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Abstract


The essay begins with a discussion of Jonathan Bennett’s article ‘The Conscience of Huckleberry Finn’ before turning to the wider debate, beginning with the works of Kant. The meaning and role of sympathy is then discussed, before the essay turns to exploring how ethical codes are formed.

It concludes that while sympathy and reason are both important factors in the development of a moral code, they need to be supplemented by personal reflection. Further, children need to grow up in an environment in which they are encouraged to think critically. 


Introduction 

	When I first read Jonathan Bennett’s article, ‘The Conscience of Huckleberry Finn’, I immediately related to Huck’s bewilderment. As a child, I grew up in a family whose moral code seemed to me to be entirely wrong but I couldn’t articulate this, and it remained a source of very deep personal confusion - a confusion that only began to be clarified after reading the article.  Huck never actually realised the source of his confusion, in fact, he gave up in the face of his challenges: ‘Well, then, says I, what’s the use you learning to do right, when it’s troublesome to do right and ain’t no trouble to do wrong, and the wages is just the same?[footnoteRef:1] Unlike Huck, I eventually met people who supported the view that some of the things that were accepted as normal by my family were wrong, which gave me the courage to listen to my own inner voice. Later, I chose to study philosophy, even though at that time I did not realise that it could help me find a path through the confusion I was still feeling.  [1:  Mark Twain, The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn (London: Arcturus, 2018), p. 97.] 

	Early on, we were given Jonathan Bennett’s article ‘The Conscience of Huckleberry Finn’ to read and I began to realise that I was not alone in experiencing confusion when attempting to make (moral) decisions.

In his article, Bennett argues that ‘principles can help one across intervals when one’s feelings are at less than their best, i.e. through periods of misanthropy or meanness or self-centredness or depression or anger’. [footnoteRef:2]  But he also argues for the role of sympathy, since listening to our sympathetic responses can be a way of confirming whether our principles are right or wrong.[footnoteRef:3] In my case, by listening to my sympathetic responses - what I choose to call my 'inner sense' - I began the process of gradually peeling off layer after layer from the values I had been brought up to accept as given. [2:  Jonathan Bennett, ‘The Conscience of Huckleberry Finn’, Philosophy, 49.188 (1974), 123–34 (p. 8) <https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819100048014>.]  [3:  Bennett, p. 8.] 


	This dissertation is a route map of my journey to a position where I believe that neither sympathy nor principles, alone or together, can provide adequate pointers to ethical decision-making. Ideally, both should be present, but should be supplemented by constant reflection and meditation on lived experience, but before that can take place, there must be an awareness of personal responsibility for one's choices. 



1.  The article

‘The Conscience of Huckleberry Finn’[footnoteRef:4] was written in 1974, by Jonathan Francis Bennett. In the first section of the article Bennett introduces three people: Huckleberry Finn, Himmler and Jonathan Edwards, whom he intends to use ‘to illustrate different aspects of a single theme, namely the relationship between sympathy on the one hand and bad morality on the other.’[footnoteRef:5]   [4:  Bennett.]  [5:  Bennett, p. 1.] 

By bad morality Bennett explains that he means a morality ‘we’ would disapprove of. He points out that it would be illogical to hold a morality that we consider bad – from our own point of view our morality is always good, though we may condemn others’ morality as bad. He therefore chooses, for this article, examples of ‘bad morality’ that he believes we could all accept as ‘bad’. 
By sympathy Bennett means ‘fellow-feeling’[footnoteRef:6] which is a feeling of empathy, compassion or pity.  Both feelings and morality can lead to action; they can both demand the same action but can also pull in different directions. This conflict can happen between sympathy and good morality as well as sympathy and bad morality.  [6:  Bennett, p. 2.] 


With Huck, Bennett is giving us an example of a fictional character, found in Mark Twain’s book The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn, who is experiencing conflict between morality and sympathy over the question of Jim’s freedom. Huck has helped Jim, a black slave, escape from his owners and together they have set off on a raft towards the state of Ohio, where slavery is no longer allowed and Jim will stop belonging to anyone and become a free man. There comes a point where Huck has the opportunity to turn Jim in. It is at this point that the bad morality Huck has been brought up with begins to enter his mind. He knows that in his society owning black people is considered morally acceptable, thus, he is not just breaking the law by helping Jim, but also acting against the idea of what his own friends and neighbours consider right and just, as does he. He then realises he cannot turn Jim in; his sympathy takes over his morality: ‘I tried to, but the words wouldn’t come’.[footnoteRef:7] In this instance, Huck goes with his sympathy and  [7:  Bennett, p. 3.] 

ignores his morality but constantly questions what his feelings are telling him to do. 

Bennett moves on to consider the conflict Heinrich Himmler experienced between his morality and sympathy. Bennett aims to establish what Himmler’s moral code was from a speech he made.  The speech suggests that he believed that the German race was the master race and he did not care what happened to members of other races as long as the German people had what the German people needed.  ‘Whether 10,000 Russian females fall down from exhaustion while digging an antitank ditch interests me only in so far as the antitank ditch for Germany was finished’[footnoteRef:8]. The sympathy that conflicts with this lies in the difficulty that both he and the individual German soldier would feel at having to view the corpses. Himmler says that it is a brave thing to acknowledge your sympathy but you should still act in accordance with your morality. Bennett quotes Himmler as saying that he is caught ‘in the old tragic conflict between will and obligation’[footnoteRef:9]. Bennett uses this quote from Himmler to equate will and obligation with the ideas of sympathy and morality. Bennett quotes from notes made by Himmler’s physician, Kersten, and concludes, ‘Kersten was doubtless right in saying that these were “the expression of a psychic division which extended over his whole life”’.[footnoteRef:10] That this conflict made Himmler ill, illustrates the conflict between the two that the article examines. [8:  Bennett, p. 5.]  [9:  Bennett, p. 5.]  [10:  Bennett, p. 6.] 


	Unlike Huck Finn, ‘whose sympathies are wide and deep’[footnoteRef:11] or Himmler who suffers physically and mentally as he tries to overcome his sympathy, Jonathan Edwards (according to Bennett) has no sympathy at all. Edwards was an American theologian living in the first part of the eighteen-century. Edwards viewed god as condemning most people to be tormented forever. Edwards believed that this was deserved and god needed to provide no reason for it. According to Edwards, ‘justice calls aloud for an infinite punishment of their sins.[footnoteRef:12] According to Bennett, Edwards had a bad morality and had no sympathy for the people that were chosen by god to be condemned to torture for eternity. (It could be argued that Bennett has taken Edwards’ work out of context, and Edwards may not be the evil person that Bennett has made him out to be.[footnoteRef:13] However, I would suggest this is irrelevant to Bennett’s argument as he is merely using Edwards as a stereotype.) [11:  Bennett, p. 7.]  [12:  Bennett, p. 6.]  [13:  ‘Jonathan Edwards’, Christian History | Learn the History of Christianity & the Church <https://www.christianitytoday.com/history/people/theologians/jonathan-edwards.html> [accessed 2 July 2018].] 


	If we were to compare the examples, Huck went with his sympathy and gave up on any morality; Himmler went with his morality and was proud that he could overcome his sympathy; Edwards, it appears in the article, had no sympathy. Although to this point Bennett seems to be suggesting that it is important to acknowledge our sympathy, he goes on to say that we do also need principles. We need principles to help guide us through ‘intervals when one’s feelings are at less than their best’[footnoteRef:14] this a time when people feel, for example, ‘depression or anger’[footnoteRef:15]. Bennett points out that Huck did not realise that principles can change, as he saw them as being given and that was it. He suggests that you can always challenge your principles if you are aware it can be done – Huck was not aware of this.  Bennett thinks that listening to your feelings is one way of challenging your morality. Ideally, Huck would have realised that there was something wrong with his principles, as his sympathy was so strongly telling him that what he was doing was wrong, but he could not challenge it. For Bennett, sympathy is one way of testing your morality. He suggests that ‘I must try to keep my morality open to revision, exposing it to whatever valid pressures there are - including pressures from my sympathies’. [footnoteRef:16] As Bennett implies, sympathy is only one of the pressures that may help us to evaluate and challenge our morality. For Edwards, this pressure did not exist as, according to the article, he was without sympathy – for him challenging a ‘bad morality’ would have to be an intellectual exercise. Bennett concludes his article by examining the experiences of Wilfred Owen in World War One. Owen saw the damage war was doing to his comrades and this ‘transformed him from an enthusiastic soldier into a virtual pacifist’.[footnoteRef:17] Both Himmler and Owen experienced intense trauma from the conflict between their sympathy and their principles. While Himmler accepted his (bad) morality Owen, by reflecting on his experiences and his sympathetic responses to them, transformed his moral code and no longer felt that war was an honourable and glorious thing. However, there are situations when, however your sympathy is being tugged, you must stick to your principles. Bennett gives an example of this in his article, arguing that it was more important to fight Nazism than give in to your sympathies for your fellow soldiers.   [14:  Bennett, p. 8.]  [15:  Bennett, p. 8.]  [16:  Bennett, p. 9.]  [17:  Bennett, p. 8.] 


Bennett suggests that there are many differing moral codes; I would agree. There are many examples of people disagreeing about what is morally right or wrong. This is clear in our study of ethics and in every-day life. Our moral code may be based on a bad morality (although we do not realise it) so we also need to be aware of our feelings, as they may help us to challenge a (bad) moral code. However, we cannot rely on our feelings totally as our sympathy may support a bad moral code or contradict a good moral code. These conflicts and tensions can be, as Bennett suggests, what help us to challenge our ideas and to move forward. However, they might not necessarily do so. In the case of Huck, for example, the inner conflict did not help him move forward. Huck still felt beaten up and bewildered. Neither did the conflict Himmler experienced help him move forward, as he still carried on committing atrocities while suffering physically and mentally. 

Bennett makes us aware of the need to constantly assess and review our moral code and suggests that sympathy is ‘one of the pressures’ that helps us to do this; but he accepts that it is not enough. 

2 – Responses to the article
I will now turn to some responses to Bennett's article to see if further light can be thrown on the role of sympathy in our ethical decision-making.  From our moral perspective - a position of intolerance towards slavery - we believe that Huck Finn did the right thing by letting Jim go. However, did his actions have moral worth? To paraphrase Arpaly, was he a bad boy who has accidentally done something good, or a good boy with imperfect knowledge?[footnoteRef:18]  [18:  Nomy Arpaly, ‘Moral Worth’, Journal of Philosophy, 99.5 (2002), 223 (p. 230).] 

Arpaly
Nomy Arpaly, in her article Moral Worth[footnoteRef:19], defines moral worth as ‘the extent to which the agent deserves moral praise or blame for performing the action,’[footnoteRef:20]and discusses whether Huck’s action in freeing Jim had moral worth. At this point in the paper, Arpaly suggests that Bennett argues that Huck does not have moral worth but is ‘merely squeamish, soft-hearted, unable to see a man in chains’.[footnoteRef:21] Arpaly completely disagrees with this view of Huck.[footnoteRef:22] When it comes to the point of handing Jim in, he cannot do it, and this, she argues, is because he has come to see Jim as a person – he has recognised Jim’s personhood. This is not a conscious recognition but nonetheless he is acting for ‘morally significant reasons’.[footnoteRef:23] From her point of view, a conscious recognition is not necessary to behave with moral worth. She points out that Huck made the decision to let Jim go against his belief system. It could be argued that by performing an action that goes against your beliefs, you have no moral worth, as it would be a false action. Another way of putting this is that you need the right morality and the right motivation and these two are necessary conditions for moral worth. However, Arpaly disagrees. She says that right morality and right motivation are sufficient but not necessary[footnoteRef:24]. She uses the example of Huck Finn -  that he does the right thing but by doing this he goes against his beliefs. She then asks does Huck merit praise, and decides that he does. Huck feels viscerally that the right thing to do is to let Jim go but this new moral code remains in his body and does not enter his head. The longer Huck spends with Jim the more he is feeling this.  [19:  Arpaly.]  [20:  Arpaly, p. 224.]  [21:  Arpaly, p. 229.]  [22:  I would argue that she has misunderstood what Bennett has written. It is Huck who sees himself as weak ‘I warn’t man enough-hadn’t the spunk of a rabbit.’ [Bennett does point to Huck’s apparent shallowness ‘So I reckoned I wouldn’t bother no more about it, but after this always do whichever come handiest at the time.’ But I would argue that the decision about Jim was not made lightly. The statement indicates rather that it was such a difficult thing for him to do; he is not prepared to put himself through that again. ]  [23:  Arpaly, p. 230.]  [24:  Arpaly, p. 227.] 

 ‘Talking to Jim and interacting with him, Huckleberry constantly perceives data (never deliberated upon) that amount to the impression that Jim is a full person, just like Huckleberry himself. While he never deliberates on his perceptions, they prompt him increasingly to act toward Jim as a friend.’[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Arpaly, p. 229.] 


Huck came to his decision based on the feelings of his inner senses and acted upon them and this does not make him a ‘bad boy’. We could say that Huck’s knowledge is experiential rather than intellectual and that this is just as valid and is a sufficient condition for moral worth. Some people, Arpaly says ‘are praiseworthy because some of their moral common sense - their responsiveness to moral reasons - is intact.’[footnoteRef:26]  [26:  Arpaly, p. 231.] 

Montmarquet
	In a paper responding to Arpaly, James Montmarquet argues that an ‘epistemically responsible’[footnoteRef:27] foundation is a necessary condition of having moral worth and we must have a solid rational, intellectual, foundation for our moral code if our actions are to have moral worth.  Montmarquet goes on to discuss the possible consequences of using a shared humanity as a basis for moral action. He gives an example saying that if Huck were to be praised on the basis of his compassion for Jim then would he be praised if he helped a convict escape? Huck would not be praised, but looking at it, he is seeing that both these men are humans and he would be responding to a shared humanity. Thus, Montmarquet is saying that responding to a shared humanity is not a sound basis for having moral worth. Further, although Huck has the good moral traits of sympathy, kindness and openness, he does not use these traits in his decision to help Jim, therefore ‘the notion that he deserves credit for acting on them (…) remain (s) highly suspect.’[footnoteRef:28] [27:  James Montmarquet, ‘Huck Finn, Aristotle, and Anti-Intellectualism in Moral Psychology’, Philosophy, 87.1 (2012), 51–63 (p. 52).]  [28:  Montmarquet, p. 60.] 

Taylor
At the beginning of this section we used Apaly’s question to explore whether Huck was a bad boy who has accidentally done something good, or a good boy with imperfect knowledge. I suggest that Craig Taylor offers us a different way of looking at this question: Huck is a good boy with imperfect knowledge – and most of us have imperfect knowledge most of the time.  Taylor points out that on a day-to-day basis we would not refer to a person’s moral code to judge their behaviour. For example, if we saw someone save a child from falling under a bus nobody would be interested in what their moral code was, or even if they had one. ‘In such an everyday case we simply act, come to another’s aid, without thinking or deliberating at all’.[footnoteRef:29] I would argue that such an action would have moral worth, if it is coming from an inner part of the person’s moral core, and I will return to this point later. 	For Taylor, acting from a deep feeling for a fellow human being is a ‘primitive’ response but he does not mean it is lesser than a rational thought out response. Indeed, he argues that it is the ‘immediate and unthinking response to help another who is suffering itself helps found the very moral beliefs and principles that presume authority over it’.[footnoteRef:30]  [29:  Craig Taylor, ‘Huck Finn, Moral Reasons and Sympathy’, Philosophy, 87.4 (2012), 583–93 (p. 588).]  [30:  Taylor, p. 590.] 


	Bennett argued that we need both morality and sympathy to keep a check on each other.  Aparly, on the other hand, thought a right morality is sufficient for an action to have moral worth – but it is not necessary; our feelings can also provide us with a guide to acting morally.  Montmarqet’s position is that a well thought out moral code is an essential foundation for any action to have moral worth. Taylor challenges this view, arguing that it is possible and even likely that an action that has moral worth can be performed without the agent having any thought out moral code. 

	I would argue that Huck deserves praise as I agree with Arpaly and Taylor that you don’t need a well thought out moral code in order for your action to have moral worth. I think many actions we do on a daily basis do have moral worth and they do deserve moral praise. Actions done from empathy or a sense of shared humanity are morally worth-while. Arpaly calls this ‘moral common sense’. But the question still remains: where does this ‘moral common sense’ come from? In Huck’s case it did not come from his family or the social group. I would argue that this came from when Huck spent time with Jim on the raft on the river. Here, on the river, away from other influences, Huck came to know Jim in a different way – it gave him experiential knowledge. This experiential knowledge deepened his awareness and gave him empathy and a realisation of his and Jim’s shared humanity, and this is sufficient for an action to be morally praiseworthy. Monmarquet makes the point that if it is morally praiseworthy to let Jim go, then why would it not be morally praiseworthy to let a convict go. In the case of the convict we would assume that the decision was not based on experiential knowledge, the criminal would not be known and understood to Huck in the way he had come to understand Jim. Further, it could be argued that if you really knew an escaped convict on a very deep level, then letting her go might be the morally right thing to do.



3. The Wider Picture
These three responses to Bennett’s article reflect a wider debate in philosophy about the roles of sympathy and reason in establishing the moral worth of an action.  Montmarquet’s position is based on Kantian ethics, and it is to Kant that I will now turn.
a) Kant 
Because Kant’s ethics are complex and inter connected I have decided to adopt a framework used by Michael Sandel in his lectures at Harvard University. [footnoteRef:31] In this framework, he posits sets of oppositions, which are related to each other, and through which we can come to a better understanding of Kant's work. The oppositions relevant to this dissertation are Freedom: autonomy v heteronomy; Morality: duty v inclination.  [31:  Harvard University, Justice: What’s The Right Thing To Do? Episode 06: ‘MIND YOUR MOTIVE’, sec. 31 min 26 sec <https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8rv-4aUbZxQ> [accessed 6 July 2018].] 

 	Freedom
The first opposition I will discuss is heteronomous action v autonomous action. Heteronomous action is when we, as individuals, respond to our needs or inclinations. Sandel describes heteronomous action as when ‘we are acting as the slaves of our appetites and desires’.[footnoteRef:32] Heteronomous action can be caused by push factors, such as thirst or hunger, or can be done to achieve a consequence, for example if you want to get drunk you will drink for the sake of getting drunk.  [32:  Michael J. Sandel, Justice: What’s the Right Thing to Do? (London: Penguin Books, 2010), p. 108.] 

Kant sees cause and effect as external to us and when we act from a cause or to produce an effect ‘we are not acting freely, but acting according to a determination given outside us’.[footnoteRef:33] Autonomous action, on the other hand, is an action that stands independently; it is not done for the sake of something else, it is done for its own sake as an end in itself.[footnoteRef:34] An autonomous action is done freely according to a law that we give ourselves and is not done through inclination or because of a drive but rather through pure reason. [footnoteRef:35] For Kant, to have moral worth an action must be done autonomously.  [33:  Sandel, p. 109.]  [34:  Sandel, p. 110.]  [35:  Harvard University, Justice, sec. 31 min 26 sec.] 


If we return to Bennett’s illustrations and apply just this part of Sandel's frame-work, (though we must remember that Kant’s ethics are in fact a complex network and need to be seen as a whole) we could conclude that Huck Finn did not have moral worth, because he was acting heteronomously. However, I would argue that it would be harsh to judge Huck’s failure to act autonomously as he was a child and did not have education or knowledge and had limited life experience. Up to this point he had no access to any ideas that challenged the values of his (narrow) society – he had no access either mentally or practically to the ‘market place of ideas’ and had not built a solid rational, intellectual, foundation to develop a moral code. Montmarquet suggests that, for these reasons, Huck cannot be blamed for his action but adds that neither can he be praised.[footnoteRef:36] In my opinion, Huck could be praised for his actions as he worked out on his own, at a very deep level, and despite a moral system that believed otherwise, that Jim was another human being. Huck grew to like Jim on the raft and tried to think the whole situation through and weigh up the consequences of what to do. In fact, he concluded that he would be doing wrong not to hand Jim in, but despite this, he simply could not bring himself to do it. It could be argued that Huck acted heteronomously, and therefore deserves no praise, as he went with sympathy – or inclination - in not turning Jim in. However, I would argue that Huck’s feelings went beyond inclination and he was responding to something much deeper. As Taylor said  ‘Huck’s inability to turn Jim in is morally praiseworthy insofar as this involves his recognition of his shared humanity with Jim - and this even though Huck himself does not ever grasp the moral significance of this’.[footnoteRef:37]  I would agree with Taylor that we cannot dismiss our visceral feelings towards shared humanity; we should respect these feelings, and to act according to them is, I feel, praiseworthy. I would argue that it is not necessary to acknowledge this mentally as long as we have acknowledged it viscerally. Arpaly suggests that there is nothing that is strange in knowing ‘fairly sophisticated truths’ without realising that one knows them.[footnoteRef:38] As she succinctly states ‘we can know without knowing that we know, believe without believing that we believe, or act for a reason without knowing that we act for a reason’.[footnoteRef:39]   Taylor, as mentioned earlier called this a primitive response ‘more specifically as the primitive sympathetic response of being moved to act (to help) in certain ways immediately, without thinking, by the suffering of another’. [footnoteRef:40] I would argue that this deep level of sympathy, even more than when we are acting according to reason, is not ‘acting according to a determination given outside us’;[footnoteRef:41] it is, in fact, a very deep and integral part of us. However, this does mean that at times when we are responding in this way we are not acting autonomously in the sense that Kant meant. Does this matter? I would argue that it does not. If someone jumps when they are poked with a pin, then it is a simple reaction to a physical input. Huck was responding to something much deeper than this when he responded to Jim’s plight by not turning him in. He was not acting freely, as he was being pulled by his emotions, but despite this he was acting morally, as his motivation to protect Jim was based on a shared common humanity – and this was the foundation (even though he could not articulate this) of a moral code.  [36:  Montmarquet, p. 51.]  [37:  Taylor, p. 587.]  [38:  Arpaly, p. 229.]  [39:  Arpaly, p. 230.]  [40:  Taylor, p. 588.]  [41:  Sandel, p. 109.] 

	Morality
	The second of Kant’s oppositions, as described by Sandel, is between duty and inclination. The first thing to understand about Kant’s system of morality is that he argued that motive has much more importance than the consequences of an action. ‘A good will is good not because it effects, or accomplishes (…) but good just by its willing’.[footnoteRef:42]  [42:  Immanuel Kant, Mary J. Gregor, and Jens Timmermann, Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, Cambridge Texts in the History of Philosophy, Revised edition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), p. 10.] 

For example, if a woman noticed a child was trying to get off a spinning fairground ride, and the woman tried to jump onto the moving ride to save the child but was thrown off, we would need to look at the motivation of the woman and not at any consequences of her action. 
‘Even if by some particular disfavor of fate, (…) this will should entirely lack the capacity to carry through its purpose; if despite its greatest striving it should still accomplish nothing (…); then, like a jewel, it would still shine by itself, as something that has its full worth in itself’. [footnoteRef:43] [43:  Kant, Gregor, and Timmermann, p. 10.] 


For Kant, if the woman’s action is to have moral worth her action must have been motivated by duty – doing the right thing for the right reason. Kant also says that if our motivation is inclination the action has no moral worth. For example, in the scenario above, if the woman had jumped on the moving carousel to look good in front of people, then Kant would say that the woman would not have any moral worth for doing it. I would agree with Kant’s view that there is no moral worth for acting in a self-interested way. However, let us imagine a scenario in which the woman saw the parent in a state of shock, they had frozen and could not help the child. Seeing this, the woman takes the matter in her own hands responding to feelings of empathy towards the mother. Kant would say that acting in this way had no moral worth either, as it was not a response to duty, but rather to an inclination, but I would argue it would have moral worth as it was not an act of self-interest.

	Kant accepts that people may act from more than one motive, and that duty and inclination do at times go together. Sandel suggests that Kant does not see a problem with having multiple simultaneous motives.  ‘What matters, Kant tells us, is that the good deed be done because it’s the right thing to do – whether or not doing it gives us pleasure’.[footnoteRef:44] However, the agent must be aware of the moral code that s/he is acting in accordance with. As Montmarquet, for example, argues, an agent’s moral beliefs play an ‘indispensable role (…) in any suitable account of the moral praiseworthiness or blameworthiness of actions’.[footnoteRef:45] [44:  Sandel, p. 115.]  [45:  Montmarquet, p. 51.] 


The concept of duty is central to Kant’s system of morality, but one of the key problems with Kant’s concept of duty, is how do we know what our duty is? What we may consider to be a bad morality some people may see as a good morality – for example, we can see that both Huck and Himmler believed they had a ‘duty’ to be racist. Kant overcame this problem by saying we should only follow laws we give ourselves and that we need to use a particular form of reasoning to test these laws. Categorical imperatives are actions that are not caused by a push factor and neither caused by a pull factor.  ‘The categorical imperative would be the one that represented an action as objectively necessary by itself, without reference to another end’.[footnoteRef:46]  [46:  Kant, Gregor, and Timmermann, p. 28.] 


But how can we be so sure that our individual reasoning is right? Himmler presumably thought his reasoning was right but he ended up with a bad morality. Kant offered a number of formulae we could use to test our reasoning. The formula of the universal law is the main law: ‘Act only according to that maxim through which you can at the same will that it become an universal law’.[footnoteRef:47] This means that any law would need to be applicable to everyone. For example, we must keep promises; for Kant the very idea of a promise would become nonsense if we universalised not keeping promises – promises would no longer exist.  As Sandel says ‘the maxim, universalised, would undermine itself’.[footnoteRef:48] However, I think this could be problematic, too. Only very few people have the resources to have a well-reasoned moral code that they have given themselves. Firstly, to have a well-reasoned moral code that you have given yourself you need education to develop the skills needed to be able to reason. Secondly, you would need the right cognitive abilities - some people don’t have the understanding necessary to reason. Arpaly argues that there is no need for an agent to be aware that they are acting for moral reasons: ‘moral worth is fundamentally about acting for moral reasons, not about acting for reasons believed or known to be such’.[footnoteRef:49]  This, I would argue, is the better way to judge an action’s moral worth, since many people act in ways that are worthy of moral praise even though they are not acting in accord with any well thought out moral code. [47:  Kant, Gregor, and Timmermann, p. 34.]  [48:  Sandel, sec. 42 min 30 sec.]  [49:  Arpaly, p. 226.] 

	Duty, Autonomy & Human Dignity
	Is there a conflict between acting from duty and acting autonomously? In this instance, no. For Kant this is not illogical – when we are following the ‘rules’ of duty we are still acting autonomously, as we as individuals have authored the rules that give us our duty. We act according to laws we have given ourselves through pure reason. These laws will apply to everyone because a moral law would not be subjective, it would go beyond individual differences and so would be a universal law.  This is because we all share the same pure reason. [footnoteRef:50]  [50:  Harvard University, Justice: What’s The Right Thing To Do? Episode 07: ‘A LESSON IN LYING’, sec. 3 min 20 sec <https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KqzW0eHzDSQ&feature=youtu.be> [accessed 18 July 2018].] 


	Autonomy and reason are, according to Kant, the two things that separate us from animals and give us human dignity. People, he argues, should not be treated as the means, but only as ends in themselves. This is stated in the second formula of the Categorical Imperative – the Formula of Humanity as an End: ‘so act that you use humanity, in your own person as well as in the person of any other, always at the same time as an end, never merely as a means’.[footnoteRef:51] Himmler’s actions then, would not have moral worth. (As we saw earlier, he was prepared to use Russian women for the ends of German advancement.) The same would be true of Jonathan Edwards, who was prepared to terrify his congregation in order to further his Christian cause. But what if he thought it was for their own good? Kant would say that even in this case it would not be acceptable. Edwards would be taking away the congregation’s freedom of choice by bullying them into acting in a certain way, and thus taking away their autonomy. Even if Edwards was speaking the truth to the congregation he should have made his point by using reason and explaining more not trying to terrify them.  [51:  Kant, Gregor, and Timmermann, p. 41.] 


	While I would agree with Kant that individuals have both duties and rights, I would argue that these need not necessarily come from reason. As discussed earlier, some people, like Huck, do not have access to the tools for developing a well thought out moral code, and they should not be excluded from the possibility of performing morally worthy actions. Reason can be nurtured, encouraged and developed through life experience, but there will always be some people who for a range of reasons cannot develop a solid rational, intellectual foundation for a moral code. 
The other side of this central role for reason, as the key factor defining our humanity / moral status is that just as the actions of a proportion of the population are excluded from being considered morally worthy, so are they denied moral status (since they may lack the capacity to reason, and therefore the ability to act autonomously). If reason denies people their humanity, then sympathy must reinstate it if we wish to develop a full moral code. It is no better to exclude people from moral status because they lack reason than it was for Himmler to exclude non-Germans. Like Arpaly, I would argue that while reason is one route to acting morally, sympathy is another.  I would add that sympathy is also essential when we are considering moral status. 
b) sympathy 
In the previous paragraphs I have explored the relationship between duty and moral worth, I have concluded that the motivation of duty is not a necessary condition for an action to have moral worth. I have argued that some actions performed from sympathetic responses can have moral worth. I will now explore this idea further, with the intention of finding out what qualities would make an action performed from sympathy have moral worth. 
As we have previously discussed, autonomy and reason are central to Kant’s arguments, but not only because they give our actions moral worth, they also give us moral status; they are about rights as well as duties. I am both a subject and an object simultaneously. As a subject I have reason and autonomy – and duties. When I look at other people they are objects but they are also autonomous rational beings, like myself - with rights, and therefore ‘worthy of dignity and respect’.[footnoteRef:52] Nevertheless, for Kant, to be motivated by sympathy for others would be to act heteronomously. I will argue against this and suggest that sympathy is as much a part of individual nature as reason, and that an understanding of sympathy could provide a foundation for our understanding of common humanity. [52:  Sandel, p. 104.] 


The term ‘sympathy’ is a vague term, and much of the following discussion will be concerned with coming to a better understanding of what it means.  As we saw earlier, by sympathy Bennett means ‘fellow-feeling’ which he describes as a feeling of empathy, compassion or pity. [footnoteRef:53] Bennett was clear that he would not always give sympathy a ‘blank cheque’ as principles should sometimes win.[footnoteRef:54]  Early in the article,[footnoteRef:55] Bennett gives an example of a sick child who is crying and holding on to his/her mother in terror. The mother is reluctant to pass the child to be examined by the doctor but if she was to go with her sympathy and not hand the child over, she would, Bennett suggests, be doing the wrong thing for the child’s welfare. I would argue that this would be a time when the mother needs to assess the situation, and ask herself why she is experiencing conflict between her principles and sympathy. As part of that, she would need to think about how we can distinguish between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ sympathy.  [53:  Bennett, p. 2.]  [54:  Bennett, p. 9.]  [55:  Bennett, p. 2.] 

Alan H. Goldman 

Alan H. Goldman makes a useful distinction between ‘bare feelings’ or ‘urges’ and moral sympathy.[footnoteRef:56] The distinction is important to explain the mother’s behaviour. In this example, the mother is reacting, in Goldman’s terms, to her 'bare feelings' and 'urges' and not responding with true moral sympathy. Goldman argues that certain emotions  'contain implicit judgements and therefore an implicit awareness of reasons. Sympathy is such an emotion’[footnoteRef:57]. If we return to Bennett’s example of the mother, by not handing the child over she is behaving in much the same way as the previous example of the pin – it is a shallow biological response to a physical stimulus. True moral sympathy would acknowledge, at some level, the child’s deeper needs – a response which we could accept has an ‘implicit awareness of reasons’.  [56:  Mark Twain and Philosophy, ed. by Alan H. Goldman, Great Authors and Philosophy (Lanham, Maryland: Roman and Littlefield Publishers, 2017), p. 17.]  [57:  Goldman, p. 17.] 


	Goldman also explores moral motivation in the context of Huck Finn and argues that a rational argument is not enough of a motivation for people to do things. (If it had been, Huck would have turned Jim in, and the mother would have handed over her child to the doctor.) Rather, he argues that ‘Moral emotions are those that typically prompt or reflect moral behaviour’.[footnoteRef:58] Goldman goes on to discuss how moral sympathy develops. According to Goldman, moral sympathy develops when you come into contact with others and the reality of their experience comes alive to us. ‘Our concerns for others, like Huck’s, also develop outward as our relationships expand, until (…) we come to an appreciation of common humanity’.[footnoteRef:59]  [58:  Goldman, p. 18.]  [59:  Goldman, p. 28.] 

Arpaly 
	
Arpaly also looks at the issue of motivation, and argues that while duty gives us a baseline of what is a morally praiseworthy action, to act on that requires motivation, and it is here that ‘depth of concern’ – sympathy - has a role to play.  She further argues that the degree of motivation to respond to a duty determines the amount of praiseworthiness of the action. This motivation does not come from reason itself, but from being ‘sufficiently moved’ by the situation.[footnoteRef:60] She outlines three levels of concern: serious/deep concern; fair weather concern and capricious concern. The most worthy of moral praise is serious or deep concern. Arpaly acknowledges the difficulty of defining ‘depth of concern’ and does this by saying what it is not, rather than what it is. However, she suggests it is associated with guilt, ‘morality consciousness’ and would be driven by motivation ‘The more you care about something, the more it takes to stop you from acting for its sake’.[footnoteRef:61] If we apply this notion of ‘depth of concern’ to Huck, then it is clear that he was acting in a morally praiseworthy way, from a very deep concern for his friend, Jim.  [60:  Arpaly, p. 232.]  [61:  Arpaly, p. 235.] 


	I would argue that common humanity is the foundation that can give us the basis for our moral beliefs; it is fundamental. I am arguing that both sympathy (when it stems from a sense of shared common humanity) and reason can, either together or separately, lead to moral beliefs which may, or may not, compete. Reason / duty is, for Kant, the only valid motivation for acting in a morally worthwhile way. However, it seems obvious that duty is not, of itself, sufficient motivation for most people to act morally. As Goldman says, failure to be motivated to do the ‘right’ thing is not a failure to understand rational argument, ‘but of lack of real sympathy, predictable from lack of personal contact’.[footnoteRef:62]  Sympathy, then, is not only a morally acceptable motivation but also, of itself, provides us with the motivation to act morally. [62:  Goldman, p. 29.] 


Bennett was clear that he would not always give sympathy a ‘blank cheque’ as principles should sometimes win.[footnoteRef:63] As stated at the beginning of this section, the term 'sympathy' is vague; as such it is open to misunderstandings and misuse. In many ways it shares these characteristics with religion, in that as a feeling (or belief) it is not open to rational proof, and does not have a language adequate to express what is meant. However, just because something is a feeling it cannot be dismissed. I would argue that 'sympathy', in the sense of a common shared humanity, is not ‘a determination given outside us’. Like reason, it can be nurtured and encouraged, and also be developed, as Goldman suggests, through life experience. However, just as some people do not have the resources or capacity to reason, others do not have the capacity to empathise with others. Are these people to be excluded from the possibility of acting with moral worth? No – they can act according to duty, but how could they challenge a bad morality?  [63:  Bennett, p. 9.] 

What I think is also crucial, is that to move forward an individual needs to realise that as humans they are capable of making choices. Although Huck made the right decision, he did not move forward or question himself, and I believe this was because he did not understand or realise that he had the power to make his own choices. For an individual experiencing conflict between principles and sympathy the tension could be unbearable, and so it is imperative that individuals have the tools to cope with the discord created by the conflict. Huck felt powerless, and did not see that he could challenge or question the confusion that he felt; when we feel powerless we become resigned – as Huck did – to the situation we are in. I would argue that there are additional tools that can help you move forward and allow you to challenge a bad moral code. For example, you can meet other people and they can show you the right way to move forward and help you to challenge your views or ways. By being around different people, with different views, you would learn how to approach people and come to respect other people’s views. Huck spent time with Jim and realised there is another side to life and that other people have rights and that Jim was more than a slave; he was another human being. Jim and Huck spent time away from others, in a new environment where Huck had time and space to see things in a different light. In Chapter 15, Huck plays a cruel trick on Jim, but when he realises how upset Jim is, he regrets it. ‘I didn’t do him no more mean tricks, and I wouldn’t done that one if I’d knowed it ever would make him feel that way.’[footnoteRef:64] While on the raft, Huck could see things differently and he behaved in a different way than he would normally. He was away from the influences with which he had grown up and was therefore free to experience life – and Jim – in a new way.  [64:  Twain, p. 91.] 



4.  Moving Forward
Kane has suggested that times of chaos and confusion can result in a person acting differently and thinking in different ways, as their usual ways of behaving are challenged[footnoteRef:65], but in this case it did not. Despite the fact that Huck had had this new experience, and it impacted on his actions at that time, leading him to perform what we have previously decided was a morally worthy action, it did not give him an ethical map for the future. So, it is not inevitable that these moments of crisis will move you forward. As mentioned previously, referring to Goldman[footnoteRef:66], it can also be important that you experience the values and beliefs of other people if you are to challenge your own beliefs and learn to act in different ways, but meeting Jim did not have a long term impact on Huck's ethical thinking either. In fact, the experience made Huck give up altogether on morality: ‘so I reckoned I wouldn’t bother no more about it, but after this always do whichever come handiest at the time’. [footnoteRef:67] He became resigned to not knowing how to behave ethically, rather than being enlightened by his experiences. [65:  Robert Kane, A Contemporary Introduction to Free Will, Fundamentals of Philosophy Series (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 2005).]  [66:  Goldman.]  [67:  Twain, p. 97.] 

	In a discussion about the concept of authenticity, Sarah Richmond explains that Sartre believes we live in a state of 'bad faith' or 'inauthenticity' when we don’t accept that as humans we are free [footnoteRef:68] and I would argue that it is in this state that Huck remains. Irene McCullin points out that, according to Sartre, many people do not accept that they have responsibility for their own 'self making’[footnoteRef:69] and it seems to me that Huck is like this, believing himself to be an object, never realising that he is a subject with some degree of autonomy. Sartre acknowledges that being authentic in not an easy task; Melvyn Bragg, in the same discussion, quotes Mathieu from Roads to Freedom who says he is ‘condemned forever to be free’.[footnoteRef:70] However, I would argue that when you do act in good faith it is not a case of being condemned, it is about being liberated; you assert control, which boosts your confidence and can become a self-making action.  [68:  ‘In Our Time - Authenticity - BBC Sounds’, pt. 26min 23sec <https://www.bbc.co.uk/sounds/play/m00035z4> [accessed 20 March 2019].]  [69:  ‘In Our Time - Authenticity - BBC Sounds’, pt. 28min.]  [70:  ‘In Our Time - Authenticity - BBC Sounds’, pt. 30sec 18sec.] 

	Simone de Beauvoir addresses this issue in The Ethics of Ambiguity. She offers a developmental account of our awareness of ourselves as an agent, describing a child’s situation as 
‘characterised by his finding himself cast into a universe which he has not helped to establish, which has been fashioned without him, and which appears to him as an absolute to which he can only submit’.[footnoteRef:71]  [71:  Simone de Beauvoir, The Ethics of Ambiguity (New York: Philospohical Library, inc., 2015), p. 37.] 


In this situation we may be happy, as we do not need to make any choices, but neither do we realise that we are in fact mapping out how we will become as an adult. ‘It is always on the basis of what he has been that a man decides upon on what he wants to be (…) the child sets up this character (…) little by little, without seeing its development’.[footnoteRef:72]  It is when you get to adolescence, she argues, that you begin to realise that you have a role to play in shaping your world, and to do this you have to take responsibility. Some people, she argues, will not recognise that they are free to take responsibility and others will misunderstand the meaning of freedom. For her, freedom is defined by generosity; it recognises the self in others, and therefore we have the responsibility to protect ‘the other in the difference from becoming an object of another’s will’[footnoteRef:73] - a notion I described earlier as recognising our common humanity.  [72:  de Beauvoir, p. 43.]  [73:  Debra Bergoffen, ‘Simone de Beauvoir’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Fall 2018 (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2018) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2018/entries/beauvoir/> [accessed 20 March 2019].] 


	So how can we move from a state of 'bad faith' into one in which we recognise our responsibilities, as social agents with shared interests and concerns?  One method is following a Buddhist path. Constant reflection and meditation on lived experience encourages an awareness of personal responsibility for one's choices. Buddhism is an ethical guide to action, as it is necessary to follow the eight-fold path, part of which is meditation. ‘What is meditation? It is you and I, it is we! Our inner journey, our business, our effort.’[footnoteRef:74] The normal state of our minds is jumbled and chaotic. In a previous essay I have described meditation as rain, which enriches the soil, clears away confusion and helps us to flourish. Meditation is a way of training the mind and is also ‘a method of gaining access to our inner wisdom and compassion – and resolving our inner problems in the process.’[footnoteRef:75] It is clear that meditation would not be the answer for Huck, as he would not know where to start and would not have an interest if he did. In Buddhism there are three afflictions, each of which is oppositional. The first affliction is greed, its opposite being non attachment; the second affliction is benevolence and its opposite is hatred; the third affliction is delusion / ignorance and its opposite is understanding. I think it would be a difficult task to get Huck to move from his position of ignorance to understanding. For this reason, I would suggest that Huck might never be in a position to form an ethical code. Huck only sees himself as an object; there is no sense of self or agency and this means Huck will never move forward until he understands he has agency over his own life. Huck has no skill to reflect on himself; he is like a piece of wood on the river, pulled and pushed by the currents around him.   [74:  Rob Nairn, Diamond Mind: Psychology of Meditation, Kairon Exploring Consciousness Series (Kalk Bay, South Africa: Kairoon Press, 1998), p. 13.]  [75:  Nairn, p. 13.] 

	It is interesting to reflect on why Huck has only ever seen himself as an object rather than a subject. He is not alone; many people do not accept responsibility and do not develop in their adult lives. So why do so many people remain in a state of unquestioning 'bad faith'? It is clear that Huck, throughout his childhood, was treated as an object and never given choices. I think Huck is stuck in bad faith, as he has not had the social environment necessary to grow and develop a sense of autonomy. As a child, I was stuck in a similar situation and did not know of other ways of behaving and speaking, but I was very lucky that later on in my life I had the opportunity to meet people who supported me to grow and develop. I could see after a year of spending time with different people that there are choices we can make and that there is not only one way of doing things. I grew up with people telling me what to do and had no choice about what was done to me; I felt powerless, like an object. Now I can see that it was not the right way to teach children. I feel it is important to give children choices and show them that there are different possibilities out there and we are not stuck with the way things are. I think if Huck had had a different upbringing he might have seen that he did have choices and have had the confidence to make them.



As I have researched this topic, and thought deeply about it, I have formed a kind of manifesto to guide my own behaviour. This Manifesto is a summary of, and conclusion to, this dissertation:

1. Moral codes are not, in themselves, enough to guide our actions, but can be a useful starting point to guide our action.
2. Sympathy alone is not enough to guide our actions, but we must listen to what our inner feelings are telling us.
3. We should not mindlessly accept the values and beliefs of the ‘tribe’ in which we find ourselves. 
4. Whatever our moral code is, we need to constantly reflect on, and reconsider, it. We need to be open to the ideas of others, since they will help us to critically reflect on the direction we should be going.
5. Personally, Buddhism offers me a route to do this.
6. Reaching the stage of wanting to be guided by an ethical code does not happen automatically. 
7. Children need to be given the opportunity to develop their own opinions, to be listened to, and to be challenged when necessary. In this way they have a chance of developing into authentic human beings, with a sense of shared humanity.
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