Dangerous Loyalties and Liberatory
Politics

LISA TESSMAN

While communities engaged in liberatory struggles have valued group loyalty and
condemned betrayal, loyalty iself may be problematic, because remaining loyal to a
community may require that one refrain from deconstructing the group identity on
which the community is based. This essay investigates what loyalty 1s and whether
loyalty is a virtue, and considers why, if loyalty 1s indeed a virtue, 1t may be one that
is difficult to maintain in a context of oppression.

Is loyalty a virtue, that 1s, a disposition that contrnibutes to human flourish-
ing? More narrowly, should loyalty be considered to be a virtue within
“oppositional communities,” communities involved in liberatory strug-
gles? Should members of an oppressed group (or groups) be loyal towards
one another, particularly when they are engaged together in a liberatory
movement? For instance, should women hope for loyalty from one another,
or at least, should feminists? Should members of oppressed racialized groups
expect each other to show loyalty towards the racialized group, or more
specifically should those who are engaged 1n liberatory racial movements show
racial loyalty? Do loyal dispositions enable people in these contexts in their
collective strivings for the good life?

To begin with, [ will clarify what it means to ask whether loyalty is a virtue,
by borrowing Robert Paul Wolff’s distinctions among four different ways in
which the term “loyalty” could be used, namely: 1) as a disposition of charac-
ter, 2) as an ascribed legal status, 3) as an orthodoxy, and 4) as “remaming true,
being faithful, honoring a moral commitment” (Wolff 1968, 59). To distin-
guish between the first and fourth senses of “loyalty,” Wolff notes: “To have a
character trait is to be disposed to respond in certain ways to situations of a
specific type. These responses are spontaneous and issue from inclination, not
an awareness of duty. A man may be of a faithful disposition without having
contracted a moral commitment to the object of his loyalty; conversely, he may
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loyally tulfill hus obligation without feeling an unforced inclination to do so”
(Wolff 1968, 59). Given Wolff’s distinctions, it 1s the first sense of loyalty—as
a disposition of character  that | am consudening. Wolft elaborares on this
sense of loyalry:

A loyal person 1s loyal to something. The proper object of
loyalty 1s etther another person, 1 group of persons, or an
mnstitution. The loyval man [sic] comes te the aid of the object
of his loyaley wher s interests are threatened; he dentrifies
himself with 1ts carcer, makmg ies successes his successes and its
enemies his encimics He 1 prepared w sacrifice for ig, even
the extent of giving his Iife in order that it nay be safeguarded.
The loyal man takes pride in his loyalty object and expresses
solidarity with 1t through ritual acts which evoke and remntorce
his emotional Wdenutication with 1t . .. Strictly speaking, loy-
alty concerved as a personality trait 1s the disposition or ten-
dency to exhibit o pattern ot actien which includes many of
these particular acts (Wolft 1968, 55)

While athers have considered the question of whether loyalty 1s a virtue in
a general way,’ my interest in the question 1s motivated by the concern rhat
within the discourses of both femuust movements and liberatory racial move-

ments—as well as some discourses from racialized groups of people of color,

whether or not i exphculy politicized contexes—loyaley 1s treated as an
excellence of character when perhaps 1t should be understood as a disposition
that is morally suspect.’ My sense 15 that within the context of an appositional
community, a virtuous disposition will be Hne that contnbutes to a concep-
tion (or conceptions) of human flourishimg that s implied by, or 1s at least
consistent with, the community’s liberatory vision, though there will cer-
tainly be contestation about what this vis onas; s disposition should not be
constdered to be a virtue 1f tf functions as a barrier to the group's liberatory
amms. Because 1 worry that loyaley may function in just this way, I want to
highlight some of the implicatons, indecd some of the dangers, of accept-
g loyalry as a virtue, though ultimarely ¥ am unwilling 10 denv altogether
that loyalty 15 a vireue.

The American Hentage | ietionary chooses as 1t sample sentence to illustrate
the definition of “loyalty” o quotation from [. I Donleavy: “Loyalties flow deep
between girl friends unnl they want the same man.” Against such a back-
ground, where women cannot be imagine 1 to have primary loyaltics to one
another, the concept of “lovalty” and 1ts companion concept, “betrayal,” have
been potent ones in feminast thought. Fatlures of loyalty between women have
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been seen as terrible transgressions of a feminist ethics, transgressions springing
either from false consciousness {causing one to be loyal, but to the wrong
community) or from a dreaded weakness of the will (in which case one knows
whom one should be loyal to but “sells out” to satisfy one'’s own individual self
interest or destres). Within this discourse, the charge of betrayal holds extraor-
dinary power because calling someone a traitor names her as bad to the core;
she has not just committed a wrong action, but rather she suffers from a
deficiency of character. In racialized communities of color—particularly in
politicized contexts—the charge of betrayal also functions powerfully. Those
who are trartors to their race are invoked as vilified figures within, for instance,
some of the literature on passing, where again, those domng the passing are
taken to be cither mistaken about who their people truly are or, more Likely,
to suffer from a weakness of character whereby they do not have what 1t
takes to stand honorably by their people and are tempted instead into the
benefits procured by abandoning their people and individually cscaping
racial oppression.

However, some of what are taken to be acts of betrayal may not n fact anse
erther from false consciousness or from weakness of the will; they may be
crnically chosen departures from the hegemonic beliefs or practices of a
community, departures that require other strengths of character.* Such crinical
acts may actually serve liberatory purposes—and thus, | shall assume, the
purpose of enabling human flourishing—better than loyalty does. Could fos-
tering loyalty as a virtue, then, stand in the way of the development of the
habits of an unrestrained critical thinking and acting and thus, prevent people

from thinking and acting outside ot what can be experienced as the confining,
homogenizing unity of a political group or an dentity-based community such
as a racialized or a femmist community? Could 1t be that no form of loyalry 1s
a virtue in an oppositional political context in which critical thinking and
acting must be fostered? But before jumping to answer “yes” to these questions,
[ also ask: Can one mmagine engaging in committed, oppositional politics
without the loyalty of one’s comrades! Can one magine the possibility of
surviving, let alonc flourishing, as a member of a persecuted or marginalized
community without depending on the layalty of one's people!

IL.

It 1s clear that loyalty, as it is conceived in feminist work, 1s not always a

virtue.” Loyalty has been cast simultancously as a vircue—when it is loyalty to
an oppressed group that one is a member of, such as loyalty to women qua
women—and as a vice—when 1t 15 loyalty to an oppressor group that one s a
member of, such as white women’s loyalty to the white race, or m Mariyn

Frye’s {(1992) terminology, to “whiteliness,” a racial term that she uses as
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analogous to the gender term “mascubimiey.” | owill fook first ar the ways

disloyalty has been prased

A string of works that perhaps begins with Adrienne Rich’s “Disloyal To
Crvilization” —a phrase that she i tum hw borrowed from Ldlian Smath -
valorizes white women’s retusal to be loyed to o world order thar 15 at once
patrtarchal and racist. Rich, writing in 1975, clanns “we have a stromg antirac-
int female rradition, despiee all efforts by the pat rarchy to polarize 1ts creature-
objects, creatig dichotonies of prividfege nd caste, shin-color and age and
condinion of servitude”™ (Rich 19780 283) She describes a particular white
wormians use of he rpower as aslave owner as owing to “false loyalty to a system
azainst which she had ar tust instinetively evolied, and which was destroying
her mregruy” (Rich 1978, 283), myvokmy the idoa of false conscrousness 1in
which the woman fiiled 10 see that her trie allegiance was (o women, not ro
her slave-ownmge husband * Mimnie Bruce Peat, in 1984, extends the theme
of whaite women'~s betrayal of thewr white communiries, analyzing thas betrayal
i terms of the tears 1 brimes up for whire women mvolved in anti-racist work.
she pomts out, "We don't want to lose the Tove ol the first people who knew
us; we don’t want to be standing outside thie cudde of home, with nowhere to
oo’ (Pratt 1984, 48). She describes the tecling of betraying her mother m
whose eves her unti-racist actions were wiong. “She loved me and felt much
pain, and shame Twas omg the wrong w iy T had walked away, and seemed
1 have wirned my back cnhome” (Prarc 1984, 48). And yet Prate speaks
ot this betrayal proudly, perhaps even ~cl-nghteously, emphasizing that
ractal justice demands such betrayal on h o part, whether the betrayal be of
her home community or of her subsequent ¢hosen pohitical communities.
She asks, “can | mamtan my princples azanst my need for the fove and
presence of others Iike me? [os lonely te bFe separated trom others because
ot injustice, but 1t s also tonely to break with our own m opposition to that
myustice” (Prare 1984, 500

Mabh Segrest's 1994 Memor of a Race Trentor as a somewhat different tone.
Although she, like Pract, explores the pun of betraymg her white family
through her very extensive ant-racist work, her reterence to herself as a race
trattor s sunply an acknowledgment that this s what she has (accarately) been
named: 10s the Klan and neo-Naze grouss that use this term as a label for
whites like herselt. White race trauators are stmply one of the many targets of
white supremacist groups. b or mstance, Seprest cites adeclaratnion by amember
of the Neo-Naze White Patriot Party who writes: *1 declare war against
Niggers, Jews, Queers, assorted Mongrels, white Race trawtors, and despicable
mformants . . . o tellow Aryan Warrior strike now” (Segrest 1994, 143).
While the term “race trastor” as spoken ac an nsult, Segrest embraces rather
than refuses 1t, proud ot her, at tines hie threarenmy, work agamst white
supremacists. Meanwhale, however, Scgrest recoenizes thar betraying one's
family by crossing racial boundares may not, for white people, origiarte in

Copyright © 2001 All Rights Reserved



22 Hypatia

anti-racist politics; racial transgression may simply be a convenient way for a
white person to rebel against her family. Segrest refers to a Black participant in
an anti-racism workshop who made this point: “White people use Black people
to draw boundaries in homes where family members’ identities are enmeshed,
[the participant] explained, in response to a white woman’s pleased story of
how upset she had made her parents in her adolescence by dating Black men”
(Segrest 1994, 24-25). Thus Segrest attempts to disentangle her family betray-
als from her authentic betrayals of white racial unity. Ultimately, she claims
that being a race traitor is not a betrayal of her kin; she writes, “it’s not my
people, 1t’s the idea of race | am betraying” (Segrest 1994, 4).

Many women of color who have a politicized sense of their racial communi-
ties speak much more ambivalently—not to mention much more frequently—
about their betrayals, for when they are accused of racial betrayal, the supposed
betrayal is of an oppressed raciahized group. A recurrent theme is of being
pulled between the demands of racial loyalty and the desire for sexual auton-
omy, or at least for room to become a femumnist critic of one’s home culture.
Writings by Chicana feminists often focus on the legacy of Malintzin (also
known as La Malinche), the Chicano symbol of the (female) traitor.” Cherrie
Moraga writes in “A Long Line of Vendidas,” “The sexual legacy passed down
to the Mexicana/Chicana is the legacy of betrayal, pivoting around the
historical/mythical female figure of Malintzin Tenepal. As translator and
strategic advisor and mistress to the Spanish conqueror of México, Hernan
Cortez, Malintzin s considered the mother of the mestizo people. But
unlike La Virgen de Gaudelupe, she is not revered as the Virgin Mother,
but rather slandered as La Chingada, meaning the ‘fucked one,” or La
Vendida, sell-out to the white race” (Moraga 1983, 99). Because La
Malinche is said to have betrayed sexually, the legacy of La Malinche
functions to place suspicion on Chicanas’ sexuality as a potential area of
betrayal.® Chicanas can prove loyalty to the race only through sexual
loyalty to men of their race. As Moraga writes, “even if she’s politically
radical, sex remains the bottom line on which she [the Chicana] proves
her commitment to her race” (Moraga 1983, 105).

And yet this sexual loyalty—and thus, loyalty to the race——is premised
upon Chicanas’ betrayal of each other; because racial loyalty requires
putting the men first, it demands of women that they betray one another in
favor of the men.

You are a traitor to your race if you do not put the man first. The
potential accusation of “traitor” or “vendida” is what hangs
above the heads and beats in the hearts of most Chicanas
seeking to develop our own autonomous sense of ourselves,
particularly through sexuality. Even if a Chicana knew no
Mexican history, the concept of betraying one’s race through
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sex and sexual polinics 18 as common as corn. As cultural myths
reflece the cconomucs, mores, and socral structures of a society,
every Chicana suffers from their effecrs And we project the tear
first to
other men, but ultunately and morc insidiously, to the white

man. (Moraga 1983, 103)

onto each other. We suspect betrayal i one another

Some feminist discussions of L.a Mahinche and het legacy focus on refuting the
accusation of betrayal, emphasizing, for instance, that in tact La Malinche was
not a traitor hecause she did not act under ho r own agency; rather, she was sold
mnto sexual slavers and raped. Furthermore, the inyrh counts as racial loyalty
only acts of loyalry toward men, thus precluding the possibility that loyalty

between Chicanas—as lesbrms, for instance --would count as racial loyalty. In
such a conrext, any teminist critique on he part of Chicanas becomes a
betrayal of the Chicano mule and as such « betrayal of the race. As Norma
Alarcon states simply, “as Chicanas embiace ferminism they are charged
with betrayal @ lu Malinche” (Alarcon 1951, 188). For Chicana feminists,
berrayal, understood as any critical stance towards the men of their race,
hecomes nevitable. Moraga thus refuses this understanding of betrayal,
msisting that “to be critical of one's culture 15 not to betray that culture”
(Moraga 1983, 108).

Despite her recogmition of how accusations of betrayal are, for Chicanos,
intertwined with <exist and heterosexist assumptions, Moraga uses the history
of La Malinche as a springboard to discuss het real acts of betrayal, admitting,
“I have betrayed niy people” and telling a childhood story of ending a friend-
ship with o darker-skinned girl afeer her mother had warned her against this
girl (Moraga 1983, 97). Betrayal paims Mor sga, {or true loyalty to her race s
undoubtedly a virtue for Moraga. In 1993, she writes proudly of her own loyalty
and admurngly of the “breed-bovs ever loyal to the dark side of thenr
mestizaje,” noting that the “blondest of the bunch writes 1t blue-veined into
his skin: Viva la Raza! A lite-long mark of 1dentity, of loyalty to his mother's
and to his own people” (Moraga 1993, 126}, But her own loyalty to lu raza, a
culturally nationalistic toyalty symbolized in the Chicano movement by
allegiance to Aztlan, becomes possible for Moraga only when she critically
revises the conception of the nation to which she will be loyal, reconceiv-
ing 1t as “Queer Aztlan,” “a Chicano homelard that could embrace all 1ts
people, ncluding tts joterid” (Moraga 1993, 147) This critical revision is,
tor Moraga, stull an act of lovaley, and loyalty 1s stifl unquestionably consid-
cred to be a virrue.

Glorta Anzaldia also inststs on being protoundly critical of her culture and
does nor aceepr that such a stance justities her being called a traitor. Instead of
embracing the rerm “trartor” or “vendida” o underscore her critical stance,
she refuses the deseripuion of her actions as tratorous. For her, too, loyalty 1s
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still a virtue, as long as what counts as loyalty can be revised. So, she turns the
accusation of betrayal around and claims that she is not the traitor but rather
the betrayed, insisting, “not me sold out my people but they me” (Anzaldia

1987, 21).

I

While some feminists of color have expressed ambivalence towards the
concept of loyalty because the accusation of racial betrayal is so often based on
misogynist assumptions of a loyal woman as the woman who supports her man,
other discussions of ractal betrayal focus on passing, on selling out one'’s own
racialized of-color people for the sake of one’s own gain. Blacks who marry or
have relationships interracially may get characterized as traitors; people of
color who do not support the liberatory struggles of their people may be seen
as betraying their race, being “Uncle Tom”; mixed-race people may be thought
of as traitors if they do not identify with a racialized of-color group (Funderburg
1994). As Naomut Zack writes, “Black people are likely to perceive the person
who 1s culturally or ethnically white, but racially black, as an inauthentic black
person, someone wha is disloyal to other black people or who evades or denies
ractal discrimmation by attempting to pass (for white)” (Zack 1992, 8).
Similarly, blacks who assimilate, make 1t into the nuddle class, or become
intellectuals are often considered traitors. Bell hooks responds to the charge
that black intellectuals are traitors by noting that sometimes they are and
sometimes they are not—it depends on the work that they do. She writes:
“Black tellectuals who choose to do work that addresses the needs and
concerns of black liberation struggle, of black folks seeking to decolonize
their minds and imaginations, will find no separation has to exist between
themselves and other black people from various class backgrounds. This
does not mean that our work will be embraced without critique, or that we
will not be seen as suspect, only that we can counter the negative represen-
tations of black intellectuals as uppity assimilated traitors by the work we
do” (hooks 1995, 234-35).

In feminist and particularly lesbian communities, “trattor” gets applied with
perhaps the most vehemence to those that “sleep with the enemy”—even
though that phrase is seldom said out loud any more.” Lesbians frequently
question bisexuals’ loyaley to women. Paula Rust’s (1995) sociological study of
lesbians’ and bisexual women’s attitudes about bisexuality reveals the preva-
lence of lesbians' belief that bisexuals are not loyal: “When asked directly to
agree or disagree with the statement ‘Bisexuals are not as committed to other
women as lesbrans are; they are more likely to desert their female friends,” 61%
of lesbian respondents agreed. When asked to agree or disagree with the
statement ‘It can be dangerous for lesbians ta trust bisexuals too much, because
when the going really gets rough, they are not as likely to stick around and fight
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1t out,” 53% agreed (Rust 1995, 77-78)." Rust comments on the leshians in her
study who spontancously espressed “the most biteer feelings toward bisexual
women”: “At best, they see bisexual women as weak-willed and, at worst, as
trastors to the leshian community because they are unwilling to own ther
leshianism™ (Rust 1995, 851, Bisexual wrircrs frequently focus on the experi-
ence of bemg called a trawton, ™ leshruans who et raivolved with men or “go back
to men’ are characrerized as treasonoas, sometimes by being called
“hashians” —qust a creatnve word tor trar or' For instance, Ruth Gibran
deseribes having “internahzed the pohti v of a community that said by
loving a man I was a trator takimg the ¢wy- char 1, straight —way out”
and having ro strugele agaimst this image of herself (Giban 1992, 4); one
ot her tears about talling 10 Jove with a nan 1~ that “the lesbuan community
will thik Pee dofected” (Ciibran 1992, 12, italics in original)  Amanda
Yoshizak reports the sanie expenence: “when | come out 1n the lesbian
community as having married 1 man, 1 am otren viewed as a trartor at best
and leper at worst” (Yoshizaki 1992, 156).

The dea of boerayal may be used even more widely than this in femumnise
commumnities. [t nay be uscd to speak of sep artists who become nonseparatist,
radical temmists who chanee their views (or therr practices!) of sex to include
expressions of sesuality that were torbidden by their former political convie-
rrons, and, more broadly, anyone who shitts the primary tocus of their political
work-~-wherher that work had been anti-pornosraphy work, anti-racist work,
the work ot bulding vibrant lesbian communty, and so on; when one's
political work detimes ones community, one may be called a rrator for moving
away from whatever that work s, for Iy domg so, one breaks with the
community whose members identities are - onstituted through this work.

V.

So far | have been intetested primarnily i taking note of the widespread
asumption within both femimist communitics and the communities of
ractalized groups involved i liberatory struggles that certain acts constirute
hetrayal, that thore s such o thing as actracror 1o such communities, and that
this 1~ o terrible thang o be. T am not it srested here in whether there s a
legitimate cringque of the actions or charace:1s o7 those who are called “rraitor”
(tor mstance, m whether there v sometiung problemaric abour 4 leshian
relating sexually to men), rather, T am terested m the face that one can
caricize (or condemn) anorher member of an oppostional community by
calling her or him atratern, The mphcation of this s that loyalty 1o such a
community 15 i virtue. While there s much disagreement over what does and
what Joes not constitute ticason, one thime seems clear within this discourse:
to be called Toyad s to be prased, as long as one™ leyalty 15 to those on the side
ot the right and the good. One might at thes pomt say that indeed, loyalty s a
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virtue when it is loyalty to those struggling for liberation, and disloyalty 1s a
virtue when 1t 1s disloyalty to the oppressors. Thus, for instance, Black racial
loyalty is a virtue, and white racial loyalty 1s morally and politically reprehen-
sible. However, this answer comes too fast, for 1t 15 not yet clear that loyalty 1s
unproblematic even when it is loyalty to opposttional groups.

Had I not cited some places in the literature from feminist communities and
communities of color where the concept of betrayal is invoked, and had simply
asked, “is loyalty a good quality for a member of an oppositional political
community?” a likely response might have been: “no, such a community needs
to prioritize its members’ abilities ta continually subject the community’s
beliefs and practices to criticism, and such criticism 1s incompatible with
loyalty. Loyalty fosters a dangerously uncritical stance.” Due to this 1t 1s quite
surprising to find communities of feminist politics and of liberatory racial
politics treating loyalty as a virtue, because these are communities that have
emphasized the necessity of critical thinking for being able not only to break
with the status quo of the mainstream but also to resist duplicating in political
communities of resistance the dynamics of oppressive forms of political orga-
nization that call for loyalty in, for instance, the form of patriotism. Thus, 1t is
necessary to now consider whether being loyal 1s compatible with exercising
one’s critical faculties. Can one be critical and loyal at the same time, and if
s0, how deeply critical?

For Alasdair Macintyre, patrionism, which he takes to be a species of loyalty,
does not require completely unconditional and uncritical acceptance of the
status quo.”” He develops a careful distinction between the varieties of criti-
cism that patriotism permits and those that it does not, and 1n so doing outlines
a version of patriotism in which one can be critical and yet still be bounded in
one’s moral thinking by the ties one has simply because one has been consti-
tuted through the particularities of one’s own famuily, community, or nation.

Maclntyre’s understanding of patriotism 1s that *“. . . patriotism is one of a
class of loyalty-exhibiting virtues (that is, if 1t is a vircue at all). . . . All [of
which] exhibit a peculiar action-generating regard for particular persons,
institutions or groups, a regard founded upon a particular historical relation-
ship of association between the person exhibiting the regard and the relevant
person, institution or group” (Maclntyre 1994, 308). Maclntyre emphasizes
some of the communitarian bases for considering patriotism to be a virtue. For
instance, by noting that the very foundation for all morality resides not in
impartial thinking—which he considers to be impossible for humans as social
creatures—but rather in what one learns as a being situated in very particular
relationships, he points out that if the communities that constitute our selves
depend for their existence on their members’ loyalty, disloyalty destroys the
ground on which morality rests. In destroying one’s community, he thinks, one
destroys one’s moral self." Such communitarian thinking has resonated with
some feminists, though feminists have also been highly critical of communi-
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tartan thought for endorsing only traditional and often oppressive communi-
ties, Femumusts have argued with communirarians that whale constitutive
communities are ndeed necessary tor one’s identity, one needs to have space
to critique or leave communities that are damaging to one’s self.”

In his discusston of patriotism, however, Maclntyre appears to address thus
concern, though not from a feminest perspe tive. He writes, “Patriotism turns
out to he a permanent soure ¢ of moral danger™ (Maclneyre 1994, 315), for he
5 concermned that patriotsin does not allow for thoroughgomg criticism of the
object of loyalty- —in this case, the natton He admues thar “the morahiey of
patriotisi s one which predisely because 1t s tramed i terms of the member-
ship ot some particular soctal community with some particular social, political
and economic structure, must exempt at least some fundamental structures of
that community’s life from cricicrsm. Because patiionism has to be a loyalty that
1s 10 some respects unconditional, so m just those respects rational criticism s
ruled out” (Maclnryre 1994, 313-14) However, Maclnryre argues, it ts not
the case that everything about the notion must be unconditionally
accepted by the patrior It s, he thinks, an essential task of those defending
puatriotism to distinguish between what may and what may not be subjected
to criticism and possibly rojecred by the patrior (or, analogously, by anyone
who exhibits one of the other varieties of loyalty). Here 1s Maclntyre's
distinction: “Whatever 15 exempted from the parriot’s criticism the status
quo of power and government and the policies pursued by those exercising
power and government never need he so exempred. What then s
exempred! The answer 15 the nation Oncaved as a project. a project
somchow or other brought to birth in the past and carried on so that a
morally distinctive community was broughr into being which embodied a
clamm to political autonony 1n 1ts vartous organized and institutionahized
eapressions” (Mackntyre 1994, 314, iralic. in arnginal).

One might have thought that loyalty, fuactioning like any other Aristote-
han virrue, would name the mean, m this case the mean berween the defi-
crency of disloyalry and the excess state of blmJd loyalty, where blind loyalry
would melude completely uncenical acceprance ot and support tor its object.
Thus one response to the claim that loyaliy requires that one suspend one's
critical fuculties could be that in fact only the excess—blind loyalty—requires
this, while proper loyalty can include @ n oderate amount of criticism. But
Maclntyre's distinction berween difterent «ands of criticism 15 more helpful.
Instead of clatmmg thar loy aley 5 compatible with moderate eritictsm, one can
claim that loyalty s compatible with any legree of criticism, as long as the
criticisin does not aim to destroy or even to call into question the existence of
the group, qua group, to which one s loyal. In Maclntyre’s discussion of
patriotism, the “group” whose existence one s torbidden to eritically under-
mme 1s the nation; however, an analogy can be made to “groups” or commu-
nities constituted by the projects of liberatory politics and by the moral or
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political identities of 1ts members as they are related o such projects. Thus,
following MacIntyre, I will proceed under the assumption that one cannot be
said to be loyal to a group 1f one calls into question or undermines 1rs basis for
existence. One might, of course, shift one’s loyalty to a different object as
one undermines the existence of a group qua group; one could remain loyal
to mdividual members of the former group, for imstance, or to a liberatory
ideal rhat one came to see the group as fatling to promote. However, the
group ttself cannot be said to be the object of one’s loyalty while one acrs
to deconstruct ir.

Given an understanding of loyalry based on Maclntyre’s distinction, it seems
that loyalty 1s problematic for feminist communicies and for communities of
liberatory racial politics, for indeed sometimes the continued existence of that
which defines the community as a community (for mstance, the continued
existence of a gender term or a racial designation)—and thus, the continued
existence of the community itself as a community—does need to be ques-
tioned, and this is precisely what loyalty forbids, according to Maclntyre.
Movements that aim to deconstruct or subvert identity could m face be
characterized as a politics that necessarily involves betrayal of the rdentities—
and communities—that are undermined. Betrayal that leads to undermining
or subverting identity-based communities or movements can be important for
liberatory politics because 1t permits communities to change in accordance
with changing political challenges and material conditions; furchermore, 1t
serves to contmually disrupt the exclusions that result from a more stanc
definition of a communtty. Thus, there are times when betrayal may be exactly
what ts called for.

For mstance, a term such as “leshian” may function well both to give
definition to a political project (such as resisting compulsory heterosexuality)
and to delmeate the bounds of a community, but at some pont lesbian polities
and community might (partially or fully) give way to differently constituted
politics and communities. The understanding of “lesbtan™ s under constant
contestation; some critiques aim to subvert the idenrity “lesbian” or at least to
make the enactment of “lesbian”™ only one among a grand proliferation of
possible gender/sexual performances such that 1t no longer serves as a unifying
identity (Butler 1990). Such criniques would count under Maclntyre'’s distine-
tion as disloyal, because they aim to dissolve a certain collectivity as a
collectivity.

The emergence of the term “queer”—where queerness “includes the
impulse to take apart that identity from within” (Gamson 1996, 397)—per-
haps best exemplifies a politics that actually calls for “disloyalty” precisely
because of the way acts of disloyalty do the work of abandoning or relinquish-
ing the defining terms of a community. As Judith Butler writes, “If the term
‘queer’ is to be a site of collective contestation, the point of departure for a set
of historical reflections and futural imaginmegs, it will have to remain that
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which 15, m the present, never tully owned but always and only redeployed,
rwisted, queered from a prion usage and m th.e direcnion of urgent and expand-
ing political purposes. This abso means that «c will doubtless have to be yielded
i tavor of terms that do that political work more etectively. Such a yielding
may well become necessary i order to accommodate without domesticat-
ing —-Jdemodratzmg contestations thar have ind wall redraw the conrours of
the movement i ways that can neser be tully annicipated in advance™ (Butler
1U93, 228)

However, | thmk one must use caution m ovaliating whether cricical moves
to question or reject the foundations of parte e communities are i fact
Iiheratory moves, because giate often they e nor Joshua Gamson argues that
“the logc and political utiliny of deconseruc mg < ollecnive categories vies with
that of shoring them up: Cweh fogic s irwes and nether s fully tenable”
{Gamson 1996, 296) Takmg gay and lTeshian dennty-hased politics as an
crvample of the wrategy 4 shormg up eentines, he pomts out that che
advocates of this strategy “do not do qustic = to the subversive and hiberaning
aspects of loosened collectiy ¢ houndaries” ( Jamson 1996, 408) On the other
stde, however, are the tatlures of o politics focased on sabverting identty:
“queer theory and pobinies tond to ran past wentiue of the particular, concrere
tforces that make sexual dentity, mostabilized md bimary torm, a basts for
Jisaiphine, regulanion, pleasiire, mned polinie  cmpowerment” (Gamson 1996,
408); deconsirucrve stratectes do not pav a cention to Uthe very concrete and
violent mstitational torms ro which the most logrcal answer s resistance nand
through a particuaar collecnve dentin ™ (Ghnnson 1996, 408). Thus disloyalry
may serve a deconstrucin e strategy by und stminime an wdentity or a commn-
0oty but may siudtancousts be politically 3 aagerous it rsks m concrete ways
the welfare of the members of the commun oy

For mstance, e racial policies the rol - ot racial dentinies has become
contested mosuch o way thue theonsts ke Naonn Zack (1992) who argue tor
aposition of deracmanon vihac s the retasal < f all racial designanions) are,
accordimg to MacIntvres distmenion, Jisloy i because they question the acrual
exstence of the ractalized <ollectiv ity to which they are m one wav or another
expected 1o show allegranc e. While Zack - ould areue that undermiming the
toundation of the racialized community dosign sted by the rerm “Black™ wall
help undermine rsacism s, others such 1« Lewis Gordon would not agree
that Zack™s disloy altv s ro o collecriviny thar ought o and can disselve. Rather,
she and those who agree with her posttion ¢ dericimanions —tor instance, other
nuxed race people whorefus ¢ to accept any -acial designations or at least refuse
the designation of Black  are engagimg 1 the perpetuation of racism by
rejectme Blackness, while thesr darker-skin ned ki do not have the option of
Jdomg so. While those who denety as misad-rac e cannot be said to be buymg
into whiteness, Giordon wistes, “to reject tha mportance of bemng white 1 no
way addresses the social evulsion with Feing black™ (Gordon 1995, 392),

Copyright © 2001 All Rights Reserved



30 Hypatia

Because Gordon believes that racist ideclogy is premised on two principles,
namely “(1) be white, but above all, (2) don’t be black” (Gordon 1995, 389),
a disloyalty to Blackness through a refusal to accept it as a racial designation is
consistent, for him, with the premuises of racism. The disloyalty could be further
characterized as an abandonment of others to a form of oppression that a select
few, through their disloyalty, can escape individually. While Zack, then,
intends for her critical position of deracination to serve liberatory aims even if
1t 15 disloyal to a racial collectivity that asks for loyalty from her, there is good
reason for questioning whether liberatory aims really are served.

Anthony Appiah, who like Zack aims not only to expose the fact that racial
categorization is scientifically invalid, but furthermore to count this fact as
significant for racial politics, could also be said, according to Maclntyre’s
distinction, to be disloyal in questioning the basis for a racial collectivity. But
again, whether or not Appiah’s position serves liberatory purposes is under
contestation. Against a position such as Appiah’s, Gordon has argued that “the
anti-race people . . . muss the point. Even if they show that race 1s a social
construction, even if they show that races are no more than cultural or social
formations, even if they show that races are pseudo-scientific fictions, they still
need to address the ways in which phenomena understood as racial phenom-

ena are lived” (Gordon 1995, 388).

It is not that Appiah disregards the importance of the collective identity of
Blacks; he does, however, express a simultaneous wish to be able to break
with the collectivity for the sake of a more autonomous self. In the follow-
ing passages, he describes both the need for the collectivity and his desire
to break with 1t: “An African-American after the Black Power movement
takes the old script of self-hatred, the script in which he or she 1s a nigger,
and works, in community with others, to construct a series of positive black
life scripts . . . And if one 1s to be black in a society that is racist then one
has constantly to deal with assaults on one’s dignity. In this context,
insisting on the right to live a dignified life will not be enough . . . one will
end up asking to be respected as a black.” (Appiah 1996, 98; italics in
original). Appiah insists that he is sympathetic to this story and thar “it
may even be historically, strategically necessary for the story to go this
way,” but he then says, “. . . we need to go on to the next necessary step,
which is to ask whether the identities constructed 1n this way are ones we
can all be happy with in the longer run. What demanding respect for people
as blacks or as gays requires 1s that there be some scripts that go with being
an African-American or having same-sex desires. . . . [t 1s at this point that
someone who takes autonomy seriously will want to ask whether we have
not replaced one kind of tyranny with another. If [ had to choose between
Uncle Tom and Black Power, I would, of course, choose the latrer. But T would
like not to have to choose” (Appiah 1996, 98-99; italics in ongmal). Given
the conflict Appiah describes (though he is only m part motivated by his
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crinique of the concept of race), 1s loyalty still 4 virtue when there is some
question of whether the collectivity—such as a racial collectivity— that might
claim one's loyalty s itself hased on a concept that one finds to be suspect and
pethaps the very source of oppression? Is © nght, 0 such cases, to work to
dissolve or disassociate from the collectivity though doing so constitutes
hetrayal?

Lucws Outlaw (in part responding to an earher position formulated by
Appiah) argues agamst undermming the basis for racial collectivities. For two
reasons, he believes that races should be “conserved™; first, he notes that in the
context of racism and what he calls “mvidious ethnocentrism,” shared racial
and ethnic identities are necessary for political actions aimed at enabling the
well-bemg of members of oppressed racial and ethnic groups; second, he cites
“the wealth of histories and cultures, the wealth ot possible contributions, of
vartous groups comprising our multrdumensional focal, national, international
sacial worlds” (Outlaw 1996, 141), and argaes that maintaining constitutive
differences enriches collective Iife because o the contribution each distinctive
group may make to 1t He concludes® . thar hoth struggles against racism and
ividious ethnocentrism, as well as struggles on the part of persons of vanous
races and ethnicities to preserve, enhance, ind share their ‘messages’ with all
humans, require the conservation of races” \Quitaw 1996, 157).

Those who advocate the dissolution of races need to consider the possibility
that ac the present moment, as Qutlaw argues, the conservation of races may
still be necessary for hberatory purposes. Furthermore, they must consider
whether their questtoning the basis tor the racial collectivity—-which one
could think of a« an act of betrayal- —couid even serve to dissolve a racial
category. | think that in many cases- —-melading cases involving the current
racial categories— the collectivity that one betray s does not dissolve as a result;
though «ome people may oscape the catepory 1o one degree or another by
disassociating from ir, others are letr behind m - Naomi Scheman makes rhis
pomt beautifully. She wrires:

Though | never chose to he a Jew . . | can embrace that
wdentity, make 1t nune, struggle with 1, make it fit; or I can
enore it, reject 1ts relevance to whar [ thunk marters about me,

tind myself elsewhere. So 16 15 with benng o woman—Jews are
the people the Nazis round up; women are the people misogy-
mists target for rape in either case I can claim an dentity
informed but not derermined by those who define 1t by rhewr
hate, or | can disown the Wdentty and tind other ground on
which to srand. If social ontology were up 1o me, 1 don’t chink
there’d be erther Jews or women: 1 don’t think I'd have con-
structed rehigion or gender. But the supposition doesn’t make
senses soctal ontology couldn't be up 16 me, or even us; 1ts a
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matter of hustory. And, in the light of history, it 1s a marter of
honor not to walk away from the people with whom history has
given me “a shared fate.” (Scheman 1992, 191)'"

V.

There are umes, however, when betraying a community does not leave
others behind 1n a position of disadvantage (as leaving a racialized of-color
community does) but rather constitutes an attempt to renounce one’s own
privilege or even to destroy the possibility for privileged membership by
anyone in the group by undermining (ts unity. The betrayal thar white race
traitors engage in may fit this description. Thus is the posttion of Noel [gnatiev
and John Garvey, editors of the journal Race Traitor, which they founded “to
serve as an intellectual center for those seeking to abolish the white race”
(Garvey and Ignatiev 1996, 10). They speak of the white race as a club and
advocate acts of dissent that “amm to dissolve the club, to break 1t apart,”
claiming that “the weak point of the club 1s 1ts need for unanimity” (Garvey
and lgnatiev 1996, 11). In gender politics “refusing to be a man” (Stoltenberg
1989) may be a similar form of betrayal.

Even while racialized communities of people of color may pursue liberatory
aims by strengthening racial identification, white people may help undermine
racism through disloyalty to white racialized communities. As Marilyn Frye
pomnts out, there 15 an asymmetry between oppressed racialized groups and
privileged racialized groups with respecr to the desirability of their abolishing
their respective racial categories. While whire women, she claims, should
contribute to the “demolition” of the white race, this does not mmply that
“women of other races should take the same approach to their racial categori-
zation and their races” (Frye 1992, 165). She wrtites, “the social-constructed-
ness of race and races m the racist state has very different meanings for groups
differently placed with respect to these categories. The ontological freedom of
categorical reconstruction may be generic, but what is politically possible
differs for those differently positioned, and not all the political possibilities for
every group are desirable” (Frye 1992, 164).

Whether or not one believes thar acts of betrayal by whate race rrarrors—or
by males who are disloyal to masculinity—succeed in their aums, they are at

least not mstances of forsaking others to a suffering that one escapes from
individually. In fact, loyalry, in these cases, would constitute acquiescence to
others’ subordination, something thac [ assume is mcompatible with the good
life. Because acts of loyalty to whiteness, or to masculinity (or, for that matter,
to unjust enttties such as governments) entail supporting others’ oppression,
those who have membership in these oppressor groups bur who are commtttred
to refusing to support others’ oppression will have to opt for disloyalty towards
the oppressor group.
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V1.

Oppression seeins to produce groups or communities that are problematic as
obyects of loyalty. This 15 most obvious in those cases where one’s lovalty would
be to an oppressor group; however, [ have also suggested that there 1s at least
contestation over whether oppositional identitics and communities should be
“conserved” or should be deconstructed, where the deconstruction would
constitute disloyaley. It the Jdeconstructive taove s even sometimes called for,
then there will be these addicional instances in which the hest opoon will be
to retuse loyalty. One must. thus, at least b wany of enacting loyaley towards
the communities of liberatory struggles.

To clam that there are instances —even m the context of oppositional

communities—in which one should engage i disloyalty, however, 1s not to say

that loyalty cannot be a virtue, for there 1 another possibility, namely, that
lovalty 1v o virtue but one that cannot be erther developed or exercised (or
hoth) 1n certamn contexes, including, typically, contexts of oppression. It will
be important to awcknowledee thar oppress m may yield conditions m which
loyalty cannot he properly inaintaimned, for 1o see this 1 1o recognize one more
way n which oppression interferes with flourishing: it bars the tull develop-
ment of the virtues. For instance, acts of gronp loyalty become wrong for
anyone commutted to questioning the very foundation ot what mught other-
wise he rtherr object of lovaley, and such grestioning may tollow trom the
liheratory tdeals that are bemg used to judge what will count as flourshing.
Lacking the opportuniry to exercise loyalty, one 1s also thereby prevented from
Jdeveloping or mamntaming a loyal dispositi m, because having the disposition
requires practice Think, for mstance, of the way that a potentially loyal
disposttion could be eroded by the practices one will engage in if one decides
one does not have a proper object of loyalty There s loss involved in forsaking,
after critical questioning, the opportunity for loyalty. Such loss is expressed by
some of the whire temimists who think of th-miselves as race traitors, when they
Jdeseribe therr deep contlice about the ways thar they hurt their families
through enacting their hetrayals. Fven it they consider their acts of betrayal to
he morally the best option, they are siumultancousdly pained by the losses of what

losses, for instance, of therr abihiry to honor
or “stand behind” some ot rheir nghtly bonded, loving relationships. These

accompantes foyalty as a virtue:

fosses may do moral damage 1o their characrers, for if one becomes accustomed
to or even numb to the wavs m which one hurts one’s white family i being a
white race rrattor, one man also lose one’s awareness of how one might hurt,
for instance, one’s pohitical companions, o others to whom one may aim to be
loyal This damage may he thought of as an erosion of one's character, a way
in which one is barred trow (fully) developing trans that, under better circum-
stances, would tunction as virtues
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Because proper loyalty requires, hke any Aristotelian virtue, that one deter-
mine when and how much and towards what object one should be loyal, it
seemns that even if loyalty is appropriate under some corcumstance, conditions of
oppression create all the wrong opportunities for it. And this 1s simply to apply
something that Aristotle recognized: one cannot have perfect virtue—the
virtue of what he calls a good man—in a corrupt polis, though one may still
be a good citizen.'? Certain virtues may at rimes simply be unavailable to a
person. For instance, for Aristotle, when a citizen 1s not ruling, that citizen
cannot express or develop the virtues associated with ruling, and therefore
cannot have complete or perfect virtue. Along similar lines, 1n the case of
loyalty 1t may be that certain situations—such as those created under
oppression—make the virtue of loyalty unavailable because of the absence of
a good object of loyalty.

Anstotle makes a point about friendship that is also relevant to this consid-
eration of loyalty. True or perfect friendship 1s, for him, indicative of virtue; 1t
can only take place between good men who are similar in their goodness.
Friendship of this sort both requires virtue of the friends, and 1t also enhances
their virtuous characters. But there are times, Aristotle says, when one may
have to leave a friendship—thar is, engage in something quite like a betrayal
of one’s friend. Thus occurs in the case that one’s friend—whom one had taken
to be good—turns out to be irremediably bad." In recognizing that one must
leave the friendship, one must acknowledge the loss of that hoped-for but
unactualizable opportunity for the exercise and development of virtue. And so
it is with one’s loyalties to any community. If the community 1s or becomes
fundamentally bad, one may be compelled to leave it, in an act of betrayal, and
to thus forego the possibility of having those virtues that only a good friend-
ship, or a good community, could foster.

So ves, loyalty 1s a virtue, but a virtue that like any other virtue requires that
at least the sort
of group loyalty [ have been exploring—presupposes a good community
towards which to be loyal. Oppression creates communities that are at best

it be exercised in the nght way. In particular, proper loyalty

precarious as good objects of loyalty and thereby tends to make loyalty
unavailable as a virtue. While feminist communities and the communuities
of liberatory racial politics may at times be rhe sort of communities neces-
sary for proper loyalty, maintaining a disposition of loyalty even in these
communities does create a “permanent source of moral danger” (Maclntyre
1994, 315), for there 1s always the possibility of the collectivity’s “going
bad,” whether in the mild sense of becoming socially or politically obsolete
or ineffective under changed conditions, or whether in a more severe sense
of becoming thoroughly corrupt.
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NOTES

1 would like to thank Bat- An Bar On tor reading and commenting on several drafes
of this paper, and tor offering such helptul suggestions. A version ot this paper was
presented to the philosophy departments at Temple Unsversity (February 1997), Mich-
igan State Universiry (February 1997), and Del il Univ ersity (March 1997); thanks
to the audiences of these presentations for their responses. | have also benefited from
the suggestions of anonymous reviewers for Hypatia

I Ann Ferguson describes an “apposirtonat commumty” as “not just people whao
Ine rogerther or in the same neighborhood, such as m a communal household or
progressive barrio or neighbothood, bur o netw nk 1 actual and imagmed others 10
whom one voluntanly commuts oneself in order 1o empower oneself and those bonded
with others by challenging a social order percery «d 1o be unjust, usually by workimg on
ashared project tor social chanve. Connecting to an oppositional community s at some
fevel an act of rebellion or resistance The choee to do so involves a resolve 1o
reconstitute one’s persomal dentity and, 10 so doing, to reassess the values (o which one
15 commutted and the responsshilities one Tas for others” (Ferguson 1995, 372). In chis
“opposttional community” mterc hungeably with “community of
hiberatory politics™ cand similat variations)

paper, 1 use the term

2 The phidosophical work on loyalty has tocused on many different spectes of
loyalty, including lovalty to one's friends, to one lover, to one’s famuly, to one’s country,
tea god o1 gods, to ones political comrades, to ones hertage, ro a way of thinking, and
10 2 teacher or mentor; Josiah Royee (1908) even suggests “loyalry to loyalry.” George
Fletcher's Lovaley (1993) 15w thoroush, conteniporery consideration of the topic of
foyalty He centers the question ot whether ad when loyalty s a duty instead of
think g about e strrcrly as a virtue, although he does hewin wich an Arscorelian/com-
munitarian framework that could lend iself o taunking about Toyaley as o virtue. Also
see Pettit (1988)

3. Victorta Davion expresses a similar monient of suspicion (which she comes to
resolve) about a difterent assumed virtue --that Hf integrity—-1n “Integrity and Radical
Change.” Her suspicion s of iny concept of mtegrity that cannot “account tor radical
change” (Davion 1991, 181), <he also notes tha “if altiplicitous beings cannot have
integrity, this challenges the wea that mregrity s always a good thing” (Davion 1991,
130)

4. See, tor instance, Ruth Ginzherg, who examues “the courage to dissent” from
one’s moral community as o« type of “moral courage” (Ginzberg 1991, 136). Such
dissenting requires courage precisely because one risks losing one’s moral communiey.
Cimzberg ponts vut that under the assumptien that the personal 15 political, “any
Jdecimion, by virtue of bemng pelitical, s tar gam - tor being held accountable by and to
my moral community. It 1s alse tair pame tor becoming grounds tor my exclusion from a
moral communiry™ (Ginzhery 1991, 137)

5 It one does not recognize that there 1+ distinction to be made hetween a
consideration ot loyaley as a disposttion (s one would tind m the discourse of virtue
cthics) and 1 consideration of loyal actions (as me vould find in erther deontological
or consequentialist discourses), 1t 15 easy to find instances of acts of dislovalty that can
be prased, without wondering about the maplicanons for the question of whether
loyalty 15 a virtue, » am reading the femmst disc curses that use the language of loyalty
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and betrayal for thewr implications within a virtue ethics approach. Thanks to Bat-Ami
Bar On for raising this point.

6. I am not interested here in whether or not Rich’s analysis 1s right; in fact, I think
her usc of the concept of false consciousness and her highlighting of white women’s
“instmetive” rebellions agaimst racism 1s quite problematic. My pomt s simply that she
has given a positive valuation to disloyaley.

7. See Alarcon (1994) for a commentary on some of the feminst, as well as
nonfeminist, literature on Malintzin.

8. Alarcon (1994) emphasizes that Malintzin was a trattor not only because ot her
sexuality (and the fact that she bore Cortez’s children) but also hecause she translared
for him.

9. Sce, for wstance, For Lesbians Only (Hoagland and Penelope 1988), which
contains selections—primarily from the 1970s—that use this language. Thus, the
Gutter Dyke Collective writes in 1973: “Separacism, as a position, is the way in which
we relate to other lesbians, women and the enemy. . . . Strarght/heterosexual women
can’t be rrusted in any real situation because they will sell you out if 1t gets too heavy
for them—men arc the focal point of their lives” (Hoagland and Penelope 1988, 27);
“Alice, Gordon, Debbie, & Mary” write 10 1973: . . . we see ‘straight’ femunists, or
nonleshian feminists, to . . . be a contradiction 1n terms: You cannot be dedicated to
elimmatng male-supremacy (sexism) and, ar the same time, be relating to men, who
are the enemy” (Hoagland and Penelope 1988, 35).

10. It 15 interesting to note that some bisexuals also agreed with these two state-
ments. Rust writes that “a sizable munority of bisexuals acrually agreed with each
statement; one out of nine agreed that bisexuals are less commuitted than lesbians, and
one out of four agreed thar lesbians can't trust bisexuals to strck around when the gomg
gets tough” (Rust 1995, 216).

11. See, for instance, Armstrong (1995); Ault (1996); Gamson (1996).

12. Examples of this abound 1n lesbran publications; Rust (1995) includes a survey
of these publications in her study. Stacey Young (1992) reports on simtlar portrayals of
bisexuals in lesbian publications and analyzes the implications of the term “hasbian.” 1t
happens that mn a recent ssue of my local gay, leshian, and hisexual newspaper, In
Newsweekly, there 15 a discussion of the question of betrayal by lesbrans who get
involved with men: Karen Shoffner, commenting on JoAnn Loulan’s (a well-known
leshian sex-counselor and author) announcement that she now has a bovfriend, writes:
“She [Loulan] hopes that lesbians will respond to her news with a resounding ‘So what.’
Hers may be a vain hope, for some leshbians will feel she has betrayed them. She s, atter
all, a curncoat who has the nerve to contiue to identfy herself as a lesbian. . . . What
if she had denied her feelings for this man for the sake of our community? Wouldn't that
be a terrible betrayal, too?” (Shoffner 1997, 9).

13. For a debate nitiared by Maclntyre’s discussion of patriotism, see Nathanson
(1989, 1992) and Gomberg (1990).

14. As Ruth Ginzberg points out, f one has more than one moral communuty,
expulsion from one moral community (or destruction of that communuity) does not
completely destroy one’s moral self, because one 1s not dependent exclusively on that
commumity. She writes: “1 risk genuine ‘demoralizanon” when my moral judgments
differ enough from those of my moral community for me to be excommunicated, for if
[ am expelled from my moral community, some ptece of my moral agency itself is at
stake. 1 say ‘some prece of’ my moral agency 1s at stake because most of us are
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simultancously memnbers of 4 number of moral communities One rarely Toses one’s
membership m all of one’s moral communities ar onee” (Ginzberg 1991, 138).

15 Sce, tor instance, Friediman (1993) and Werss ¢ 1995).

16 Scheman cives Bvelyn Torton Beek (1980, 173) tor the phrase “a shared fare ”

17 Arnstotle, Polities Book 1, chaprer 4+ L one cinizen differs trom another, bat
the salvation of the commumity s the common bastness of them adl This community
1s the constitution, the virtue of the Gtizen mus theretore be relanive to the constieu-
tion ot which he v v member. B, then, there are pany fonns of government, it s evident
that there s not one single vonue of the good ditzen which s pertect virtue. But we say
that the good man s he who s one single vie ae which s pertect virtue 1lence it s
cvrdent that the good Gitizen aced not of nece sity possess the virtue which makes a
good man” (1276b.27-35). This citanion s from thwe Bonjamun Jowete translation, in The
Basie Works of Arstode, ¢d. Richard Mo Keon, Now York Random House, 1941

15, Anstode, Nicomachear Ethics Book VI chaprer 3.0 Al aitations from the
Nirconuwhean Ethies are trom chic Wo T Raoss trar slon, m The Basic Works of Arseotle,
ed. Richard Mckeon. New York: Random Hous -+, 1941,

19 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics Book IX, chaprer 3. Arstotle also notes that it one
fiiend remarns the same but the other “hecame Tetter and far ouestripped him m vae”
(1165h23-24), the virruous tiend would have proands for termimating the friendshap.
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