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Imagine someone who informs you that her convers@rvegetarianism began when she read
Charlotte’s Webor viewed the filmBabe Both stories invite the reader to celebrate thents
surrounding a pig being saved from the butcher. Wkirad of role would her spectatorship of this
book or film have played in her conversion? It &haps improbable to suspect that she would have
undergone this kind of extreme moral conversotely on the basis of her engagement with one of
these fictions; perhaps more likely is the scenariovhich her engagement was only one part of a
lengthy process of her moral change of mind. In ewsnt, it is certainly possible that our imagined
vegetarian would see her encounter itrarlotte’s Welor Babeas playing gustificatoryrole in her
conversion. In looking back at her conversion, stght say something like this: “I know that | was
young and impressionable, but the way in whichlabek (or film) made me feel about its characters
moved me to further reflect upon animals and thmahindustry, and | now realize that it was right
to do so.” On her own view, at least, her specshiprmotivatedand warranted her taking the further
steps that ultimately led to her conversion. Istisi right, then fictional narratives can possessatt
least some degree—what Raimond Gaita refers ta athical “authority.

In the first section of this article, | outline e@mway in which fictional narratives can possess
ethical authority. | then appeal to this accoumtSection I, to show how J. M. Coetzee’s novéle
Lives of Animalsexerts an ethical authority in a distinctive Wajhe novella follows the visit of an
author and scholar, Elizabeth Costello, to Apple@wilege, where she has been invited to give a
series of lectures. In those lectures and inteemtititonversations, she discusses, develops, and
endorses her complex and challenging attitudesrtbasimals. Thus, our engagement with Elizabeth
Costello is an engagement with a character in ke of persuadera role that philosophers often
take in their professional lives. In the final sestof the article, | suggest that Elizabeth Cdetel

ethical authority for us as readersTdfe Lives of Animalpoints to a source of ethical authority that



philosophers possess, and should further explatgarhaps exploit.

<A>|. A SOURCE OF THE ETHICAL AUTHORITY OF NARRATIVES

One account of the authority of narratives is #ratinteraction with narratives gives us more of the
kind of experiences we get in our day-to-day livasa suggestive passage, Martha Nussbaum writes:
“Why not life itself? Why can't we investigate wleaer we want to investigate by living and
reflecting on our lives? . . . One obvious answeswuggested already by Aristotle: we have never
lived enough. Our experience is, without fictiono ttonfined and too parochial I'take the thought
here to be that the ethical value of fiction desift®@m the fact that what we get in fictional expace
is more of what we get in life. While this is by nteans the entirety of Nussbaum’s account of the
ethical value of fiction, | do not think that it @&enpart of the story. It seems to me that it is wholly
misleading to understand our engagements with tha@saon the model of our lived experiences of
persons and events in the world.

It sometimes happens that a real experience lasdnt of authority that readingharlotte’s Web
or viewing Babe had for our imaginary vegetarian. Her conversioightn equally, and equally
rationally, have begun when she accidentally stedhliito an abattoir. But our engagement with a
fictional narrative does not have that kind of @t The ethical power of real experience derives i
large part from the fact that the experience i lolitect and of the world; in entering the abattwie
are aware that what we feel is in response to amediated encounter with events in the world. In
engaging with a fictional narrative, on the contrave are fully aware not only that it is a fictien
that what we are privy to is not the world itselfatlalso, and perhaps more fundamentally, that our
access to the events before us is mediated, tlkdsdomeone else’s tellingr presentatiorof events.
As a consequence, the ethical authority of fictiooks as if it lies not in the realm of moral
experience, but in the realm mioral persuasion

Taking this as my cue, | will develop the followisuggestion: a spectator's acquaintance with a
fictional narrative can play a rationalizing rofeher life because the narrative manifests andreedo
an attitude toward its own characters, events, and contextywly of encouraging the spectator,
through her enjoyment of and satisfaction withriagrative, to adopt the same attitude.

<B>i. Emotions and the Formation of Attitudes Towarllarative’s CharactersAn attitude is
best understood in terms of the dispositions ofesparson who possesses that attitude. A person with
a certain attitude toward something S (a particolakind of object, property, or event) will be,
among other thingsgttentive to certain featured S,inclined to describe or understar®lin certain
ways, disposed to feel certaimotionstoward S, disposed to certdirliefsabout S, disposed to
praise or blameS in certain conditions, and disposedati in certain ways toward S. Forgiveness,
resentment, compassion, wariness, trust, and atilonrare all examples of attitudes that we

commonly take to and attribute to other individuaRacism, sexism, and xenophobia are also



plausibly understood as attitudes toward a cerka@d of person. Each of these attitudes in turn
manifests itself on occasion in emotions, beliafs] actions. To be wary of someone, or to have a
racist attitude toward her, is to have tendenaiebd attentive to certain things she does, to have
certain beliefs about her, and to have certain emstoward hef.

As the examples above indicate, attitudes havevatuativecomponent; one’s attitude toward
something can be said to embody, at least in pae;s evaluation of itResentingsomeone, for
example, involves adopting a negative, disapproyosture toward her for what she has done, and
admiring someone involves a disposition to praise her ct@rar actions. A central component in
the evaluative feature of attitudes is the tendeidire attitude holder to feel certain emotionsacd
the object of his attitude. In feeling an emotioreageveals one’s evaluation of the emotion’s object
That this is so is strongly suggested by examglhke.surprising extent of Jonegjsef over the loss
of a pet reveals how valuable the pet was to haneg’'sshameor indignationreveals his evaluation
of his own or someone else’s integrity or entitletse Indeed, Robert Gordon has divided a long list
of emotions into the “positive” and the “negativeThe appropriateness—in principle, at least—of
Gordon’s division is a manifestation of the facatthmany emotions either themselves express a

positive or negative evaluation of something (fraraple, “loves,” “is disgusted”) or are a kind of
response to the positive or negative status of gonge of value (for example, “is delighted,” “is

disappointed”). Accordingly, if in attributing arttiude toward someone, we attribute to him a
disposition to feel certain emotions, we are abledentify something about his evaluation of the
object of his attitude.

While it is odd to think of narratives aessessingttitudes, we can nonetheless think of them as
manifestingattitudes toward their characters, by invitingitispectators to possess the same attitude.
How does a narrative go about doing this? Most dnmehtally, it is in the choices made by the
narrative’s creator (for example, its author) relyag focus and description that a narrative’s wattt
is revealed. Any telling of a series of events must involve ices as to which information to give
spectators about its characters, their propertiesy actions, and their contexts. These choices
manifest attitudes toward the characters, as thegalwhich characters deserny®w muchandwhat
kind of attention from the spectators. It is here ttie analogy introduced earlier between our
engagement with narratives and our engagement avithoral persuader becomes most forceful.
Exposure to a narrative is exposure to the nagatireator’'s (perhaps pretended) view of her
characters. As such, a narrative necessarily neinifgtitudinal evaluations of its characters i@ th
various ways that it invites spectators to followatthey do and what happens to them.

One of the richest mechanisms that a narrativatarean use to influence her spectators to take
an attitude toward the narrative’s characters & tf encouraging the spectator to respond with
certain emotions. To respond with an emotion toveactharacter, as we have seen, involves taking up
certain desires and evaluations toward that cheraghe intimate relationship between attitudes and

emotions thus goes in two directions. It is not jhat in possessing an attitude toward sometlting,



has a tendency to take certain emotions towand @oming to feel an emotion toward something, one
is likely to thereby take a certain attitude towdérdrherefore, for example, if a narrative porsay
character in such a way that the spectator is eaged to pity or fear him, it encourages the specta
to form an evaluation of the character as, in psotmethingto be pitiedor to be feared This
invitation to emotion both reveals the narrativaitude toward the characters and calls upon
spectators to share that attitude, along with tfeduative desires and thoughts that are a pattadf t
attitude.

My suggestion, so far, is that one route from spectatorship of narratives to the uptake of
attitudes toward the narrative’s characters goeshe emotions we feel toward those characters. The
spectator (i) reads or hears a description of eyemtsees them in film or on stage, (ii) emotitnal
responds to those events, and (iii) forms an dtitoward the characters involved. | do not cldiat t
this three-stage route is the only (or the most mom or important) means by which narrative
attitudes are manifested, encouraged, and takeloyupeir spectators. Nonetheless, it is with this
mode of attitude formation that | will work in thlemainder of this article, as | think that it plags
significant role both in our engagement withe Lives of Animaland in our engagement with other
philosophers.

<B>ii. The Normative Power of a Narrative’'s InvitatiorBoth steps in the three-stage route
described above are at least potentially reasdngjivarrative spectatorship can provide reasons fo
adoptingthe attitudes that they manifest. | will argue this indirectly: the three-stage route to
attitudes has two features thatlicate that it is a reason-giving process. These twoufeat signify
the power of our interactions with narratives toyide reasons for the attitudes we take toward thei
characters.

First, something can provide (or reveal) a redsorsomething else only if both are related in a
certain way: the former must make the laitgelligible.” Such a relationship holds both between
cognitive states and the emotions that they brimgutiand between emotions and the attitudes that
they bring about. In the first place, there is aternal relationship between the way in which we
perceive or grasp a description of a charactecems—thecontentof that perception or description—
and the emotions that we feel toward that charamtscene. This relationship is such that coming to
understand the description of a thing that (sagpectator endorses or would endorse serves to make
intelligible the emotions that she takes towardite particularity of the description and the ré&agl
emotion matters here; in most contexts, the dasmniphas large, dripping, exposed fangs’ can make
intelligible certain emotions—Ilike apprehensionfear—but not others. A similar relationship holds
between the emotion of apprehension or fear an@ineattitudes that the emotion can bring about
toward this thing (for example, as a thing to beided or killed); this latter relationship is, likkat
between descriptions and emotions, a relation laivike contents of the emotion and the attitude.
Again, it matters what the particular emotion anel particular attitude are: a particular emotiolt wi

make certain attitudes but not others intelligidecordingly, the descriptions found in a written o



spoken narrative, or the kind of perceptions cordeyn a visual narrative, are candidates for making
intelligible both the emotional and attitudinal pesses that spectators take to them.

A second indicator of the rationalizing naturetled two-stage process described in the previous
subsection is the role of tispectator’'sreflectionin a narrative’s influence on its spectator’'stattes.
When a narrative is successful, the spectatortisfisa by, feels pleasure at, and approves of the
narrative’s progressiotncluding a satisfaction, pleasure, and approval towardiiheé of emotional
responses that the narrative asks of‘hevhat we might call a “standard” narrative invitesto take
certain attitudes toward its characters—partlywashave seen, in the form of emotions we feel
toward them and desires we develop on their behatied-then has events play out in accordance with
those created emotions and desires. The resulff ig#Ags go as planned—the spectator’s overall
pleasure and approval of her experience. She isfisdtboth by how the narrative events played
themselves out, and in the way the narrative isviter to feel about those events. Therefore, for
example, we can imagine a spectator who is shoglragacter committing a horrifyingly immoral act,
upon which she forms an attitude toward that chiaraghich involves, in part, the desire for this
action to be revenged as the narrative unfoldstafidard narrative wilunquestioninglyfulfill this
desire—without, say, leading the spectator to wondwether she should have formed this desire at
all—and the spectator will feel the potency of siachesire’s being satisfied. The pleasure that we
feel as desires are fulfilled has a tendency toeech those desires and, as a result, to entréwech t
emotions and attitudes to which those desires belingeneral, to go through the process of being
given a desire, and then to have that desire pleblyusatisfied, is to see something in favor @ftth
desire—namely, the pleasure one gains from itsgbestisfied. At the end of the narrative, the
spectator's attitude toward the character—for exemasone who should have been revenged
remains and is entrenched by the pleasure itdlfiodfint has given her. Nonstandard narratives stray
from this process in one or more ways; the naratinfolds in a way that surprises us, in a way that
we did not wish it to, in a way that leads us tegjion our own responses, or in a way of which we
disapprove.

The reason-giving nature of this process is irtditdy the fact that the spectator responds not
just to the characters within the narrative, bgioalo her ownresponses to those characters. The
overall pleasure that a spectator gains from aatiaeris, at least in part, a reflective pleasare] this
reflective pleasure is an implicit endorsementhe kind of emotions and desires that the narrative
has asked the spectator to take. As such, it sevem approval of the narrative itself. A defining
characteristic of reasons is that they survive thimking about their motivating power on us to
believe or act. Christine Korsgaard points to thismate connection between normativity and self-
reflection when she writes that “the normative wissson’ refers to a kind of reflective succebs.”
An inclination which is in no way susceptible tdleetive approval is not even @andidatefor a
reason. If, then, | feel anclination to take a certain attitude toward a fictional eteéer, whether that

inclination counts agroviding a reason fomy taking that attitude depends upon whether Ildou



upon reflection, approve of this inclination indtig me to take that attitude.

It is not that a spectator muattually reflect upon and approve of the process by whieh h
comprehension of a narrative has led to her em®téom to certain attitudes toward the narrative’s
characters. Rather, it is the spectator’'s abitityeflect upon the process and, more importantly, t
fact that the process is dependent upon the appobgach reflection that reveals that this prodsss
a reason-giving process. The kinds of mental gjateerating processes that deserve to be called
“reason-giving” are those that not only take placteeflective creatures, but also that are dependen
upon that reflective approval not failing. Reasavirgy processes are those that can be reflectively
“watched” or monitored with approval, and they gmdcesses that depend upon the absence of
disapproval. Accordingly, it is not that your reflieng upon, for example, how a description of a
character has led you to form an attitude towaed dharacter itselfeneratesyour reason for that
attitude. Rather, your ability to reflect upon i@cess is a condition of that process’s potemsial
provide reasonat all. If you happen to reflect upon an attitude thaterative has led you to adopt
toward its characters, your reflective approvathi$ attituderevealsto you that (your spectatorship
of) the narrative provides you with a reason topadiois attitude. The ability to survive reflectima
necessary condition upon the reason-giving natfige irocess, but reasons can be provided in any
given instance without reflection.

| take it to be obvious that the process by whieliratives generate evaluative attitudes can
survive our reflective awareness of it. Individusrratives, of course, may not survive such
reflection: if a narrative does not meet a specwtecond-order scrutiny of what it has inclined h
to feel, then she may reject the narrative infitsoeiragement of her emotions or related attitugibs.
may see the narrative’s effect upon her as martipalar sentimental, or she may disapprove of the
attitude that the narrative is inviting her to taker a spectator to come to believe this abowgdtieis
for her to disapprove of the sort of interactioattthe narrative has invited, and thus to disapprov
(overall) of the narrative itself. Put another way Jeastone locus of narrative criticism must be the
appropriateness of the kind of response that aatmheer asks its spectators to take toward its
characters. A spectator’s disapproval of a namatiay manifest itself as an outright refusal toptdo
the attitude that the narrative encourages towsratharacter In the absence of such criticism,
however, the spectator can be seen to laleaved the narrative to affect her attitudes and, attleas
implicitly, to acknowledge that it has some degofewarrant in doing so; the attitude that the
narrative is asking her to take toward its characte, more or less, an appropriate one to take.
Reflective monitoring of one’s spectatorship is faitsafe, of course; a spectator may accept an
invitation to take a certain attitude toward a eleter when, all things considered, she should not.
Nonetheless, her so taking—her not resisting tkieageup of this attitude—is prima facieindication
that the narrative gave her a reason to do so.

In sum, a narrative-creator’s choices regardirgghesentation of her story manifest evaluative

attitudes toward the characters and events inttrg, sand the spectator of the narrative is invited



adopt these attitudes. The process of spectataissblparacterized by features that suggest theatrnit
provide reasons for the spectator's adoption cdhadtitudes were the spectator to adopt them. With
this picture in hand, we have the start of an aatotihow it is that our vegetarian’s conversiomildo

be both initiated and warranted by her readihgrlotte’s Welor viewingBabe The fact that she did
not consider the attitudes that the narrativestéaviner to have toward their characters, and the
invitations themselves, as unsuitable, indicated tter spectatorship @@harlotte’s Webor Babe
resulted in her possessing a reason to take arcettdude toward the animals in these fictionsowh
were saved or responsible for saving other animals.

<B>iii. Transferring Attitudes Outside a Narrativ@/hile | have described a process of narrative
presentations leading a spectator to take attitudesrd the narrative’s characters, | have said
nothing about how a spectator can come to holthdés toward things and situatiomstsideof the
narrative with which she is engaging. How and wityaur imagined vegetarian came to think about
real animals and the appropriateness of taking cegtitudes toward them? This would have been
the second, subsequent stage in her conversighshie formed the attitudes ti@zharlotte’s Welor
Babe invited her to take toward the fictional pigs (@her animals) in the story, and then she
transferredthis attitude toward real pigs (or other animals).

Perhaps the most unsophisticated version of thister of attitude is a matter of the spectator’s
merely noticing relevant similarities between tiaidnal pigs inCharlotte’s WebandBabe on the
one hand, and real pigs on the other; as Peterdqamand Stein Haugom Olsen have written, “At its
simplest, readers just notice that the characmesylepicted [in fictions] crop up, more or lessthie
world.”*® In fictions like Charlotte’s Weband Babe this transition will not be a trivial one, as the
animals in these fictions have characteristicse(lietionality and a use of language) that do not
characterize animals in the real world. Indeed, might disagree with our vegetarian at this point
anddenythat the pig Babe is, actually, relevantly simtiarreal pigs; Babe is, after all, a conscious
reflective agent, and perhaps it is othys feature of him that warrants a spectator’s atgtutbward
him. If this is right, then it may be that whileetfilm Babedoes authorize our vegetarian’s attitudes
toward the character Babe, it does not, at theoétite day, authorize such attitudes toward regd.pi
Perhaps it will turn out th&abeprovides us no reason to transfer the attitudetake toward Babe
to real pigs.

There is a great deal more to be said about fifierelices between adopting an attitude toward
fictional characters and adopting it toward realatures, and about justifying the transition fréma t
former attitude to the latter. However, with regaodthe fictional narrative with which | will be
concerned in the remainder of this article, manthebe issues fall away. Whilde Lives of Animals
invites us to take an attitude toward a fictionamacter, Elizabeth Costello, | will be concernetl n
with the transition tahingssimilar to Elizabeth Costellin the real world, but rather to thingsth
which Elizabeth Costello is concernathmely, real nonhuman animals. While Elizabetist€io is

herself a fictional character, the objects of herahconcern are real animals, the animals of our



world. The attitude we take toward her, | will segy provides warrant for taking seriously her
attitude toward the real, domesticated animalsrataws. So, whilelhe Lives of Animaldoes raise

issues surrounding the conversion of an attitudewtd things fictional to one toward things real, we
will see that the issues are different from thos&sed by our imagined vegetarian and her

spectatorship dBabeor Charlotte’s Web

<A>Il. THE LIVES OF ANIMALSELIZABETH COSTELLQ, AND US

The Lives of Animalprovides a helpful locus for thinking about ourgagement with fictional
narratives because it is a narrative whose planamily involves a character acting as a moral
persuadet! Given the tight analogy between, on the one hémel,relationship between a moral
informant and her hearer, and on the other hareddlationship between a narrative and its spagtato
The Lives of Animalsan be seen as exemplifying both relationshipmaé. In reading he Lives of
Animals we are being invited to take an evaluative atéttoward a moral informant who is herself
inviting her own audience to take an evaluativituaté toward animals.

While it is perhaps too crude to claim that EliegtibCostello’s aim in her lectures at Appleton
College is topersuademembers of her audience that their moral outl@keéeply misguided, this
description is not too far off the mark. She isrtgyto get the members of her audience to reflpotu
and to rethink their attitudes toward animals. Aaders, we remain with the narrative because we
wish to see how Elizabeth Costello goes about eéngagith her audiences, her interlocutors, her
dinner companions, her son, and her daughter-indawhe topic of animals. This, in itself, should
makeThe Lives of Animalsf interest to philosophers, who like Elizabettstétio are in the business
of something akin to persuasion. Outside of Plat@ogues, there are few narrative works of litgra
significance the plots of which center around cttans attempting to persuade others.

However, if in thinking abouThe Lives of Animalsve focus only on what Elizabeth Costello
advocates in her lectures and discussions, themisgout on the heart of the novella and on the cor
of its potential moral effect on 48 Coetzee’s text does not just convey Elizabeth €los views,
but it is also gortrayal of her—of her as an animal, a person, a writérelaever and thinker, and as
someone in pain. Coetzee has given us a narr&atdrivites us to adopt particular attitudes toward
Elizabeth Costello, and the parallels between thetegies Coetzee uses to achieve this with his
readers and those that Elizabeth Costello uses hweithinterlocutors contribute to the richness and
power of the novella.

From the first lines of her first lecture, ElizélveCostello reports her own pain over the animal
industry. Discussing Red Peter, the primate narrafoFranz Kafka's short story “Report to an

Academy,” she says:

<EXT>Red Peter was not an investigator of primate behdit a branded, marked, wounded animal



presenting himself as speaking testimony to a gap@f scholars. | am not a philosopher of mind
but an animal exhibiting, yet not exhibiting, tagathering of scholars, a wound, which | cover up

under my clothes but touch on in every word | spéalad EXT>

Just as Red Peter should be seen as “speakingnaesgti to scholars, Elizabeth Costello wants her
audience to see her as “speaking testimony” tahdrence of scholars. She requests her audience to
see her, firstas an animaland secondlyas a wounded animahn animal in pain. One of the main
aspects of Coetzee’s characterization of ElizaBeitello is as someone in deep pain about what it i
that she wants to call to our attention, namelg,ghimal industry.

This pain is most powerfully conveyed in the néa/sl complex usage of a metaphor. One of
Elizabeth Costello’s primary aims in her first k@@ is that of redescribing the animal production
industry in such a way as to make evident the depits immorality. “Let me say it openly,” she
declares<EXT>"we are surrounded by an enterprise of degradatiarelty, and killing which rivals
anything that the Third Reich was capable of, indéearfs it, in that ours is an enterprise without
end, self-regeneratingend EXT> In part, the intended persuasive power of thigesare is due to
the introduction of morally thick words—‘degradatioand ‘cruelty—to describe the animal
industry. More importantly, however, Elizabeth @Gdstis here redescribing the animal industry by
way of a metaphor: the animal industry, she saya,liolocaust. A metaphor works by claiming that a
target object is susceptible to the properties okw, introduced object. In saying that the animal
industry is a holocaust, Elizabeth Costello is timg us to take the moral attitude appropriatehto t
Holocaust—that of moral horror—and to apply itlie animal industry that surrounds us.

The Holocaust metaphor appears again as Elizabastello speaks to her son in the final pages
of The Lives of Animaldut there we have her using it not as a toolevgasion but as a way of

describing her own pained perception of the wortdiad her. She says:

<EXT>I seem to move around perfectly easily among peapteto have perfectly normal relations
with them. Is it possible, | ask myself, that afl them are participants in a crime of stupefying
proportions? . . . Yet every day | see the evidentle very people | suspect produce the evidence,

exhibit it, offer it to me. Corpses. Fragments ofises that they have bought for mofgynd EXT>

In this painful and deeply personal passage, HittalCostello is confessing to her son how she
perceives, for example, leather products and nasabrpses The word choice here is vital; it brings
with it the devastating image of a world filled lvitadavers and pieces of carcasses. Were we to see
the world as Elizabeth Costello does, we wouldweaddo our surroundings as we would a battlefield,

a car bomb, a massacre, or a concentration camgheAstory closes, we realize that her Holocaust

metaphor is not just a controversial persuasivacéewut in fact thoroughly characterizesr own
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view of the animal industry. She is horrified by thetg#pation of all of those around her—including
her friends and family—in the animal industry. JastElizabeth Costello encourages her audience
members to “think their way into the being” of aumilsy Coetzee encourages us to imagine Costello’s
own disturbing view of the world, and thereby talarstand her paiff.As a result, some readers will
not only come to imaginatively understand her vibut, also to have pity, sympathy, and compassion
for Elizabeth Costello in virtue of her view.

As she describes with clear desperation her caiocepf the world to her son, Elizabeth Costello
even questions her own sanityX'T> “Am | fantasizing it all? | must be mad! . . . Gablown, I tell
myself, you are making a mountain out of a molefiliis is life. Everyone else comes to terms with
it, why can’t youPWhy can't you?'<end EXT> One possible response from a reader, at the end of
The Lives of Animalsvould be to agree with her suspicions: she gedad, mad. In this case, the pity
that we feel for her would be pity for someone viddelusional or paranoid. However, this is not the
only possible response for a reader of the novéllathe contrary, at least some readers, including
myself, feel a great deal oéspectfor Elizabeth Costello, her pain, and her actionghe novella.
This is the reader with whom | will be concerneduimat follows, as it is this reader who, in virtole
this response, has reason to take seriously Cao'staltitudes toward animals.

Elizabeth Costello is an older, frail woman, famdor being a writer, who, in accepting an
invitation to visit a university, decides neitherrest on her laurels nor to stay within a topithwi
which she is academically familiar. On the contrashe chooses a topic that is divisive and
controversial, and one which she knows will makenynaf her audience members roll their eyes.
What is more, she well knows she may not be ablan®wer her interlocutors’ questions and
challenges to their satisfaction. Notwithstanditigo& this, Elizabeth Costello goes ahead with her
agenda. As the narrative proceeds, we come taeetdlat her motivation for having chosen her topic
is not in any way self-serving. She has not chdeatiscuss our treatment of animals simply for the
sake of controversy or to bring herself into tmediight. On the contrary, her motivations are geeui
and sincere. She is, as we have seen, deeply Zahiebanimal industry. Her talks derive from and
express that hurt. Furthermore, Elizabeth Costslliso concerned to state, with as much honesty as
she canwhy she is so hurt by what is happening around hed. tAis involves speaking not in terms
of arguments or reasons (as many philosophers Wwduld in terms of metaphors, imagination, and
emotions’” She pushes ahead with nonargumentative strategjipsrsuasion, well aware that they
are likely to be received by her academic audiemtie a considerable amount of skepticism. Thus,
the task that Elizabeth Costello undertakes at étppl College is brave, sincere, genuine, and hpnest
and many readers will respond with admiration fer tourage in this task.

Notably, the admiration that we feel for Elizabé&lbstello is in spite of the fact that Coetzee
portrays her as an unlikeable person. There ismgpih The Lives of Animal® lead the reader to be
fond of her. She is bristly, thin-skinned, impatijepetty, and grumpy. We see her showing no

tenderness for her son, her daughter-in-law, omgremdchildren, even after an absence of two years.



11

Far from making any moves to repair her relatiomshith her daughter-in-law Norma, we see
Elizabeth Costello antagonizing her almost as sshe arrives at her son’s home. Nor do we see
anyone showing affectiofor Elizabeth Costello—not even her son—something, tiate were to
see it, would lead us to have some affection forasewell®® This absence of any fondness for her
suggests that our high regard for her is rathematfon of the pain she feels toward animals aed th
task that this pain motivates her to undertakés her sincerity, her courage, and her honestth
regard to that projecthat lead some readers to esteem her.

The kind of respect that certain readers feeElarabeth Costello is one version of what Stephen
Darwall has called “appraisal respect,” which hdéirdes as “an attitude of positive appraisal of a
person either judged as a persom®engaged in some more specific pursii reader’s respect for
Elizabeth Costello will be the latter, focused @m Im virtue of what she feels and does for animaéls
Appleton College. It is not respect feverythingthat she says; readers may, indeed, find thenselve
with nothing but contempt for her in light of hestians toward her son and his family; her obsession
with the animal industry manifests itself in molean a trace of misanthropy—certainly enough to
make it difficult to respect hein toto. What admiration we have for her is solely theultesf
appreciating both her genuine pain at the anindlistry and her courage in her attempt to express,
share, and convey that pain with others.

My suggestion is that if a reader appreciatesablth Costello’s pain, and if he finds himself
with respect for her courage in her attempt to eshtar attitude—intimately associated with that
pain—toward animals, his doing so provides a meas@irsupport for her attitude toward animals.
Such a reader has, in virtue of understanding asplecting her, undergone a change in his epistemic
position with respect to the attitude she advoctdesard animals. My claim is not that we have
reason to treat animals bettart of respect for Elizabeth Costellb is sometimes true that we have
reason to treat an animal well because we respaat person who cares for it (for example, as a pet)
However, given that Costello does not exist, it lddue very odd for me to claim that we should care
about something because she cares about it. TBe Bewhich our admiration for her gives us reason
to take seriously her suggestions and outlook ierepistemic than moral.

The strength of this reason should not be ovemtdtdo not claim that such a reader would be
justified in adopting Elizabeth Costello’s attitutivard the animal industrgolely on the basis of
reading the novellaseeing her pain for animals as genuine and résgewhat that pain motivates
her to do may be insufficient, perhaps, to warean¢ader’'s own adoption of her views on them. It is
more likely that having certain responses to Clusiglll improve a reader’s epistemic position in a
subtler, weaker manner.

As a start, note that the reader who respondbhto Lives of Animalin the way that | have
described not only would, bshouldhave new or at least more reverence for those thwimselves
possess her moral outlook. dismissiveattitude toward those who abhor the animal industoyld

be in serious tension with a reader’'s understandimgy admiring response to Elizabeth Costello.
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Someone who imaginatively understands another pargvaluative attitude toward something and
furthermore respects her in the light of that estibn is in a situation in which he would be

disingenuous (or self-deceived) were he to deny tia other's evaluative attitude is to be taken
seriously. At a minimum, to meet these two condgitoward another’s evaluation of something is to
see that it would be worthwhile to further inquiinéo the merit of so evaluating that thing.

Accordingly, while it is perhaps improbable to mi@e a reader who converts to vegetarianism
solely on the basis of readifigne Lives of Animalave can readily imagine someone, like our earlier
reader ofCharlotte’s Webproceeding through several steps—perhaps inv@ronfictional reading,
speaking to other vegetarians, or a visit to arntaiba-which together lead her to a complete refusal
to participate in the animal industry. How wouldstperson’s respect for Elizabeth Costello fit into
the overall story of her conversion? She would b®tremiss in treating it gastifying later stages.
Upon being asked about her change, she might $ayas deeply moved by the remarkable lead
character inThe Lives of AnimaldVhen I finished the book, | both understood aespected her pain
at the animal industry. That led me to further explher attitude toward animals, and | now see that
this response was warranted.” Our vegetarian’somesp to the character of Elizabeth Costello
survived, and continues to survive, her self-reftec upon the kind of attitude that she ultimately
adopted.

It is worth noting that this is precisely the kiatichange that Elizabeth Costello herself envision
for her audience. As she says in response to thstigner after her first lecture, “Open your heand
listen to what your heart say&'Her aim is to get her audience membermttividually engage with
nonhuman animals and their attitudes toward thelis, it seems to me, is what the readeilbé
Lives of Animalsvhom | have been describing has reason to do; audader’'s recognition and
respect for Elizabeth Costello’'s pain is someththgt should lead him to “explore” his own
emotional responses to nonhuman animals. We maghthet such a reader dhe Lives of Animals
gets something like agpistemic promisea variation of “seek and ye shall find.” Elizab&ostello is
making a claim about what we would find if we wéecereflect upon how we see and respond to
animals. She is telling us that by imaginative ustdanding and emotional reflection, we will come to
see that, like us, animals are “full of being,” amd will appreciate properly the depth of the wrong
we are doing therf. And my suggestion has been that insofar as a reaatéitude toward her is an
admiration that derives from recognizing that sheincere, honest, and possessed of real feeling fo
what she is doing, and that her feelings and taskganuine, such a reader’s following up on
Elizabeth Costello’s suggestions would not be with@arrant.

The fictional Elizabeth Costello is a complex \aifor an attitude toward real animals, and a
certain kind of respect for her amounts to, | hbgen suggesting, a kind of respect for her attitude
Coetzee’s book thus possesses a moral authoritg atdiding the issues of fictionality alluded to a
the end of Section I. As any philosopher will kndwem his or her experience in exploring

hypothetical positions, one’s warrant for comingtae an evaluative attitude seriously need not
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depend upon that attitude’s being held by a reaqre

<A>IIl. THE BIOGRAPHY OF THE MORAL PHILOSOPHER

As | suggested abov@he Lives of Animalss different from most fictional narratives in thais
largely concerned with the main character's attsnmgtt persuasion. Thus, the attitude that the
narrative invites us to take toward Elizabeth Qustes, primarily, toward herin virtue of her
attitudes toward animalsBy leading us to both pity and respect her for atitudes, Coetzee
encourages us to take an approving attitude totirm.

With this in view, it strikes me that one of theshinterestingphilosophicalfeatures offhe Lives
of Animalsis that it gives us a sophisticated and poignamtrgyal of someone doing the kind of
thing that many philosophers do at some point bemwin their careers—namely, exploring a case for
our taking a certain evaluative attitude. Thisolsyiously, not something that only philosophers do;
everyone engages in moral persuasion, testimomyreftection throughout their lives. However, not
all of us do so—in the manner that philosophers ddth-a background awareness of the state of
discourse in a particular community or communiti&ile Elizabeth Costello is not a member of the
philosophical community, she is well aware of tteesof play in this community, and her discussion
is structured, as are all of our discussignaacademics, by such awareness.

Consequently, | would like to end this article bsiefly pointing to the analogy between the
portrait that Coetzee gives us of Elizabeth Castatid the depictions that philosophers can and in
some cases do possess of each other as persuakierSlizabeth Costello, moral philosophers have
character traits as persons who are trying, irr fheifessional capacities, to persuade each other o
something. They attribute to each other traitsrdeyity or insincerity, courage or cowardice, hetiye
or disingenuousness, humility or immodesty, opesr@sintolerance, selfishness or benevolence.
Intimately tied up with these character traits emeotions that they feel toward other philosophers a
characterized by such traits. Just as we come dbemotions toward Elizabeth Costello and to
attribute traits to her in her capacity as persuageilosophers do the same toward each other. It
follows that whether he or she is aware of it of, omay be that a philosopher’s reception of the
work of another moral philosopher is analogous veitheader's engagement with the character of
Elizabeth Costello. Accordingly, if 1 have beenhign my claim that a reader’s emotions and
attitudes toward Elizabeth Costello can do epistemork in giving him reason to take her attitudes
seriously, then it follows that a philosopher’s ¢imaos and attitudes toward another can do the same
kind of epistemic work.

What we feel and think of Elizabeth Costello iscourse, dictated by her creator, J. M. Coetzee.
We are wholly at Coetzee’s disposal in the infoiorathat we gain of her. This is not usually trde o
the attitudes that philosophers form of each otimefiorming an attitude toward another philosopler,

may know a great deal more about her: her profeakioistory, descriptions of her given to us by
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herself, her colleagues, or those who have beaghtawy her, or | may have met her or heard her
speak in person. All of these things can contridoteard the attitude that | form toward another
philosopherqua persuader, and if the claims of the previous sedire correct, such an attitude can
be of epistemic consequence. Coetzee can be sdwawvéoreminded us that there is an attitudinal
element within our engagement with others thatgpkay implicit role in our professional lives.

It is a small step from the recognition of whatikeady happeningn philosophers’ engagement
with each other to the suggestion that this atiiaidelement in their interpersonal professionetdi
should be made more explicit in their discoursat its nature should be explored, and even, perhaps
that it should be more widely exploited than ieally is. We can envision the latter suggestiongoein
met in both third-personal (that is, biographicafid first-personal (that is, autobiographical) ways
The third-personal approach would involve writgskilpsophers or nonphilosophers) endeavoring to
portray a philosopher and her relationship with sglject matter, questions, and positions. While
what we might think of as “formal” biographical payals—philosophical work in which one
philosopher portrays another—are not common incamon, they are nonetheless present, and their
presence is momentous: Plato’s dialogues are ge lpart one philosopher’s portrayal of another. As
doesThe Lives of Animalsnany of the Platonic dialogues invite us to fallnot only a persuader’s
(that is, Socrates’) engagement with his interlorgjtbut also to a complex and sophisticated (ghat
Plato’s) portrayal of the persuader. Furthermares iat least arguable that the attitudes thatoPlat
invites us to take toward Socrates are a subsktaMiment in the epistemic power that the Platonic
dialogues can have for &5sIn contrast to formal portrayals, “informal” thiggersonal portrayals of
(high-profile) philosophers—for example, by jouristd or biographers—have long had a presence in
our community. They are not insignificant; thoseowtrite or lecture on the work of Peter Singer, for
example, often mention what they take to be relefeatures of his biography.

The first-personal mode of introducing biographiwaterials into philosophical discourse would
involve philosophers creating work that is morespeal, moreautdbiographical. There is a long
tradition of such work within philosophy, broadlgemaking—Augustine’s and Rousseau’s respective
Confessionsfor example, and Mill'sAutobiography—and it has proponents today. | am aware of
three philosophers who have recently written wank®oral philosophy in which their descriptions of
themselves, their emotions, and the motives theae hed them to and through their work play a
prominent role. Eva Feder Kittay’s ethical work, chuof it culminating in her bookove’s Labor
has been in part motivated by and includes a gieat of reflection upon her experiences as the
mother of someone with disability.Susan Brison wrote héiftermath: Violence and the Remaking
of a Self which is about violence, rape, trauma, memoryg, personal identity, in the years following
her own experience as a victim of violeAt&luch of Raimond Gaita’s philosophical work, likée
Philosopher’'s Dogincludes honest and complex comments about hijmSalta is concerned with
conveying to his reader not just the history anthitte of his concern with his topic, but (where

appropriate) the indefinite nature of his conclasil The autobiographical work in all three cases is
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selective. Just as Coetzee limits his charactérizalf Elizabeth Costello to features that arevashe

to her project at Appleton College, these philogmphshare with us their narratives, struggles,
emotions, and motivations only insofar as theytheean to be relevant to the positions they wishous t
take seriously. As a consequence, the attitudeasmeaders adopt to Kittay, Brison, and Gaita are
arguably pertinent to our epistemic situation wihpect to their positions.

In sum, work that includes, as Coetzee’s narratfives, reference to the features of a persuader
that are motivating or structuring her inquiry daad to the reader’s forming emotions and attitudes
toward the persuader in response to these detalspenses that may have epistemic import.
However such portraits come about, whether by thileca’'s own hand or at the hand of another, such
portraits at least potentially play the same emstelly rich role that Coetzee’s portrait of Elizb
Costello plays inThe Lives of AnimalsThe suggestion that the portrayal of a moralymeter is and
in many cases should be central to the context @fahpersuasion is, | think, little more than an
acknowledgment that some people have access @rcenoral features of the world that others may
not have, and such access cannot always be whadhed or given. Such a situation generates the
need for moral persuasion, for one person’s avowingointing out features of the moral world to
another. In most cases, this division of episteaticess will be contingent; Elizabeth Costello sees
her life experiences as having somehow colludadake her more sensitive to the plights of animals.
This is a sensitivity that many of us do not haua] it is something that she feels she must shitine w
us. Insofar as moral claims are being endorsedoimlasophical discussion, so far will this samecki
of division of epistemic access be an aspect—acleuyed or not—of the discussion. In ethical
persuasion, as in all persuasion, what the healevies or feels about the informant is epistercal
relevant. One relies not only upon what the infarmsays, but also upon who the informant is.
Accordingly, insofar as a philosophical discusdimoks to have features of ethical persuasion, so fa
will a philosopher’s identity be relevattt.

This returns us, one last time, to the lessomha Lives of Animaland the main concern of this
article: theportrait that we have of an ethical informant—whether sha fictional character or not—
can make @ona fidecontribution to the epistemic status of the ethmammitments that she is
exposing us to. Elizabeth Costello’s ability todeais something about animals is not independent of
the portrait that Coetzee gives us of her. And evhik as philosophers have wider resources for our
portraits of each other, our ability to ethicaliatn from each other may and perhaps should, iryman

cases, not be independent of those portfaits.
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