frankfurt, "Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person," Journal of Philosophy, LXVIII, no. 1, Jan. 14, 1971, reprinted in his The Importance of What We Care About (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), pp. 11-25. "The essential characteristic of a wanton", says Frankfurt, "is that he does not care about his will" -- the dispositions or desires that move him (1988, p. 16). Thus a wanton lacks a full-fledged self and sense of self. Everyone short of a wanton will have some attitude towards some of his own dispositions, and an interest either in affirming those dispositions (if the attitude is favorable) or changing them (if the attitude is unfavorable). 


	In Autonomy: An Essay in Philosophical Psychology and Ethics (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986), Lawrence Haworth identifies the interest in self-affirmation with the interest in autonomy, and argues that the interest in autonomy is a fundamental, natural interest. Autonomy, as he says eloquently, is inseparable "from our sense of ourselves, not just our sense of what we happen to be, but our sense of being at all" (p. 185).


    � In Quandaries and Virtues Pincoffs points out that for "the reflective agent there is...always the subjective side" of questions of right and wrong: "the concern with the sort of person one has been, is, and is becoming; the sense of direction or the lack of it; the strengthening or weakening of will..." (p. 116). He suggests that moral considerations could not "have any leverage" on a being who cared nought about any of this (p. 129). The good person, as Aristotle notes, is a self-lover (Nicomachean Ethics, 1168b 28-33). 


    � Bruno Bettleheim, The Informed Heart: Autonomy in a Mass Age (New York: The Free Press, 1960).  


    � Oliner & Oliner remark that "the main goal" of those with a principled orientation (as distinct from a normocentric or empathic orientation), was to "reaffirm and act on their principles" as a way of keeping them alive (pp. 209, 188). But although I do not think this was the main goal, the fact that it was a main goal can help to explain why they sought to help even when they expected failure. And the same may be said of rescuers with a normocentric or empathic orientation: they also sought to reaffirm the norms or empathy central to their sense of themselves.


    � Magda Trocme told Hallie: "I do not hunt around to find people to help. But I never close my door, never refuse to help somebody who comes to me and asks for something. This I think is my kind of religion. You see, it is a way of handling myself" (LC, p. 153).


    � Altruism is the "willingness to act in consideration of the interests of other persons, without the need of ulterior motives" (Nagel, op cit, p. 79). Altruism is "a regard for the good of another person for his own sake, or conduct motivated by such a regard" (Blum, op cit, pp. 9-10). Altruism is "an interest in other people for their own sake" (Dictionary of Philosophy, p. 11).


    � Kant thought that excluding motivation by empirical interest, even another's, was the only way to ensure that an act was an end in itself and not, ultimately, a means to one's own ends. But what such an act -- an act not motivated by another's interests -- cannot be is an act for another's good, for his own sake.


    � These individuals are not, of course, among the group under discussion in this paper, or among those designated as rescuers in any of the studies I have used.


    � "Rescuers," p. 110; Monroe, "John Donne's People," pp. 423-24.


    � As, for example, in George Eliot's story of Silas Marner, an embittered, lonely miser who regains his trust in human goodness when chance makes him father to the abandoned orphan, Eppie (Silas Marner, 1861). 


    � Andre Trocme might seem like a counterexample to this claim, because walking in the footsteps of his moral exemplar -- Jesus -- was a strong motivating force in his life (LC, pp. 161-62). But Trocme is not really a counterexample, because he was already a person with an acute sense of the worth of each life, and this was sufficient to motivate him to help the refugees who came to Le Chambon (LC, pp. 159-62).


    � Monroe, "John Donne's People," p. 423.


    � Ibid, p. 424. 


    � "Rescuers 1991." See also LC, pp. 152-53, 204. According to Oliner and Oliner, 67% of rescuers were asked for help and only 32% initiated rescue activity, but the significance of this, they point out, is limited by the fact that a person was asked only because s/he was seen as the kind who was likely to help (p. 250). 


    � As Magda Trocme did in the case of the first refugee to come to Le Chambon (LC, pp. 120-24).


    � In Hallie's portrayal, the first of each of these alternatives is exemplified by Magda Trocme, the second by Andre Trocme. Andre Trocme emerges as a profoundly energetic, creative man, overflowing with love for people, and inspired by the example of Jesus (LC, pp. 157-62), Magda Trocme as a practical, no-nonsense woman, uncomfortable with talk of love and goodness, and sceptical of theology and religion (LC, pp. 152-56). 


    � As noted above, Andre Trocme was grateful to the refugees for giving him a chance to help.


    � There is another sense of loving another as oneself that I have not discussed, namely, loving another not just as a human being but as a particular individual, as one does a beloved friend, or child, or sibling. Such loving relations did arise between many rescuers and rescued over time, and they supplied an additional self-interested motivation to help -- the desire to help a beloved individual not just for the sake of that individual's happiness, but also for the sake of one's own. But obviously this kind of personal identification and self-interested motivation could not have been present at the time of most rescuers' initial decision to help.





