Amitai Etzioni 
                         When Thomas Hobbes was asked why he contributed to a beggar, and was this not due to Christ’s commandment, he responded that he did so “with the sole intent of relieving his own misery at the sight of the beggar.”
 
The Denial of Virtue

Wesley Autrey was standing next to a subway platform in New York City, when he suddenly saw a young man teetering and falling on the tracks. Almost immediately there sounded an approaching train.  Autrey jumped on top of the young man and held him down as the train roared by close over head.  The New York Times wondered if most of us would have jumped.  It answered its own question with a big fat “No.”  Mr. Autrey belonged to an exceptional group of people.  What characterizes these select few?  Not a strong sense of obligation to save the life of a fellow human being; not moral commitment to sacrifice of self for others—no heroism here, nor virtue.  Mr. Autrey and his like are “hard-wired” to do good, the New York Times concluded.
  The rest of us are the products of a different genetic shop.  “Hard-wired” the Oxford English Dictionary defines as “perform[ing] a specific, unchangeable, function,” “especially with reference to the brain and its function.”  Thus we are to assume that no volition was involved.  It follows that given that there was no moral intent, there was no moral act, however desirable the consequences. 

 Furthermore, if one follows the hard-wired argument to its logical conclusion, Mr. Autrey deserves no merit points, no badge of honor, nor the hero reception the City rolled out.  He was predetermined to jump just the way most of us were predetermined to stay put.  The man who risked his life—and those who idly stood by—are people of equal virtue, or more exactly, are equally without any.

The subway savior is hardly the only one whose good deeds have been explained away by other, amoral factors.  Indeed, a large number of sociobiologists and social scientists (especially economists and psychologists) go down this road, as well as a fair number of philosophers going all the way back to the first hedonists.  So do many ordinary fellow citizens who have acquired a dose of hard-nosed cynicism one way or the other. 
I focus on the social science dismissal of goodness, because I am trained as a sociologist and not a geneticist.  Also, to be frank, because I find it hard to contemplate that there is such a thing as a gene for altruism, or hard-wired morality.  People’s moral conduct changes a great deal over time. Think about the sexual revolution, for instance.  If such behavior were genetically determined or built into us, it should be constant. (Some sociobiologists weasel out of this challenge by arguing that genes merely predispose us to do good; the rest is up to social conditions. That leaves open the question how we can tell if there is such a predisposition, because whenever it is not in evidence—the social conditions are blamed.)
Adam Smith formulated the dismissal of virtue ironically when he wrote, “We are not ready to suspect any person of being defective in selfishness.”
  Smith’s following lines are used in many college classes on economics and political philosophy as a sort of anti-virtue catechism, to the point that many can cite them from memory: “It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer or the baker that we expect our dinner, but from their regard to their own interest.  We address ourselves not to their humanity but to their self-love, and never talk to them of our own necessities but of their advantages.”
  The utilitarian philosopher Jeremy Bentham argued that pain and pleasure alone are not merely empirically our masters but also our ethical guides: “It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as to determine what we shall do” (italics added).
  Large parts of modern-day economics and psychology postulate, as Robert L. Crouch, a professor of economics, notes, that “a human being is a purposeful animal and the purpose is to maximize enjoyment of life.”
  Psychology professor C. Daniel Batson observes that “the currently dominant theories of social motivation … are firmly founded on assumptions of universal egoism.”

Anthropologist David Graeber summarizes this situation well when he writes:
Our normal habits of thought, actually, tend toward a rough and ready cynicism.  The world is a giant marketplace; everyone is in it for a buck; if you want to understand why something happened, first ask who stands to gain by it.  The same attitudes expressed in the back rooms of bars are echoed in the highest reaches of social science.  America’s great contribution to the world in the latter respect has been the development of “rational choice” theories, which proceed from the assumption that all human behavior can be understood as a matter of economic calculation, of rational actors trying to get as much as possible out of any given situation with the least cost to themselves.  As a result, in most fields, the very existence of altruistic behavior is considered a kind of puzzle, and everyone from economists to evolutionary biologists has become famous through attempts to “solve” it.

Specific Behaviors

Beyond generalities, the denial of virtue is revealed in many specific lines of social analysis.  Anthony Downs, an early advocate of the application of this approach to the study of democracy, writes, “The politicians in our model never seek office as a means of carrying out particular policies; their only goal is to reap the rewards of holding office per se.”
  Gordon Tullock, a professor of law and economics, takes this cynical view a step further arguing that revolutionaries are solely motivated by a desire for a good job in the new regime.
  Even God has been drafted to make the case for self-centered behavior.  Richard B. Brandt, a professor of philosophy, finds that “God aims to maximize the happiness of his creatures.”
  
   
A prize of sorts should be awarded to religion and economics professors Susan Kwilecki and Loretta S. Wilson, whose paper asks, “Was Mother Teresa Maximizing Her Utility?” They were troubled by the fact that the neoclassical economic model and rational choice theory were regarded as irrelevant to explaining “traditional-style religious behavior,” with its “characteristics at the opposite end of the human spectrum from utilitarianism.”
  Actually churches, in the authors’ view, are best “… understood as business firms, producing and selling products” such as personal religious experience and salvation.
  Mother Teresa believed that in serving the poorest of the poor she and her nuns drew near to God, which the authors see using the poor for a selfish purpose; their “charity, then, was not altruistic.”
  And Mother Teresa “also profited … through international celebrity, large sums of money in donations and prizes, and worldly power and prestige.”
  If Mother Teresa is selfish, who among us is not?
There is no agreed term for referring to these armies of virtue deniers.  When they are referred to as egoists, they demur; they believe there are acts in which one person sets out to help others—but assume that these are undertaken only as long as they pay off handsomely for those who do “good.”  People do make donations—they would agree—but in order to get tax deductions; people do volunteer work—to meet other singles, and so on.  Lacking a better name, I call them “individualists.”  When people are found to engage in behaviors that on the face of it do not fit this model, individualists go to work to show that what seems like virtuous conduct is merely an unusual way of being good to one’s self.
The two major camps


Virtue deniers come in two major camps.  The largest is the crasser one, which sees all acts as out to directly serve the self, to “maximize” the ego’s satisfactions, typically in material terms or what psychologists call external rewards.  The second camp is more artful.  Its members find ways to dismiss virtue when no tit for tat can be readily discerned when people do good.  Some of these explain virtue away by including the “consumption” of another person in the ego’s own consumption.  This is especially applied to one’s children.  It is difficult for individualists to maintain that the sleepless nights, diaper changes, incessant worries, and hundreds of thousands of dollars parents spend on their children, are pleasurable for the parents.  Individualists hence prop up their virtue-less theory for one more round, by announcing that parents enjoy the pleasure of their kids—as their own.  As Adam Smith put it, “How selfish so ever man may be supposed, there are evidently some principles in his nature, which may interest him in the fortune of others, and render their happiness necessary to him.”
  Note the punch line: you may end up “interested” in the wellbeing of others, because you need it.

Most people who quote Adam Smith refer to his glorifications of self-interest in Wealth of Nations. Those who are more learned like to point out that Smith struck more virtue-friendly positions in his less known book, The Theory of Moral Sentiments.  Indeed there is a small scholastic cottage industry dedicated to explaining away “Das Adam-Smith-Problem,” the contradictions between the two books.  A closer examination suggests that the task is not as onerous as it may at first seem.  In The Theory of Moral Sentiments Smith observes that people act morally and are related to one another not merely via a market—in exchange relations, trying to maximize their interest—but also as people whose psychic wellbeing is deeply dependent on the approval of others, which in turn is based on acting morally. 

The “second” Adam Smith has many companions and followers who explain away good deeds that cannot be accounted for by the acquisition of visible goodies—by an invisible “income” and source of pleasure, by “psychic income.”  Psychic income comes in two major forms.  The first concerns one’s reputation (or prestige).  Thus most people are said to refrain from becoming prostitutes not because they have moral conniptions about selling their bodies, but because the reputational loss would exceed their financial gains.  And those who do prostitute themselves?  They care less about their reputations, economists say.
When no reputational gain or prestige enhancement can be uncovered—say for those who give anonymous gifts—those who dismiss virtue have one more arrow in their quiver.  Here conveniently a new form of self-indulgence is introduced: people do good to impress not others but themselves, to build up their self-esteem rather than their prestige, to please the parent built into their superegos, rather than anyone else. 
Virginia Postrel, a die-hard libertarian, pushes the individualistic argument even further.  She argues that that making moral arguments to urge people to donate organs—actually reduces the availability of such organs.  As she sees it the only way to procure enough organs is to create a market for them, with financial incentives for donors—but the “ideology” of altruism is used to agitate against such a development.  Postrel draws on a book by Kieran Healy, Last Best Gifts: Altruism and the Market for Human Blood and Organs, to argue that as more and more people became convinced that transplants were tantamount to giving the “gift of life,” a good of the highest order, hostility to creating a market in organs has increased.  Postrel herself, though, donated one of her own kidneys—without compensation—to a friend.  Sometimes the call to virtue simply cannot be denied.

 In one way or another individualists explain away the valor and courage and indeed self-sacrifice of soldiers who volunteer to fight—and die—for their country; of parents who run into a fire to save their children; of Jews who preferred to be burned at the stake rather then embrace Christianity, and of Christians who risked their lives to save Jews from the Nazis.  Nothing is sacred, nothing is truly good; all there is are different individuals finding different ways to satisfy themselves.  A flat world.
 
Enlightened 

How can the deniers of virtue persist in face of strong evidence to the contrary?  In part they commit the sin of over generalization. They correctly observe that many people do good deeds in part because of self-serving motives.  Donations fall—when no tax deductions are available; volunteerism drops off over time, as the social and psychic rewards fall off; buildings in universities and hospitals would have no family names attached to them if the donors did not care about their reputation.  However, it is a deep mistake to conclude that there are no important other sources that drive good conduct.

Virtue is also rejected by many sons and daughters of the Enlightenment because it is historically associated with religion.  Religion as practiced in the Middle Ages in Europe and among fundamentalists these days, is considered to be oppressive.  The modern era of reason and science rose by rolling back the political and social and psychological powers of religious authorities and beliefs.  At the epicenter of the Freudian revolution is the conception that people do abuse others (or themselves) not because they fall from grace, are of weak character or without virtue—but because of factors built into their psyche, that they do not understand or control, the results of early childhood experiences.  People came to be perceived as doing “wrong” not because of lack of moral fortitude but because they find satisfaction in distorted ways due to their distorted internal make-up.  And their salvation will not come from repentance, moral rehabilitation, and a return to virtue, but by enhanced self-understanding, a rational process, say the “Enlightened” ones.

Virtue is also rejected by a recent generation as too judgmental a concept.  Virtues are said to be too “set,” top-down, and text-driven, rather than negotiated, interactive, or democratically agreed upon.  Even the milder version of virtues—“values”—raises the hackles of some progressive people.  They are associated with the Moral Majority and the Christian right, the notorious “value voters” found in God-forsaken places such as Kansas.  When some on the left proclaim that they have values too, only that they are concerned with social justice rather than with chastity, with prejudice rather than with abortion, many of their own fellow progressives grow rather uncomfortable.  They would rather deal with universal health care, low-cost housing, and well-paying jobs—that is, with public policies based on legislation and allocations of funds—rather than with moral rearmament of any kind. 

Finally, there is a whiff of smart aleckism that runs through parts of social science, psychotherapy and even social philosophy.  Namely the notion you (as part of the uninitiated, unwashed masses) just don’t understand—yourself; whereas we—the high priests of science—know what really drives you, which is concealed from you by your naïveté.  You may think that you helped the blind lady cross the street, despite the fact that you were already running late, because you are a good person, but let us tell you—you were actually looking to impress your date, or at least for a boost to your self-esteem.  There is something seductive and self-satisfying (a quality virtue deniers should readily recognize) in this sort of defrocking and debunking.
Virtue in evidence
 
 Actually there is considerable evidence that what people believe to be virtuous (or acts that are considered moral) deeply affects their behavior.  The argument is not that self-interest and pleasure are vacated but that moral commitments also drive behavior and that when these two sets of factors come into conflict a tug of war ensues.  The simple statement “I would like to go a movie but I ought to visit my friend in the hospital” illustrates my key point.  It does not presume that either side (my desire or my obligation, my pleasure or my moral commitment) will always win, but that both sets of factors influence our conduct.  It also follows that we do some things despite the fact that they are taxing, because we sense that we are obligated to do them.
 We are familiar from personal experience and introspection with the sense that one ought to conduct oneself in a given manner because it is right, as distinguishable from doing it because it is enjoyable.  There is a distinct sense of elation that sets in once we live up to our obligation—say we fasted on Ramadan, Atonement Day or Good Friday.  No one who has completed a moral act would confuse this sense with the enjoyment of a feast.

Aside from first hand knowledge, there is a mountain of social science data.  Several experiments illustrate the nature of moral acts, although clever individualists can come up with narratives that discount all such data.  For instance in an experiment conducted in downtown Manhattan 105 wallets were dropped on various street corners—and some 40 percent were returned completely intact, including cash.
  In another study, 64 percent of the subjects who had the opportunity to return a lost contribution to an “Institute for Research in Medicine” did so.
  In still another set of experiments designed to study “costly self-sacrificing” behavior, people were asked whether they would contribute bone marrow for strangers.
  Of those asked, 59 percent said they would donate; an additional 24 percent indicated at least a 50/50 chance they would if called upon; 12 percent indicated a less than even chance that they would make such a contribution; only 5 percent said they would refuse outright.
 
Individualists argue that such studies of attitudes do not provide firm predictions of behavior, generally a valid criticism.  However, studies of altruistic behavior reach the same conclusion.  Social psychologists Bibb Latané and John Darley
 sent researchers requesting help into, of all places, the streets of New York City.  High proportions of people who were approached for aid did assist individuals who they thought were in distress in a variety of ways.  For example, an investigator who repeatedly fell down as if drunk elicited help from passers by in 70 percent of the episodes.
  Studies of charitable giving show the poor to be the most generous: the lower one’s income, the higher the proportion of it that one is likely to give away to strangers.  In another experiment, 74 percent of participants helped their neighbors when allowed to develop a reputation for helping; 37 percent helped even if they were not allowed to gain such a reputation.

There is a very considerable and complex literature on the reasons gifts are given in earlier societies and in this day and age.  It shows that in many situations,
 gifts are not given to elicit reciprocal gifts nor adjusted “in terms of marginal utilities to the recipients,” but to express a family commitment or friendship. 
Few individualistic arguments are more cynical—and less supported by the evidence—than the clam that people will “free ride” when they can get away with it.  “Free riding” refers to situations in which people are paid for group work, and in which they can hide that they are doing less than their share.  Think about it as a truck carrying workers stuck in the mud—in the dark.  People jump out and push the track.  However given that no one can see how hard they actually push, individualists expect them to lean on the truck but not exert themselves.  One should note first of all that this truck goes nowhere; because everybody supposedly is free riding.
 Moreover, when two sociologists surveyed a large number of experiments that simulated such conditions, they found that “under different conditions, most of them highly unfavorable to civility, … people do not take free rides, but pay voluntarily as much as 40 percent to 60 percent of what economists figured is due to the public till if the person was not to free ride at all.  The main reason: the subjects consider it the ‘right’ or ‘fair’ thing to do.”

Another rich treasure trove of data comes from Prisoner’s Dilemma studies, which refer to a situation in which those detained are separated and each is promised leniency if he rats on the other.  This situation, believe it or not, has been the subject of over 1,000 studies. “They vary greatly in design, details, and findings.  Without going into the very numerous variations of experimental conditions and procedures it suffices to note here that under most circumstances a significant proportion of the subjects do cooperate without being coerced or paid.”

Returning to studies of actual conduct, the same conclusion pops up again and again.  People who conserve energy more than others do so not only or even mainly because they have less money to pay for it, but because they believe more than others that they ought to do so for the wellbeing of the community.  Given the pain and ill effects associated with bone marrow donations and the recovery from it, granting it to others, especially to strangers (in contrast to relatives and friends) was deemed by individualists as “unusual or even as pathological.”
  Nevertheless the number of unrelated bone marrow donors has grown exponentially over the last two decades, with an average of 3,000 persons joining the National Marrow Donor Program every month.
 
Voting as a civil act
A major stumbling-block for individualists in academia is an explanation for why people vote.  Anthony Downs, Gordon Tullock, and William Riker all wondered why a rational actor would bother to vote.  The individualists assume that “the voter calculates the expected utility from each candidate’s victory, and naturally votes for the candidate whose policies promise the highest utility.”
  Yet the probability that any one voter ballot will affect the outcome of all but the closest elections is virtually zero.  As voting always incurs at least some costs (such as time lost waiting in lines at polling stations, the price of the gasoline needed to drive to the polling station), the costs of voting almost always outweigh the expected benefit.  Hence individualists have been long puzzled by the millions of people who regularly line up to vote.  
Actually, the evidence shows that the most  important factor that explains whether a person will vote, or refrain from so putting themselves out, is whether the person considers it his or her “citizen duty”  to vote.  André Blais, a professor of political science, writes that “ about half the electorate … vote out of a strong sense of moral obligation, because they believe it would be wrong not to vote; they do not calculate benefits and costs.”
 
It is not only the decision to vote that is often driven by a sense of duty, but also the selection of those policies people support when they vote. Thus consistently large sections of the economically well-off believe that the government should “redistribute wealth by heavy taxes on the rich” and should “make every possible effort to improve the social and economic position of the poor” (67 percent).  At the same time, consistently large sections of the economically disadvantaged believe that the government should not redistribute wealth (32 percent of those with incomes of $10,000 or less), and that it should only help the poor after the poor have attempted to help themselves (23 percent).  Self-interest advocates find it difficult to explain such attitudes.  Indeed these attitudes seem to be shaped largely by people’s perceptions of whether wealth is earned and used fairly, or acquired unfairly or by chance—that is, people are concerned with what they think they ought to do, not just with what they might want or see as beneficial.

Particularly telling

I find particularly telling the reaction to Alzheimer’s disease.  Informal interviews with caregivers suggest that most people whose spouses develop Alzheimer’s stay with them through thick and thin.  Given that Alzheimer’s is an illness that is very hard on the caregiver, the question arises: why do most choose to not to divorce their partners or just move away?  There are an estimated 44 million Americans who support without pay the elderly and adults with disabilities, including dementia and Alzheimer’s—an economic contribution estimate to be worth $306 billion every year, almost twice the combined costs of home health care and nursing home care. 
There cannot be here an expectation of “exchange,” a tit for tat trade or return of service for service given, the economists’ number one explanation for good behavior.  (For instance, parents are said to take care of their children, in anticipation that children take care of them when they grow old, disregarding that there is no way to enforce this implicit contract and hence only very naïve parents would invest in their children rather than in enlarging their retirement accounts if this were really their motive).  The reason surely no return of favor can be expected here, is because Alzheimer’s patients do not recover.    

 
 When individualists cannot find a return of favors, we saw, they turn to look for psychic income.  However whatever rewards reputation provides caregivers it can hardly make up for the “costs” of attending to such a spouse day in, day out, nights, weekends and holidays, often for numerous years.  Nor can the caregivers benefit from rewarding appreciation by the patients.  Often Alzheimer’s patients are abusive, and as their illness advances do not even recognize their caregivers.  The best we can tell is that the healthy spouse is propelled by a moral sense expressed in the marital vows: in sickness and in health, until death do us part.

It was left to a journalist to summarize effectively both how common good behavior is and the implied cynicism of the individualistic approach: 

It is a dark and stormy night in Rochester, N.Y.  Joe Citizen is driving to the local blood center to make his quarterly donation of blood.  On the way, he pulls off the road and helps push a car from a snowdrift.  The grateful owner offers Joe $5, but Joe refuses to take the money.  After giving blood, he stops at a local diner.  The meal is terrible, and Joe vows never to eat there again.  This bill is $4.95 and Joe leaves $6 on the table.  Before arriving home, Joe stops at a mailbox and sends in his contribution to the local public-radio station.

Poor Joe.  He has committed five irrational acts.  They are irrational in the sense that in each case, Joe gives up time or money and receives nothing tangible in return.  The radio station will let Joe listen in without his $25.  If Joe ever requires blood, he will receive a transfusion whether or not he has donated blood.  The man in the car will surely not be around when Joe is stuck.  His refusal of the $5 gift costs him, well, $5.  And Joe will never again see the waitress to whom he has given, without duress, his 20% tip.

  
My argument is not that people are noble creatures, bereft of self-interest, out to live a life of deprivation and self-denial, in sack-cloth and ashes, taking care of the ill and the poor.  My key thesis is that both the quest for pleasure and to act virtuously propels our conduct.  To give but one example: even though the number one factor that determines whether a person will vote is whether he has a sense of civic duty (and how strong this sense is), voting will still be affected by how long the lines are, inauspicious weather, and other such factors that affect the costs to self of doing what is right.

Amoral tautologies

I cannot complete the argument about the important place of virtue in our personal and social life, without touching on a matter that concerns the logic of scientific arguments.  Scientific propositions must be formulated in ways that they can be falsified; there must be ways that empirical evidence can demonstrate that they not true.  The arguments by individualists fail this test because their positions are formulated in ways that makes them true by definition, are what logicians call “tautological.”  Like statements such as “it is wet when its rains,” tautological statements cannot be falsified.  They are worded in such ways that they true, as a result of the ways the words are strung together and defined (rain includes wetness).  There is no need, nor room, for empirical evidence.

Individualists hold that whatever a person does—it “must” reflect his preference, that is, he must find it satisfying.  “Why would he do it, otherwise?”  Thus if a person makes a donation—it is presumed, not demonstrated—that he must feel that the benefits exceed the costs; and if he refuses—that the costs exceed the benefits.  Hence, according to this way of thinking, there is no need to introduce the concept of virtue into the language of social science.  
The fact that the key individualist proposition is tautological is no small matter.  If all acts are driven by the same preference for pleasure, this preference loses all explanatory power; it is akin to multiplying all figures by one.  If all we do is to serve self, the difference between moral and immoral act disappears; they all become amoral.  The end of virtue.
   
Theory has consequences

Individualistic theories do worse than distort our understanding of the social world around us; they have harmful educational effects.  Individualists each year expose millions of high school and college students to a paradigm that, as Robert Solow
 puts it, “underplays the significance of ethical judgments both in its approach to policy and [in] its account of individual and organizational behavior.”  Economic textbooks are replete with statements such as, “… the rational thing to do is to try to gain as much value as I can while giving up as little value as I can.”
  And, “in any transaction, each side will try to get the most while giving as little as it must.”


After stating that it may seem immoral to classify children as akin to cars, houses, and machinery, economist Gary Becker,
 writes: “As consumer durables, children are assumed to provide ‘utility.’”  More expensive children are called “higher quality” infants, comparable to Cadillacs.

“Economists’ way of thinking … involves, in many cases … a sort-of cultivated hard-nosed crassness towards anything that smacks of ‘higher things of life,’” write philosophy professor Geoffrey Brennan and economist James Buchanan.
  This is illustrated by three studies: one by law professor Warren Schwartz suggests that dueling is an efficient way of settling disputes; economist William Landes questions whether the costs of preventing hijacking are worth the expenditures; and Judge Richard Posner shows it is more efficient to buy and sell babies in an open market than it is to regulate adoption, which is said to cause a black market in infants.

Individualistic teachings lead students to become more self-oriented and pleasure-seeking.  Such effects are evident in a series of free riding experiments conducted by sociologists Gerald Marwell and Ruth E. Ames.
  In eleven out of twelve experimental runs most participants did not free ride and contributed from 40 percent to 60 percent of their resources to a public good (the “group pot”).  However, a group of economics graduate students contributed only an average of 20 percent. 
Robert Frank found that students of all disciplines, including economics, did not engage in free riding as often as might be expected by individualists, but the number of economists who were “pure” free riders, that is, who gave no donations to charity at all, was more than twice as large as the number in any other discipline.  And in Prisoner’s Dilemma games college economics majors chose not to cooperate 60.4 percent of the time, in comparison to non-economics majors, who chose not to cooperate only 38.8 percent of the time.
  (Economics is the social science most imbued with individualistic assumptions.)
Beyond the effects on students there are effects on the public mentality.  Here, too, the prevailing economic approach to moral values tends to debase them. Political theorists Robert Goodin and Michael Walzer and social psychologist Herbert Kelman all point to the fact that society sets aside certain areas as “sacred,” and that to make the public think about them in terms of costs and benefits “secularizes” them, stripping them from their special moral standing, and thus ultimately causing them to be treated the way neoclassicists say they are.  For example, to create markets for rights (as part of an incentive scheme), say, selling pollution rights, undermines the taboos against such behavior; it normalizes it, and hence makes it less costly and more common.
     In Conclusion
In short, the thesis that we are pleasure-driven, amoral creatures is belied by data about people doing good for moral reasons, by the common occurrence of behavior that is clearly virtuous.  Say donating blood.  The denial of virtue is sustained often by such desperate moves as defining the terms of the debate about the important role of virtue in personal and social life in terms that render all behavior self-centered—whatever the person does and whatever the motives.  It would be distressing enough if this misleading view of human nature were simply that, misleading.  However we find that it also has deeply negative effects on education.  It makes the world a place in which virtue is less often practiced than it would be otherwise.  Hence the deniers of virtue should heed the evidence and pay mind to the amoralizing consequences of their erroneous theories.
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