
Love, Agency & Morality
Discussion Questions

Dr. Clea F. Rees Moral Psychology

To prepare for our discussion, please think about what you find both most and least compelling

in each argument, noting the reasons for your answers. It may help to briefly outline the structure

of each argument for yourself as you are reading.

Remember to allow plenty of time to prepare — these are not easy papers to digest and you

will need to read and re-read in order to properly prepare for discussion.

1 Velleman, Love as a moral emotion (1999)
1.1 What apparent difficulty does this paper try to address? Why is it a “conflict in spirit”

rather than a “practical conflict” (338 fn. 1)?

1.2 Why does Velleman think the problem more pressing for Kantians than consequentialists?

How does Velleman’s assessment differ from Williams’s (1981)?

1.3 Velleman discusses a response to Williams proposed by other Kantians. What is this

response and why is Velleman not satisfied with it?
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1.4 How does Velleman understand Kant’s notion of reverence or respect?

1.5 According to Velleman, why does Freud think all love is blind? What objection does

Velleman raise?

1.6 Based just on the brief descriptions given by Velleman, do you agree with his claim that

analytic philosophers “are in unexpected agreement with Freud on the psychological form

of love” (351; descriptions on 351–2)?
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1.7 What is love on Velleman’s view? What conditions are necessary and jointly sufficient for

love? For example, what exactly must be true if Sam loves Hilary?

1.8 How do you think Velleman might respond to the claim that “opposites attract”? Do you

agree?
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1.9 How is Kantian reverence or respect analogous to love, according to Velleman? How does

it differ?

1.10 What is the “childhood puzzle about being loved” (366) and what is Velleman’s solution?

1.11 Is it enough to be “valued merely as persons” (366)? Should Anne Gregory (the girl with the

yellow hair) be satisfied with Dr. Seuss’s (and Velleman’s) solution to the childhood puzzle?
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1.12 What is the difference between Sam’s “appreciating the value” of Hilary and her “judging

[Hilary] to have that value (367)?

1.13 Blackburn claims that we sometimes love people for their flaws (2002, 83). Is this true?

If so, does this present a difficulty for Velleman’s account of love? Are loving agents

necessarily ”square“ (Velleman 1992)?

1.14 How does Velleman seek to explain the fact that we don’t love everyone? Is his account

adequate?
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1.15 How should one respond if one comes across two drowning persons, one of whom is one’s

husband and the other a stranger, and is able to rescue only one of them?

1.16 Is Velleman correct to think that “Murdoch’s ethic of attending to the particular” is

consistent with impartiality (342)?
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1.17 Notes on argument structure:

1.18 Argument’s greatest strength (with reasons):

1.19 Argument’s most significant weakness (with reasons):
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2 Whisnant, Woman centered: a feminist ethic of responsibility (2004)
2.1 According to Whisnant, what is Walker’s responsibility ethics and why is it necessary?

2.2 What problem does Whisnant identify with Walker’s account?

2.3 According to Whisnant, what is meant by (i) self-absorption; (ii) vicarious possession;

and (iii) modal imagination in Piper’s account?
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2.4 What similarities and differences are there in Whisnant’s and Velleman’s respective under-

standings of the relationships between respecting, attending to, seeing, valuing and loving?

2.5 What is meant by self-centering? What is it to be self-centered in Whisnant’s sense?
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2.6 Whisnant remarks that on her view

A self-centered person. . . [will] not necessarily. . . seek to benefit herself above others — just like

(as Velleman points out) loving someone else does not necessarily mean one seeks to benefit them

(at all, let alone above others). (211)

Are the cases “just alike”?

2.7 Why does Piper think vicarious possession a vice, according to Whisnant? Why is Whisnant

not satisfied with this account?

2.8 Why does Whisnant think vicarious possession a vice?
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2.9 According to Whisnant, in what way does Whiting think that my relations to my future

selves are analogous to my relations to my friends?

2.10 How does Whisnant think self-centering can support Whiting’s account of personal identity?

2.11 Why does Whisnant think self-abandonment is a moral failing? What is her suggested

antidote and what is its connection with self-centering?
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2.12 Notes on argument structure:

2.13 Argument’s greatest strength (with reasons):

2.14 Argument’s most significant weakness (with reasons):
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2.15 Can I truly love another without caring about at least some of the most central projects,

concerns or commitments?

2.16 Does Whisnant’s guardianship metaphor make sense? Typically one is a guardian for

somebody who is less than fully competent. Can I be my own guardian?
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2.17 Can a (good) mother (parent) avoid being vicariously possessed by her (his) newborn infant?
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