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[bookmark: _GoBack]In this limpidly written and well-structured thesis, Anna Skácelová critically examines the concept of moral sainthood as it is deployed in the work of Raimond Gaita and Susan Wolf. Skácelová distinguishes between Gaita's conception of sainthood (which she calls 'the Revelatory Saint' (hereafter RS)) and Wolf's two conceptions (the 'Loving Saint' and the 'Rational Saint'). She argues that under none of the three interpretations is it possible to become a saint through the operation of the will. Therefore, since ought implies can, there is no sense to the claim that any of us should be a moral saint. Despite this, Skácelová argues that the concept of an RS can nevertheless play an important role in our moral thinking, since in being moved by the behaviour of the RS we can come better to understand and appreciate 'the worth of all people'. 

Skácelová nicely draws out the differences between Gaita's and Wolf's conception of sainthood. Inter alia, this involves showing how Gaita and Wolf are working with different conceptions of what is important in morality - whereas for Wolf to be moral means choosing the morally right or most praiseworthy course of action, for Gaita being moral may be a matter not only of doing the right thing (where this is to be understood in terms of the relevant type descriptions under which the act falls), but also the distinctive manner in which one acts. This notion of manner introduces particularity into moral evaluation, which has ramifications for their respective conceptions of sainthood. Whereas for Wolf the moral saint is someone who always acts in a certain way (viz., always does the morally good thing), for Gaita the moral saint is someone who is capable of acting in surprising ways towards those whose humanity is obscured from us. 

By critiquing Wolf's conception of Sainthood and defending Gaita's, Skácelová is therefore providing an argument to the effect that "there is more to morality than doing all the actions which should be done" (10). She is giving a characterisation of moral value as something that occurs in particular cases, and the saint as someone who manifests, perhaps in an episodic and unpredictable way, a sense of the value of another which is ordinarily obscured from view.

Thus, on Skácelová's picture, the reason why we cannot be an RS is very different from the reason why we cannot be either a rational or a loving saint. For the latter two categories, it is not inconceivable that someone could, through force of will, structure his or her life in such a way as to meet up to the strictures which these concepts require. But in neither case would we recognise this as a human form of life, and nor would we find it especially praiseworthy. In this respect Skácelová and Wolf are in agreement. However, Wolf goes wrong, according to Skácelová, in not considering the possibility of the RS. It is not inconceivable that someone could become an RS, and to be an RS is, for Skácelová, to be a most admirable kind of person. 

However, since becoming an RS depends on the particular manner of one's action it is not conceivable that one could attain it through a conscious act of will or through the adoption of some particular way of life. As Skácelová puts it, in a particularly well-written passage:

The Nun's love, with the value of the patients, manifested episodically, when she was in contact with them. However, the saint's love itself is not an episodic quality. To truly embody it in such astonishing revelatory way, it cannot be a momentary affection. It seems to perme- ate the Nun's very being, affecting the manner of all that she does. This is because her understanding of the patient ́s value was intrinsic, no matter whether it was also made explicit by some beliefs. It stemmed from bridging her grasp of herself with her grasp of the patients. She joined perhaps the deepest, most intimate part of her identity as a human – her love – with the way she saw them. Her love then, as a respectful, non-sentimental appreciation of their value, a “form of understanding”, radiated from her in her treatment towards the patients. (14-15)

The idea that the instantiation of moral value is something episodic and not directly under our control has an august history, and is consonant with a certain strand in Christianity. It finds expression in Kant's idea that the good will 'shines forth like a jewel' but only at those moments when an individual manages to act, not only in conformity with the moral law but out of respect for it. It is thus no accident that Gaita's primary example of sainthood is of a Nun. Readers of Gaita's work who move within a cultural milieu conditioned by Christian concepts are primed to see Nuns as being marked out by a unique capacity to care for the afflicted and to display virtues which go beyond what is capable for those who have not practised their 'spiritual discipline'.  

Skácelová's description of Gaita's examples shows a clear affinity and respect for that conception of moral value. But it is vulnerable to challenge. It might be argued that the value that is being perceived in the Nun's behaviour does not originate in any feature of the Nun herself, but rather in the role that she plays in the situation - after all, she enters the psychiatric ward as an outsider, with no agenda and with no special duty of care over the patients. Since she does not have to take responsibility for the long term care of the patients, and does not have to do the work of attempting to understand or cure their conditions, or even to make incremental improvements in their everyday standard of life, she is unencumbered by the burdens which weigh down those who Gaita calls the "noble psychiatrists". Her ability to step outside of the ordinary evaluations which implicitly guide the work of the psychiatrists may thus be a product, not of some special character or talent on her part, but simply of the (in some ways privileged) position that she stands in with respect to the patients.

This worry can take more or less radical forms. At its most radical (or perhaps its most cynical) it would be to hold that belief in this special kind of value is a hang up from a religious or mystical world-view, perhaps representing a fantasy or myth which we reach for in the face of overwhelming suffering. In a less radical form it would be to say that this value emerges not thanks to any features of the Nun herself but rather in the role that she gets to play. And in yet another form it would be to say that the value is not there in the situation but is an invention of Gaita's, in his telling of the story.

I would like to have seen how Skácelová would respond to this worry. However, in the context of the paper it would have taken her too far afield. Perhaps it can be considered as an avenue for further research.

Alongside this broader reservation, I have one minor objection to the argumentation of the thesis. Skácelová attempts to use Nussbaum's conception of the emotions to explain what it is that makes the Nun's unconditional goodness resistant to the will. As she puts it:

[E]motions are phenomena extraverted to our will – forceful, heated, making us feel passive and unable to control them. This means that they cannot be willed, feigned or imposed. (20)

This account seems to underplay Gaita's point, since it makes the special value which the Nun manifests as a product of a particular emotional state 'pure love', which presumably can be described and understood in the same way as other emotions (anger, fear, etc.) But in that case it is unclear why this 'pure love' could not be adopted as a general disposition of character - why, in other words, the RS should not be considered a prototypical loving saint. If that is right then there is nothing in Skácelová's account with which Wolf would need disagree - what the RS teaches us would then be that we should be saintly some of the time, but that you can have too much of a good thing.

Moreover, the claim that "emotions are extraverted to our will" seems to be based on an overly austere conception of willing - one which is more naturally suited to a Kantian picture of the will than a richer (neo-)Aristotelian conception which both Nussbaum and Wolf would prefer. After all, it seems like I can use my will to control my emotions - not only through e.g. overmastering my anger on a particular occasion, but also through a discipline and training by which I refine my emotional states over time. (If this were not the case then the value of psychotherapy would be significantly diminished.) Relatedly, Skácelová claims that:

The Revelatory Saint is not something we could aspire to become, but this does not mean that this transformation cannot happen to us. There might have been a time when the Nun were not a saint, either. But there are no actions to take, no beliefs to assert which could change our feelings – and the manner of our behaviour – this profoundly. (21)

The claim that the RS is not something we could even aspire to become is stronger than the claim that it is not something which can be the product of my will alone. After all, I can aspire to become the highest paid football player in the world, even though whether or not I succeed in that ambition depends on innumerable factors which are extrinsic to my will. And even the weaker claim that becoming an RS is out of our control can be questioned. Of course it will follow that we cannot choose to be an RS if it requires that our behaviour have a revelatory effect on someone else - a saintly individual who lives in benighted times might find that - their best efforts notwithstanding - their behaviour simply goes unnoticed. But if to be an RS means rather only to display the kind of behaviour which could play this inspirational role, then Skácelová must do more to show us that it really can't be willed. After all, a Kantian would argue that it is both necessary and sufficient for sainthood in this sense that one act with the correct intention, i.e. that one tries one's best to do the best by others. That would be a form of sainthood for which the only qualification was the manifestation of a certain form of willing - though whether that form of willing could be under our control is a further, crucial question.

As this report should make clear, Skácelová has written an excellent thesis, one which shows clear philosophical potential, and is, in my opinion, well above the standard expected of a bachelor's thesis. She has engaged with both the primary and secondary literature in this very difficult field, and yet manages writes in her own voice. In tutorials she has been a pleasure - she is confident without being overbearing. She is diligent in her work, always submitting drafts on time and taking criticism on board. Over the course of several months her work has steadily improved and I expect her to continue to develop into an independent and interesting thinker in her own right.

St

iy s i el e Ao S sl s
e oo st o 1 e 0 ek o Gt
S Wk S e e o e of i (hch
e e el S e 19 1 W e ot e
e o i o o i T, s o
e e it ol e Do
RO — —————
o . v g vy e e o K o
[t ——————

.t . s e o G 0 Wl o g i
e
e i b et o ety o o o
oty e e et o bl o i e .
i o s s )
e man ek . T o o e s ety
o b ol o e, o o e el s e w0
UGS ——

By g Wl cecpon o b et Gua, Skt
et o s e el et e ety b
0 o o e 0, o g i f et
P e P
T ——



