. - -
CHAPTER

38 |

—

. dZ
Fathali M. Moghaddam, Cristina Novoa an

Abstract

Evidence for relativistic theories of rights

Latino and Spanish cultures,Asian cultures

and duties is overturned by an analysis of Supererogatory acy
in Afghan, Asian, and Spanish-speaking cultures. The authors presin:ei ;l::\t::i:,:::;;t;:n;? :;;:)lfnt of
the development of rights and duties to explain the a,ppearance o rimitive social relations =_l|n of
justice. An order of evolution is proposed: from functuonal ongn:t in $he oo recOmmenci t: info
labeling as “rights” and “‘duties,” to formalization in blac.k-letter a;u e b o fut'j"_e
directions of research: an investigation of the cycle of rlght?' and uuesha risop, ifterent politica|
and cultural contexts, and a closer analysis of universal duties, beyond human rights alone.
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Do you refuse me, Antigoné? I want to die with you:
I too have a duty that I must discharge

These words are spoken by Ismene, sister to
Antigoné, in a play by the same name, written by
Sophocles (442 B.C./1977, p. 207) at a time when
Athenian democracy was at its height. The democ-
racy of Athens was centered on duties, demands
placed by others on the persons who owe them.
Every Arhenian male citizen not only served in the
military, but also had judicial, legislative, and execu-
tive duties:

Even many of the highest offices in the land were
filled by allotment and so could fall on any citizen;
almost all offices could be held only for a single year.
In this way maximum participation was achieved,
and every man was a public servant,

(Lang, 2004, p. 7)

This sense of duty was shared by women:
Antigoné buries her brother Polyneicés, a rebel
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against the king, even though she knows she will be
killed for this act. Her sister Ismene also requests tq
die with Antigoné, in order to discharge her dury,
This duty, says Antigoné, is for laws thar:

... are not merely now: they were, and shall be,
Operative for ever, beyond man utterly
(Sophocles, 442 B.C./1977, p. 203)

The centrality of duties in ancient Athens seems
far removed from the culture of twenty-first-century
Western societies. Indeed, the march of technologi-
cal, scientific, economic, and political progress in
Western societies has been accompanied by a trum-
peting of rights, what we are owed by others, from the
struggles of the suffragettes to win voting rights for
women, to desegregation and the civil rights move
ment that eventually allowed an African-Americar
to be elected as America’s president in 2008, to ga
rights, disabled person’s rights, senior rights, chil
dren’s rights, patients’ rights, animal rights, an
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g point 1o the U.S.-led invasion of
Lt of Iragis at Abu Ghraib prison
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¢ the claim that Western societies
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o g Jeed, that there is ... no ,univcrsally
e s ption of rights and duties” (Louis &
on at ri .
hof“’rc 05, p- 105), and that rights and duties are
Tylo" 2 an 4 can be socially constructed and justi-
nomum'c " different ways particularly by those
i P mna eater power- For example, in some
. s serve their own i
werh-ll gI‘OUPb St‘:l‘V N 1nterests
socg[lci. ing duties (e.g., in Iran the duty to obey
bvhigh lgcmc Leader” is highlighted), whereas in
“Supr s, power groups prioritize certain rights
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D[hcrsgc fght of the super-rich to spend hundreds
¢ : :
(g []‘ s of dollars t© influence election results
ilho! . . @ .
il lUnif od States, justified under the “right to
in the f expression”)- This relativistic viewpoint
_sinst the idea, as suggested by Antigoné, that
runS‘i . dutics (and rights) that are “not merely
(o « 13 (=
ther® but “forever” and beyond man” in the sense
no“{v . N
vt they 7€ found in all human cultures.
{ The question of whether there are universal
ighs and Juties is one of a number that psycho-
.4l science has explored, as reflected in the
logi : y
wlume The Pychology of Rights and Duties that
ht together an international group of leading
brought LOg! ]
cholars in chis field (Finkel & Moghaddam, 2004).
We begin this discussion by describing a hierarchy
of rights and duties and clarifying our position on
five questions that are central and must be addressed
in any psychological account of duties and rights,
induding the question of possible universals. Next,
we describe a cultural evolutionary account of the
development of duties and rights. This evolution-
ary perspective suggests that certain functional
behaviors evolved early in our history, and at a later
sage in human evolution these were labeled “duties
and rights” as part of informal everyday life. Stll
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(Moghaddam 2008, p. 56).

ex
amples from case studies

of great importance.

o e T
ultural evolutionary”
ﬁonceptual framework. On the other hand, we wc?r(k
.bottom-up" to show variations across cultures in
rights and duties. Given the foundational influ-
ence of religious systems on conceptions of rights
and duties in the contemporary world, we begin by
exploring rights and duties in religious systems.

Religious Systems and the Hierarchy of
Contemporary Rights and Duties
The next day he took out two denarii, gave them to
the innkeeper, and said, “Take care of him; and when
I come back, I will repay you whatever more you
spend.’
(Luke 10:35 (NRSV))

Today the concept of supererogatory action is
generally used in a secular context, though its ori-
gins lie in religious ethics. The term appears in the
Christian ethical debates in the late Middle Ages in
reference to voluntary works that are besides, over
and above God’s commandments. In the biblical
parable of the Good Samaritan, a man from the
southern region of Samaria in Israel finds a stranger
on the roadside who had been beaten by robbers.
The Samaritan takes the stranger to an inn, bandages
his wounds, pays for his lodging, then promises to
go above and beyond: “1 will repay you whatever

more you spend.”
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at such acts, 1
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pense to others to make up for dCﬁCICt;Fl; o
1989). This framework has bef:n app lcf st
acts such as sexual abstinence In place 1:) g
and procreation (Mellema, 1991). In the v ({ o
teenth century, controversy erupted arou

[ s interpretation of supereroga-
e o exchangs o ndulgences paid to tl'lnc
usly

ory acts in exchange for i
'[:hrlrrch. These were cited perhaps most fam(})1 :
in the Ninety-Five Theses against the churc l)lf
Martin Luther. Today, the Church of Engla_nd sﬁn
requires all clergy to declare allegiance to thirty- : Ve
articles of faith including one (Article 14) stating
that “the performance of supcrerogaroll'y aitsfanmt
be taught without arrogance and impiety ( ()Pf’rfa
quae Supererogationis appellant non”pussunt sm;_
arrogantia et impietate preaedicari’) (Book o
Common Prayer, 1662/1999). o

Importantly, the concept of supererogation is n(?t
unique to Christianity. In Jewish law the Id@uqlc
concept of “beyond the letter of the law” (lifnim
mishurat ha din) applies to self-sacrificial acts of fair-
ness and charity that go above the bare minimum
prescribed by law (Shilo, 1978). In Islam, the con-
cept of fsaal-e-Sawaab refers to performing a good
deed and granting the heavenly reward for that act
to another person, a practice not entirely unlike the
Roman Catholic conception of stored merit, as well
as the Church of Latter Day Saints’ doctrine sut-
rounding the afterlife and “saving ordinances” for
deceased relatives. To perform nafl prayers in Islam,
prayers beyond the general minimum of five times
cach day, is supererogarory. So too are extra fast-
ing, the giving of voluntary charity (sadaga) beyond
obligatory alms (zakar).

In secular ethics, divine command is substituted
for formalized laws and rights. British philosopher
J. O. Urmson (1958) argued that saintly and heroic
acts should constitute a fourth category in secular
ethics, beyond categories of mandatory, permitted,
and forbidden. A soldier who throws himself on a
grenade to save the life of his comrades, according
to Urmson, is committing a supererogatory act. [t
is neither required, nor morally neutral, nor forbid-
dCl.l by law. The standard view, generally held by
philosophers Urmson (1958), Sheldon Peterfreund
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(1978), and Robin Attfield (1979 | th

becomes supererogatory when Meers tha: % .
ria: (1) it is beyond the call of dury, s ‘rc;e iy,
torious or praiseworthy, and (3) Omissi: is

act is not blameworthy. Secular acys of g
tion have been argued to include legal afgrerog&
clemency by kings and presidents, volunge, o
community service, acts of qualified Selﬂnng ang
such as election to be an organ or blg, dde sacriﬁcc
acts of forgiveness, conscientioys tolerg, O, ang
forbearance (Heyd, 1982; Benbaj; & Heyg ©, ang
Portmore, 2003). ; 2001;

To be clear, little has been writtep, aboy

erogatory rights and duties, bur some debage aiuPer_
the criteria for supererogatory acts Continge, foung
disciplines of philosophy and ethic o in th,
argues that supererogarory actions By Broyy

ust |
sacrificial and other-regarding: the T sho;dklf.

“completely gratuitous” (e.g., Heyd, 1982), it ¢
bring “much good for the other person,” anq sholllcl
be performed “at considerable cogt or risk tOt)uld
agent” (Rawls, 1971, p. 11), and should be i
onerous for ourselves” than for others (Hale, 199‘;&
Others disagree, arguing that Supererogatory arg ., -
be self-regarding (Kawall, 2009) and withoye ben:in
or even intended benefit for others (Mellema 199];
Susan Hale (1991) argues that there are no Irul’
supererogatory actions, only apparently SUPererog:.’
tory actions motivated by duty or principle. Ths j
reminiscent of debates in social Psychology abgy
whether or not there really is altruiom, behavior
intended to help another, without regard for benef;
to oneself. Among the major theories of altruism,
the empathy-altruism model of Batson (1995) is
closest to assuming there is true altruism—all of the
others dismiss this assumption (Moghaddam, 1998,
Chapter 9). In this discussion we are not interested
in the question of whether or not either supereroga-
tory acts or altruism actually exist according to some
objective criteria, but in the question of how, by
labeling a behavior as “supererogatory,” society influ-
ences behavior. In the next section, we further clarify
our conceptual orientation.

Five Basic Questions

At the outset it is useful to clarify our position on
five foundational questions concerning duties and
rights: source, function, relationship to supereroge
tory rights, free will, and replaceability. First, what
is the source of duties and rights, particularly 35 sc[
out in formal or black-letter law? Second, wha.[ .
the functional nature of black-lerter law? Third
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o behavior in a given society,
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behavior. For example, imagine if Sam is
g on 2 bridge, looking down at the boats passing
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define the boundaries of obli-
that supererogatory duties
level” for standards
just as black-letter
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stand-

e river below. A father and child are standing
s Sam. Black-leteer law sets the minimal “lowest”
wndard for Sam's behavior: Sam must not push the

S ﬂfgﬂ law
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Supercrogatory
rights and dutics

child into the river, since doj

nal offense, Opy the other ;1“
dc"mally falls into the river, |,
stipulate that Sam g d)iv
the child. If the child falls jn

Sam will not be sent 1o jail

geous enough to dive j
ive into the rj ; i
However if Sam o river to save the child.
el dhe oile llvc into the river and saves
enthusiasti :
she might even receiy db(;lcla“y g ]
ive a medal: a superer
: 0
duty fulfilled (see Figure 38.1) pereroBey
Although i :
e ugh 1nf-0rmaJ social and cultural norms
il nce })arcnung practices, and in turn, the for
atior ights i : )
ma ]]- o frllghte. an'd duties, formal black-letter
: a M)Tlm uences family contexts and informal
PP : .
" rrE.sl. 1¢ relationship is reflexive. For example,
olack-lette
ac cter |51w formally defines cercain parental
Hu ies according to definitions of abuse and neglect.
owever, numerous instances illustrate the mis-

850 would be a crimj-
and, if the child acci-
lack-letter law does not
¢ into the river 1o saye
to the river and drowns
for failing o be coura:

match that can occur between parenting practices
and th.c law, particularly among immigrant groups;
parenting practices that are common in one culture
may be legally construed as neglect and a failure to
fulfill parenting duties in another. The practice of
f‘upping, a traditional medical technique performed
in some cultures, is interpreted as child abuse in
some contexts. In regions of Africa, a mother who
fails to circumcise her female child is chastised by
other women in the community, whereas female
circumcision in the United States is punishable by
prison and the child may even be removed to gov-
ernment child custody. Similarly, Hmong parents
who view cpilepsy as a form of spiritual rapture
have often been charged with neglect for not seck-
ing treatment for their children (Coleman, 2007).
Also, black-letter law reifies the informal rights
and duties in the family. Imagine a woman named
Helen, a retired English banker living in Paris, who
decides to make a will that leaves almost all of her
considerable fortune to charity. This is accepted by
her first husband and their two children, who are
English and live in England. Indeed, after the ini-
tial shock of learning about the contents of the will,
most of Helen's English family applauds her action
as an example of a supererogatory duty. However,
the situation is very different with Helen's second
husband, a Frenchman, and their three French

Figure 38.1 The continuum of “minimal
(black-letter law) 10 exemplary

smndml"
rights and duties) behavior.

{(supererogatory
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ive in Paris and adhere to French
children, who all live in 15 :

' 's French fam-
n the perspective of Helens Frt.nchd y
I I. but immoral. Indeed.

tries of the European
Id be n:gardcd as ille-
untries about half

law. Fro tive
ily, her will is not only illega

in 26 out of 27 member coun
Union (EU), Helen's will wou

aus st of these co
al, because in mos : coul e
if the estate is automatically inherited by surviving

children (unless they have committed Pa‘:‘m‘ lI(—ll“ll:E
he like). In most of the European Union, He
ort d to leave her estate t0
would not be legally allowe
Cha'r[l}:): situation in England and Wales is very dif-
ferent because the individual enjoys almost comp letj
freedom to decide who will inherit the estate, an
thus there is room for Helen to carry out 2 super-
erogatory duty by allocating her estate to ch'ant?f.
This Anglo-Saxon tradition of individual C!'IOICC hls
also present in the United States. Now consider the
influence of black-letter inheritance law for a recent
immigrant family to the United States. If thfz faﬂ'l-
ily immigrated from one of those 26 EU nations in
which Helen's action was illegal, informal family per-
ceptions of inheritance rights and duties will l'ikcly
give way to formal law, over successive generations.
In essence, black-letter law sets the boundaries of
supererogatory duties and rights.

Fourth, in religious systems as well as in secular
ethics, a supererogatory act assumes at least a mini-
mal level of free will and conscious choice, so that
merit can be rewarded on the basis of the assump-
tion that the meritorious person freely chose to do
good rather than evil. It is assumed, for example,
that saints and heroes are not forced to do good
works; they act as individual agents. But in tradi-
tional experimental psychology, it is assumed that
independent variables (such as environmental fac-
tors external to the person, or cognitive mechanisms
within the person) serve as causes, and bring about
changes in dependent variables. In this cause—effect
relationship, there is no room for free will. An argu-
ment has been made that while some behaviors are
causally determined, other behaviors, including
behavior in the realm of duties and rights, are better
explained through a normative account, which does
allow for free will (Moghaddam, 2002).

A normative account of behavior assumes that
much of human thought and action is regulated
by norms, rules, and other features of the norma-
tive system. Most of the time, most people behave
according to the rules for correct behavior in a given
context. However, people can choose to behave in
non-normative ways; second, certain behaviors are
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causally determined rather thap Normg.,
lated. For example, when her Opticiy Wive), ,
“Can you read the last line?” Thq N agy ¢ 8.
Susan’s visual performance being ¢, do .,
mined by factors such as aging (why, vl g
2002, has termed performance capaci) Oghg, 44,
read the last line when she was 20 -Su

no longer read it now that she js 5¢ G
if Susan’s optician asks, “Whay d,, y:’;ars ?l d ;::1
symbol means?” This question hag ¢, d:}u tha:

o,
Years ol p, g

meaning we ascribe to things, or whar ap. Vit
(2002) has termed performanc, style (?doghadda ::
€

“Oh yes, that symbol represents 5 Myster; Pk,
potion on this tropical island!” versus, « oyg | X
is just a gimmick used by the loca] ey at Vb,
attract more visitors to this island!”), t bOard o
The fifth question concerns the el
and interchangeability of duties ang righaccab“ity
duty always be reinterpreted as 5 right an:{S: .
as a duty? We can identify two maiz; o 2 righ,
positions on this issue (see Dcmboul-’ 200:;Ccptual
example of a more detailed classificat ion), Fy or an
natural law position, which holds tha Icm is ¢y
duties and rights are fixed. For example, th:s; some
abide by certain moral imperatives, siick l:ty ko
shalt not steal,” “thou shalt not ki] » and SZS thoy
purely duties; a duty to abide by the commyg zllarc
to steal,” “not to kill,” and so on, canne; be cr;la Dot
to a “right not to steal,” a “right no to k] » Nged
on. Similarly, a “right to freely choose 5 G’oda"nd 50
not be replaced by a “duty to freely choose 5 Gcaxl.
The other view, which we find more g ﬁ)d

takes positive law as a point of chaIturcpw ;n
duties and rights can be interpreted as mplac;abl cre
almost all cases. This is suggested by varigys ex::
ples across societies in areas such as inheritance 0;
estates and voting in elections.

The Power of Context and Replaceability
of Rights and Duties

Our final two suppositions—the power of socig
context to influence choices and free will, and the
replaceability of rights and duties—meric special
attention as keystones in our argument. For the
first, consider Gregory Mellema’s (1991) prisoner
example. A man is held prisoner by political ter
rorists, and he is commanded to swear allegiance
to the leader of the terrorists—and to renounce
allegiance to his own government. The prisoner
knows that a refusal to cooperate will result only
in bad consequences. He will be beaten, and the
angered terrorists will only stiffen their resolve ©
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o C"w;lig American citizenship to his cap-
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¢ Who praises? In both cases, the
o logic 8 rooted in‘g.roup identiry. ‘
frec will, for an individual, therefore presumes
i grOUP constraints. Ho“‘rcvcr, a socn.al psy-
dological perspective also considers co'llcctlvc a{xd
onnunal acts, beyond individual choices. Duties
odrights are fundamentally normative expressions,
o norms are shaped by groups and culwures more
dan individuals. Consider a collective agreement
bya military group not to pillage an enemy village
apuured in war, or to show clemency when it is nei-
ther required nor forbidden. If supererogatory acts
may be collective expressions, it follows that super-
aogarory rights and duties can be expressed through
goups and networks: family nerworks, tribal net-
works, nation-states, and networks of nation-states
uch 25 the United Nations. Indeed, international
bedaaions of human rights and duties may be
:f“u:‘:; rScl;;jererugato'ry acts thcmsclvc:v., as merito-
i ions by diverse communities respond-

"6 gobal forces,

jat
’ enounce

; sssumption

ore: Who blame:

Imponamly, as we
a'nd cross-cultural hyp
tion, the fact thy, sup
are manufactured by
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1an examples in the nex sec.
crerogatory duties and riéhrs
culture does nog make them
: du(;lcs-and rights embody
vival. Our argumen, a: 3 o
ol ot men: ]l:lmCS a social intuitionist
oy flry, : ike language, is an evoly-
e nh or intensely social life; moral
uions dot innate and enculturated and

¢ understood in an evolutionary context

(Bekoff, 2005; Haidt, 2001).

To s i
ome extent, attention to cultural context

makes it obvious : .

able, chlaccabilittyhz:ihn:s Tﬂseduncs on S
perspective. Suppose there ‘P'Y : m.a tter of group
some wealth named Lad SIIs “ English woman of
writes a will leavi s Anc Lady Suitery

1 caving the bulk of her estate to her
gsgixr ener. Qlle group of villagers claim thar Lady
e

» She did her duty, because the
gardener was completely devoted to her.” Because
Lady Slattery lives in England, black-letter law
allows her to fulfill this right/duty. Bur as seen in an
earlier example, had she lived in France she would
be obligated (by French law as it stands in 2010) to
leave at least half of her estate to her children—and
her choice would have been limirted ar the outset.

Similarly, in the domain of elections, the act
of voting can be interpreted as a right or a duty,
depending on context. According to black-letter law,
voting is treated as a right in some countries (such as
the United States) but a duty in some others (such
as Australia, Belgium, and Switzerland). Even in
countries where voting is treated as a right, the arti-
tude of (at least some) citizens is that citizens have
a duty to vote. For example, among some groups of
“patriots” it would be unpatriotic for a citizen not
to vote in national elections. On the other hand,
among other groups, who might also see themselves
as patriotic, it is a duty not to vote, because voting
in national elections would strengthen the central
government and thus work against their libertar-
ian vision of whar the nation should be in the ideal
(i.e., a country of free individuals unencumbered by
a strong central government).

A clearer variation across countries concerns the
participation of prison inmates in elections. In the
United States, inmates are banned from voting in
and even former inmates are banned in
ean Union, seven of the
ber states (including the

most states,
some states. In the Europ

27 European Union mem
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¢ inmates o0 vote 1n

ni
. do not have

o ) pert
United l\mgdum) do n } &
SC COuntrics,
carry out voung s
hcydu not have 1t I
o Yy
re inmates have the r1g

an become 2 supereroga-

dections. In the
the npportunity 0]
tory duty, because €
In other countrics whe
vote in elections, voting €
tory duty. N
The proposition
Jlaceable is also supported by -l
13 studies (Moghaddam & Riley, 20(1}5):11[?:;:;?:5
larly in the family context. For examp c,h i -
of families with young children, researc crshmug].l
that parents tried solving sibling c?nﬂtcts t -
“care” orientations emphasizing duties ( Ym}ll s oue
share your toys with your sister t.)ccatffc she 18 ri-
you”) while young children priorit,lzcd justice ;) :
cntations emphasizing rights (“Its not fair—t lc‘s
(Lollis, Ross, & Leroux, 1996; Lollis,
Nowak, & Ross, 1999). The
a toy with a sibling, led

that duties and rights are
d by a number of empiri-

are my toys!")
Van Engen, Burns,
same transaction, sharing 3, 1€
different actors to invoke either rights or duties In
accordance with their perspective. As the author-
ity figures in the family system, parents appealed
to duties; in contrast, children challenged parental
authority by invoking their rights (Moghaddam &

Riley, 2005).

Primitive Social Relations and the
Evolution of Duties and Rights

Having explored a few ways that duties and
rights are bound by group context and social posi-
tioning, we now turn to illustrations that help
describe duties and rights as functional adaptations
that evolve over time. A cultural evolution explana-
tion assumes two major stages in the development
of duties and rights: first, the emergence of certain
styles of behavior, termed primitive social relations
(Moghaddam, 2002, p. 40), that are adaptive and
enable some people to compete better for scarce
resources and to improve survival chances; second,
at a later stage the labeling of such adaptive behaviors
as a duty or a right, depending on cultural condi-
tions. The timing and sequence of the second stage,
labeling and interpreting primitive social relations in
terms of duties and rights, is unclear. It might evolve
tens of thousands of years after the emergence of a
particular primitive social relation, or shortly after.
In this theory, primitive social relations arise out
of the common challenges confronted by humans.
These challenges are partly based on human physi-
cal characteristics and the physical environment.
Commonalities here—bodily and environmental
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constraints—result in certaj T30,
behavior adopred by hy hidng ‘huni ey ;
in our evolutionary pagr, "ot
Primitive Social Behay;,, e
Animals am‘”lg

The evolutionary accouny
that the roots of “fairness” 5h0ul:1 Pro\,idt
mal bchavio; and, indeed, Oy, dis
to support this idea. Ryd; Some _ay
later developed to be ]abelc(;n ;"J‘"Y beha\,i:‘d%(
reflected in cooperation ang emu““ ang ﬁg: the
mals (Bekoff, 2005). Elephangg Ea]thy am, ty
members of their group, as 4, Wh; P in}ur,::;g By,
During play, high-ranking wOlvcses ang d()'pufili
“handicap” themselves by engagin are knw'h”k.
with lower-ranking wolves, evep alglln fole rwfl )
ranking wolves to bite. If the low OWing g IW
bite too hard, it will initjace 5 « 1-ranki“g %l"w.
mission before the play reSUmcs.PCay bow” o %v?
too hard during play can be OStrac?yom Wha
of the group (Bekoff & Allen, 19 977)*°d by the I;
are highly cooperative; often i, divi('iAm logy,
sacrifice themselves to increase - ual g )
the group (Wilson, 1975). Monke Anceg ¢
tively when they witness other mOn)I: Feagy g,
more favorable rewards for the sy, Y5 recepy;
less effort (Brosnan & de Waal, 2003) CM(.)l't, or fy,
in ways that could be interprered 35 Cr.n lIi Feacteq
they observed cagemates, bur nog stranpa CWhey
ing pain (Langford et al., 2006), Althog:;' Suffy
and animals do not make sacrifices, act o ey
feel unfairly treated out of political ideol,, pa[}]lt,.ﬂr
ciple, their behavior has been interpr%dgz’sorr grm.
ing “wild justice” (Bekoff, 2005) and dcmom: .
a level of behavioral continuity between ity ai:[
humans. Humans were able to move to inClcas-a”d
complex interpretations of justice through the evg.
lution of their sophisticated social lives.

&

Human Settlements, Duties, and Rights
The evolution of duties and rights in huma
societies took a dramatic turn after the transition,
around 12,000 years ago, from hunter-gatherer v
settlement societies. Development of agricultureand
the domestication of animals allowed for the growth
of a reliable surplus, which was used by power lis
to develop institutions for governance and conol
Through the monopoly and control of the surplus
power elites supported security and military fors
as well as administrations for collecting &
redistributing wealth to benefic their supportes
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ivil'llﬁ_[")m el und 5,000 years ago
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r;nd secure urban centers.

- |arge urban centers and the
pent © and intrastate trade and
g .onal implications for social

at .
ative system was

4 cc

{ 1
) ufh‘ll 'ul[U“'.'

a ﬂ()rm
¢ frequent and necessary interac-

e g .
> ers, rather than just kin. Until
foifd e stral’s ostall of our evolutionary his-

mo: ) ey

be al pomadic groups. Evidence
1 ‘]] 4 N N
many thousands of years of

i hc . .
ot d“;}':ﬁ;,-gathcrsrs, we lived in groups
Ms{cncw;'cw hundr‘fd in size (e.g, Dunbar,

g d . e 8
g evolutionary Past has led some
e for human

’:;T This l‘:;‘g  that the optimal siz
e @7 be 150 1O 200 members (see
o conuﬂ;;’ﬂ& p. 34). Certainly, this “optimal
! ddtm’. ¢ fo exert :nfluence on the way even
;,gup e * t::;mry_ﬁrst-ccntury Socic‘:tics. are orga-
i@rinmnfe jaly in terms of the organization of
) mecuday'level” small groups. For example,
of “every P cople now work in organizations
ghough &n:g:’ of thousands of employees and live
'dlh. hun 'f[h millions of inhabitants, they actually
j?m.w:]l small work units (e.g-s the office or uni-
Wwﬁl rcment) and neighborhoods that allow
:::c M:rif intimacy and face-to-face interaction
sihorher group nembers (Moghaddam, 2008, pp.
7.79). However, whereas during our hunter-gath-
qerera our small groups consisted mainly of others
who were our kin, in cwenty-first-century Western
scities our work, neighborhood, and even social
goups tend to consist of nonkin.
Out of interactions between nonkin individu-
dsand groups has evolved practices such as turn-
uking, which appears across mulriple cultures

" (Moghaddam, 2000), as well as other practices

tat help mitigate competition over resources and
tourage collective fairness. These normative prac-
Z'[:,Cjomli}:luc w influence behavior in modern sfoci-

at for the most part order is maintained

“~m-noon,

1 ! ¥ ). l ICIC

topic we turn to next

Clllture and S
u
Whereas oyr ::ercrogatory Acts

roc '
Fo CESCS at a high level of abstraction
rlghts rididurics across cul ghlight variations in
is on superer b apekitio oo
\ ogatory rights and duties j
Asian (especially Korea ) —— Alghan,
cultuce fumily s [n ; ;nd Latino- and Spanish-
: CXtS. Fami i i
sites for the development zin sl e
and transmission of

crogat i i i
X Ognlory rights and duties. Certainly, the faxiily
iy lY .OBC Of rn.any social systems into which a
: cloping child is socialized, but all societies have
eveloped one or another form of famil
. " amily structure
: gall, Dasen, Berry, & Poortinga, 1999). In fam-
ily contexts we can observe how culture defines
certain behaviors as either duties or rights, obliga-
) :

ory or supererogatory. However, in highlighting
varla.nons across cultures, we do not lose sight of
possible universals and in the concluding discussion
wlc'arguc that the highlighting of culrural variations
ultimately serves the purpose of pointing to a small
number of commonalities across cultures.

» WE Now turn

Socialization of Rights and Duties in
Families

Human beings do not develop in isolation, but
rather in a unique physical and social context influ-
enced by culture. Culture and child-rearing is there-
fore intimately linked: children must learn to survive
and grow in their given context, and parents must
prepare the next generation for integration into the
existing culture (Bornstein, 2010). Cultural values
therefore influence not only the form of families,
but schools, neighborhoods, and other social struc-
tures. The shape that these social structures take has
great implications for rights and duties, as we will
see later.

Within families, duties can be delegated to par-
ents, children, or members of the extended family.
In most cultures, however, actors with the greatest
face-to-face interactions with children—for exam-
ple, parents, teachers, and babysitters in Wcstclrn
most directly responsible for provid-
essities of development. In many
lure to fulfill these duties can be

contexts—are
ing the bare nec
contexts Now, fai
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formally prosecuted as child abuse or ul:g!cc-t.
Nevertheless, it is imporeant to l‘t‘.‘nlcn.lbt.‘l' '( ;lcz:
gins of these behaviors as infu‘rmal dut-lcs establis.
ing a minimum requirement h.n' behavior. -

In countries such as the United States, for exam-
ple, parents are almost solely rcsp.onsni-)ic for f:;d-
ing, protecting, and nurturing their child. In other
more collectivistic cultural environments, the child’s
regular face-to-face interactions include n|1€mb.ers of
the extended family, neighbors, and family friends.
By extension, the minimal duties assigned to par-
ents in the United States are now assigned to aunts,
uncles, grandparents, and the like. Among the Nso
in Cameroon, for example, a child “belongs” to the
community as a whole. Educating the child accord-
ing to social norms and enforcing discipline is an
obligation shared by all adults, not merely parents

(see Nsamenang in this volume for a discussion of

social exchanges in non-Western family contexts.) The
exercise of such duties is not seen as encroaching on
a parent's responsibilities because the parents are not
solely accountable for the child—and perhaps not
even principally responsible for the child’s develop-
ment (Rabain, 1979).

Beyond these minimalist obligations, character-
izing behaviors as supererogatory duties becomes dif-
ficult because what is laudable (though not required)
in one context may be expected in another. There
are informal pressures at play, which complicate
assumptions about what is “required.” For exam-
ple, payment by an undle for his nephew’s school
tuition may be supererogarory in Western contexts
though required in others. In the United States, an
uncle would not be the boy’s legal guardian, so he
has no minimum legal responsibility. In the absence
of social norms that pressure him into supporting
a child that is not his, the uncle’s contribution s
supererogatory by virtue of meeting all conditions
established by theorists: the act is beyond the call
of duty, meritorious, and its omission is not blame-
worthy (Peterfreund, 1978). However, if the uncle
lives in a context where there are informal social
pressures to support his nephew—e.g., an assump-
tion that males must be caretakers of extended kin,
as often the case in tribal societies—paying for the
nephew’s education fails the first condition of a
supererogatory act and becomes an ordinary duty.

Then there may be substantive varieties, a divi-
sion of labor in supererogatory duties, as it were,
For example, kin support among African-American
families usually takes the form of pra

! ctical support
(child care, help with transportation, household
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work, and so on), whereas E“mPean_
support is characterized by the eXtendeg Fcriqn !
viding economic resources o CMotigp,) : iYPmrl
parents (Sarkisian & Gerstel, 2004). In suppor( r‘
members of the extended Family 4y, . bog, Qsc:
to provide resources to the it dfgreem cxp%tcd’
Nevertheless, they are commendeq o thas‘

on behalf of children for which they are ncnr

tn
&cﬁon;
responsible.

ot dirccdy

RIGHTS AND DUTIES IN ASIAN FAMIyg,
Culrure dictates more than whe is Fespong
what within the family; the family j alsonflble for
in a context of larger social and religioys ] Deste s
example, among the Javanese, Indoflesia’sues‘ .
cthnic group, a patriarchical socj I

" ) : al StruCture i geﬁt
heavy influence of Hinduism mean that ing;
1

opportunities, duties and rights are determ;
their gender as well as their caste, BOYS"-panl'ncd by
eldest sons—have greater responsibilities ¢}, Iculy)
siblings, but they also enjoy more attcn[i:n ;hcir
their families and have greater rights thap, rl? A ro|
ters. Similarly, individuals from the Brabmgy, : " s.ls i
itual leaders) caste enjoy greater rights thap t},(fspl.r-
the Ksatrya (warriers), Waisyq (traders), anq g S¢ i
(low class society) (Shwalb et al., 2010). Hudd
Perhaps one of the best-
found in East Asians’ pare
of this literature shows ¢
Asian and  Asian-American mothers emphag;
children’s duties to bring honor 1o the family inze
way that is consistent with the interdependen, an;
collectivistic Asian culture (Kim & Wong, 2002)
Many attribute this phenomenon o East Asig;
cultural roots in Chinese Confucianism, 4 compre.
hensive philosophical System encompassing e,
ics, interpersonal relations, and governance. This
philosophy is the basis for filial piety (Xiag), ope
of the most important and distinctive concepts of
Asian families. In Korea, for example, the devotion
of children to parents involves a number of duties
that can be classified into five broad  categories:
obeying (e.g., Myong-Shin-Bo-Kam, children must
immediately answer when called), atrending (e,
Kuk-mong-yo-keul, when parents are ill, children
must give priority to attending to their illness), sup-
porting (e.g., Don—Man—Seun-Sup, children must
cnsure parents are comfortably housed and fed).
comforting (e.g., Yi-ki, children must be careful not
to expose themselves to danger and cause their par-
ents distress), and honoring (e.g., So-hak, children
must restrain themselves from dietary and sexual

the
vldullsa

known examples ¢,
nting practices; 3 reviey,
hat socializatiop goals of
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cheif parents’ death) (Kim
b

oIy cooted in Confucian
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VYo e » e
i il aghout n(hg: countries as
g o apan. Surveys reve:
R , and Japan. survey reveal

£y ‘ﬂ'i‘k‘t yie! pildre’s duties in Vietnam
'yt inué- L G ‘¢ than 90% of adolescents
S 0 nt.' _ chat no matter what the
. m.l;d support their parents in
S el T o). However, some rescarch
’4"4, e i weakened in postmod-
ﬁli-‘l Plc(l{ al., 2010).

. flial dutics, parents in Asian
cheir children. In order

Lt .
o id” | Juies ©

F; ¢
i ;l-*" h_ﬂ' -Ch ﬂ]ﬂ[u .
0 & first raise, care for, and

]ndccd» in Korea, Yietnam
the concept of “womb
Lot agan 77 yietnamese) - stipulares
: in
: od‘cnr thai ‘L’"’: oman to her unborn child
‘pa?“o du[ics h‘); Kim & Choi, 1994) A.[though
201 raising children may be
: protecting, socializing to
“" Emto he nuANCes and meanings of these
i rzll“’rm |rural context. For example, one
J’]:; ary b)’. f]uy revealed cultural differences in
fhﬂ" gr,phlc b:] mothCThOOd among Korean and
e oW | (Kim & Choi, 1994). Whereas
oﬂdi’“w m;‘m emphasize personal (career)
s mot N maternal caregiving equally,
d : .
dpdopmcﬂfcrs place greater \.NClight on .thelir role as
o ™ { sec litde conflict in sacrificing their
S iﬁcir children. This reflects the Korean
‘lfo‘; ooted consciousness of parent and
nﬂf““s,ﬁzpin “body and soul” (ilshim dongche;
ﬂd, ‘;300. Shwalb et al., 2010). Parents’ contin-
o n‘for their children is also seen in their
“ﬂi;PP:illilxgncﬁ to support their adult children
¢ il Ina cross-national survey of European,
?:th AI;]CIiCan: and Asian countries, Korean par-
;nm were most willing to pay off their children’s
4, contribute to college education, and pay f(-)r
wiling celebrations (Gallup, 1983 as cited in
Kim & Choi, 1994). This intense child-centeredness
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of all National orjg; Y)—are held by Latinos

decisiuns, includi
duties (Halgunge

A (O)'Scnnan,
* A TeView of Jiger

» since they bear on th
n anc.l parents, respectively, )
graphic study of Mexican-American

immigram famil;

milies, rese

» researchers i

the age of 4 years, described that by

children
nonverbal rules of are taught verbal and

demonstrat
i . rating res .
politely greeting elders, § respect, such as

td imc"up[in :ilolt c’hallengingeldcrs’ views,
adults i
1996). Thee Lot g conversations (Valdes,
» Dehaviors parallel some of the filj
dutics a : e of the filial
Pparent in East Asian cultures, H

e ot . es. However, the

mean g fespeto is more comprehensive in that

hlr;c udes respecting the role of each member of
. : .

e family, hotjust parents. For example, sisters did

rf](.)t act iiffecuonately toward their husbands or boy-

riends in front of their brothers because to do so

would be interpreted as a falra de respeto, an affront
»

to the brothers™ sense of dignity and their roles as

brothers (Valdes, 1996)

duties of childre

Respeto is also an important motivator in the
grief responses of children and other survivors when
a loved one dies. In an account of the funeral cer-
emonies of Mexican-Americans in Texas during
the 1930s through 1950s, Williams recounts fam-
ily obligations surrounding the funeral rites. Wakes
were held in the home over the course of an entire
night, and talking and laughing were strictly prohib-
ited during the viewing. At no point was the body
left unattended, since doing so would be a sign of
disrespect. At that time, widows were also expected
to wear black for the remainder of their lives, a con-
crete symbol of their enduring duty and loyalty to
the deceased (Williams, 1990).

If respeto is the value most central to children’s
duties in this culture, educacion is the most impor-
tant value for understanding adults’ duties to their
children. Educacién extends beyond the English
word “education” in that it also refers to the train-
ing in responsibilicy, morality, and intcrpcrson:al
relations. A close comparison is the concept of.bzl-
dung (education) active in Gcrm'an taxonomy since
the sixteenth century: broadly, bildung refers to not

ke many parents’ beliefs about their role in the
besof their children: it is the parents’ duty—and a
aiicd art of their existence—to continually sacri-

fe for their children (Shwalb et al., 2010).

UGHTS AND DUTIES IN SPANISH-ORIGIN
HMILIES

lRﬂPtct for parents and hierarchical family
Menuees, however, are not unique ro East Asian
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body of knowledge:
and cultural maty”

“liters a
v a transter of literacy of
‘ ¢ accounts 0

process of pcrsun.ll »
ion (Schmidt, 1996). Ethnogrdp
raqx

. cane mothers i

Mexican immigrant
e l;‘ia ducacion de :
ol e ) i as an impnrtam paren
education of their children) as P -
tal rcs;mnsihiliry. Further studlc‘; sn i

is - jn a study ©
i - of this duty: 1 : .
o el born and forcign-born parer

} . :
Cambodian, and Vietnames

ci
reporrcd that so

onl
but also 10 &

practices of U.S'.
European, Mexican

descent, Mexican parents o portant
skills and motivation were s or

o Ll
for children’s school readiness th;.m _cognmv:e(s:l:n ;
(Okagaki & Sternberg, 1993). Similarly, 2

i i importance
study found that Latinos gave higher impe e
en's socio-emotional characte

ratings to childr : ' s
than Euro-American orf Asian-American p

(Okagaki & Frensch, 1998).
Just as respeto motivates
funeral ceremonies, educacion p

role in the birth and baptism ceremony;

i ol life-cycle ritual. Most impor-
important traditional life-cy e g

tant here is the compadrazgo (liter: Sk
hood), the practice of expectant parents se ectmgh
married couple from among their friends to be the

i he
child’s sponsors at a baptismal ceremony. On d
yofche adres, which the child

day of the ceremony, the comp. ,
will eventually refer to as madrina and padrino, are

responsible for purchasing the white christcn.ing’
outfic. This functions as a symbol of the padrinos
duty: to take care of the child’s physical and spiritual
needs in the event of the parents’ absence (Williams,

1990)

the duties surrounding

lays an important
another

RIGHTS AND DUTIES IN FLUX

Although the previous case studies have focused
primarily on duties—whether of parents, children,
friends, or extended family—it is nevertheless
important to address the issue of rights as well.
Earlier we argued that rights and duties are in the
vast majority of cases replaceable, and that children
will give preference to autonomy while adules will
emphasize obligations. We also illustrated the influ-
ence of culture and group context on the formation
of rights and duties. But what happens when fami-
lies move from one cultural context to another? How
are diverse perspectives and identities negotiated,
and whar does this mean for rights and duties?

In immigrant families, conflict over diverse per-
spectives and identities is marked by generational
differences. For successive generations of Mexican
and Central American families in the United States,
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adolescents in one study were incee.

believe that disagreeing with Parcmulngly ki

and that autonomy was desirah. SF"VIs ]

This scemed to indicate a shif g, &0, 13
)

ence to parcnts) to rights (free dOmin d""ie; :
decisions). Another example Cono m e
expectations around the Marriage d(;crns Yo
and daughters. Spa“ish'heritagc fam‘]c-
rience conflict in these areas, it ilieg o

X

_—

size children’s duty to accepr 5 “gooﬂar n:::
A

i

ision
S of

an‘ o
sons and daughters stress thej; tigh Mary
mate (Baptiste, 1987). o Ch%&

Between Laws and Norms, The Cas
Afghan Rights and Duties e of

We have seen how black-lette, law
mal perspectives influence each ogp, by, . Doy,
enforcement of black-letter [ay b » by g
absent? Such is the case in Afghanistfm Wegl ;r
liverature, Afghanistan is often dcpic:l.d In WQ{%
less” and tribal society where dp, el ION
private armies and build mansi()nsgwf.)rds.
acquired gains. Despite a new ConS[il[h-I“t Y
strengthened national police force o, en‘;lnon
Afghan laws regarding safery, prohibiri, orccmch"
and gambling, or compliance with inte nof
erty rights are rarely enforced. The Afigha
border has remained highly porous Cl‘eg-pa_.]ds
Pashtun tribal identity are often , - fnflal.s of
tant “passport” than actual citize '€ impg;.

. nship for ‘ 0
across the Durrand Line envisioned }, Tave]

(Barfield, 2010). At the same time, A)f’g;l;c .Bri[kh
remarkably rule-bound. Daily life js o ?“Iaﬂk
a mix of “renegade” freedoms and striftu ::rd

moral, and religious codes—most orally, info, tura),
and locally transmitted through family ang vni‘all%
nerworks. During Taliban rule and sl (oq,

Afghan man could own and operate a gun d:i,vm
motorcycle, and set up his own dentist’s Oﬂ:l’Cc m:ha
out a government-issued license. However, dyg,
Taliban rule the same man would be expected [E
grow a beard to a fist’s length, and perform namg,
(Arabic, salah) prayers five times a day—or fag
imprisonment and beating. Even today, Afghanss
accept harsh legal interpretations that most Wester
cultures would not tolerate. Under conservativ
interpretations of Sharia (Islamic) law, specifical
for the hudud, adultery is punishable by death fro
public stoning. Religious conversion from ks
to any other faith tradition explicitly warrants d
death sentence, though can be appealed under
ditions of “insaniry.” In January 2008, an Afgh

lecry Pm;!
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her, OF apply simultaneously,
HJict b circumstances. Certain rights
ppretations of Sharia law may

ged by local custom, and

[

int€
h’calr Jiscourag®
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ho cakes 3 second wife by choice,
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_ their permission- Although the let-
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y with for moderate [slamic interpretations,
" s hair 10 be covered in public, most
Afghan women still dress in

4s.
s law bound, adapted, and some-
Not only cultural customs, but also the

b
:cndfd ;
i s L of jaw and customs are negotiated

cnﬁ,rcem‘fl of kinship networks. Consider that in
J the Icchf han Loyal Jirga, oF Grand Assembly,
the gcons[im[ion that provides that both
Wﬁdugﬁ:vc equal rights and duties before the
; f Afghanistan, Article 22:2).
Lally, women are generally not allowed to
Culrut b'lf::S drive cars, cravel alone, or serve as
Pc'dﬁl Ehol’lseh"ld head in the presence of a male
pnmarz’e Women who run for political office,
altezlz"a;_c ducational schools, or travel alone often
F;‘; erious threats; many women have been killed
for taking these actions, even after the

mutilated
p 001. Yet many Afghan fami-

il of the Taliban in 2
urge their daughters to attend local schools,

and restrictions on women’s mobility and dress
varies considerably across kinship networks and
nuclear families. This heterogeneity is not arbitrary.

conditions of poverty at the village
women

e et
B (Consutlltlon o

Jies still

[n many cases,
level crump conservative religious customs;

will work in fields without burqas and assume oth-
erwise traditional patrilineal roles for survival. In
the 2005 parliamentary elections, the world wit-
nessed Afghan women running for parliamentary
office, often campaigning through extended family
networks of support. In 2005, Afghanistan nomi-
nated its first and only female governor, Habiba
Sarobi, 10 assume control of the more liberal and

l.
ands, Bamj
A.S Lhe&c €xa

dllly or ngl )

[hc "

uly Shi', region of
Yan province.

mples illustrag

the cenery) |, igh-

iy, patrilineally relaed ki
and politica support.

.can-hccomc strained when compering f.
ity in the kin gro . .mPcfmg for author-
is group and for inheritance, P
: passed patrilineally, as are f, Toperty
inheritance. Within r,nat rc] c%lds about previous
lack chis resource com i, kin, }‘lowevcr, which
marked by “cordial; Pczllon. e st end borbe
Gouttierre, 1997 r)I']“" telpnes Dagees B
A people iy : o

P' Ple, an ethnic group, and a tribe are called

,‘qu:}gts "}:?52[0 and Dari, and most other lan-
o ani .

sroupsand tfibcsl::::;rzl;: tcrdmbrcveals tha-r cth'mc
Subtribe or clan is £bel in P‘"‘;l J gCnCaloglc;.‘j e
‘he Il o's BEERLT, 35 to c-)ﬁcn cxtf:ndtng to
are normally ex ::o’nsivr e (}): ¥ o nigpe
family unic andpthc kfl, ISTTCtC e f rom the nuclar

: el, to the tribe, to the larger
ethnic group. Last in line is the nation-state, which
can be fluid where nation-state boundaries and khel
or gawm boundaries contradict—such as along the
border becween Afghanistan and Pakistan. Local seg-
mentations between tribes are sometimes described
by the Arab proverb, I against my brother. My
brother and I against my cousin. My cousin, my
brother, and I against the world.” The potential for
tension with kin is expressed in a common Afghan
saying, “Do you have an enemy? | have a cousin.”
Beneath and between the formal law and vernacular
practices governing social behavior are unwritten
supererogatory rights and duties. An individual can
be applauded for giving up an “anwritten” right,
or expected to give up a particular right to pre-
serve social harmony. When facing a shared enemy
or threat, the importance of preserving harmony
within these kinship bonds increascs. An heir to an
inheritance may volunteer to share portions of the

inheritance with other kin, or demonstrate forbear-

ance or tolerance over a past grievance, where that

preserves kinship collaboration.
Another example of supererogatory duries

and rights appears in the Pashrunwali code of

-ew
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A guest in
y right to

—_— elers.
hospitality coward guests and trav cle
me has the supererogator

: o _—
or tea and food. These are custoft .
y varying degrees 0

Id accept the offer.

someone’s ho
ask the host t .
arily offered by the host, witl
expectation that the guest shm'l ki
The guest has the unwriteen right 0 accep °

offers, but sometimes prescrves social harmony by
not doing so. Taken to an extreme, 3 gucl:r mag
demand from the host extraordinary items beyon

what is offered, including bedding, clothes, and
uest demands to be served

r most Afghan families, the
o do

even money. If the g
meat, a luxury food fo
host family would be expected by custom o
so. A failure to serve the guest would be cor.md-
ered shameful. However, exercising these r ights
may provoke resentment from the host. Simil'arly.
in the Christian parable of the Good Samaritan,
the Samaritan offers the innkeeper money for the
guest, and then promises to pay for anything more
that the guest might need. Offering the option o
the guest is supererogatory; it is granting a right,
perhaps gratuitously, that simultaneously goes
beyond the law and preserves honor within a kin-
ship and cultural context.

Supererogatory duties and rights for guests apply
even during wartime. Jason Eliot (1999) recalls
a story of Ahmad Shah Massoud, leader of the
Northern Alliance, who, while inspecting the front
lines against the Taliban in the late 1990s, acciden-
tally took a wrong turn, lost the route, and drove
unarmed into the heart of a Taliban stronghold.
Massoud, who was instantly recognized and facing
almost certain death, demanded confidently to see
their leader. So baffled were his hosts at the sudden
appearance of their arch-enemy, they obliged, and
a cordial exchange was reported between the rival
leaders. Their meeting was just long enough not
to offend custom, but short enough to prevent the
Taliban from realizing that Massoud’s appearance
in their midst was nothing more than a one-in-a-
million mistake (p. 76).

Whether this legend is exactly true or not, it
conveys the reality of the Afghan duty of hospital-
ity toward guests. In this case, it saved Massoud’s
life, but his protection was only afforded when he
presented himself as a guest, rather than a fighter.
The shift in positioning meant a shift in social codes
for what constitutes fair behavior. Certainly, the
very same shift in positioning would not work in
a Western culture: a member of the Taliban wan-
dering into an American military camp would be
served something quite different than tea!
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Common Goals, Diffcrent Expr

As part of cultural evolution, d ion,
across cultures can best be U"dcrs;(,(:;
ways of resolving dilemmas; solutiong
black-letter law (Ellickson, 1991). A s
these are best understood using ap
ccological approach. Dilemmas may 5
cific physical, environmental, culeypy| .
facts and are resolved by structureq triba] ISty »
affiliations where adaptive duties 25,4 5 ;nd Broy,
enforced (Ferguson & Whitchead, 199 Fts SN
ple, in Sherry Ortner’s (1989) study Oftl} O X,
Buddhist community of Darjecling, N, ciShchin
erogatory acts were found to resolve COH*::‘ * Spe,
in the social hegemony and strengthen ? ictigg,
social identity. In particular, voluntary ¢, ow.
of Buddhist temples by low-clasg Sherp Strucn“n
ers in the nineteenth and early Wentieth Wor.
served an adaptive function: on the ope b a;;nrurics
were acts of charity or religious devotio, b’the_st
the other, they were an expression of WOrk,i ut gn
empowerment. Constructing a temple wag a'}"fi-c :
that having fewer material resources defin oy enig)
‘small,” and of no social consequence” (p. lil)em x
act carried indirect benefits, such ag selfeexpy '?}le
and expression of group identity, and TCSisFancssm
culturally defined hegemony. Ortner CXPlainsce of
“many small [low-status] people who L thay
in the monastery foundings were like the fetu[:a-[ed
heroes of the schema, newly empowered and g Irlm
ing or claiming ‘bigness’™” (p. 153). SUPCrerogF;[?
acts maintained group harmony and collabora:iof)’
An informal system of meritorious acts made [;:.
working class powerful, and in turn, kept the owf
erful class in check: priests and power figures were
praised for “making statements of smallness, of
(political) concern for the people and of (religious)
egolessness.” Arguably, this expression is no diff.
ent from the submissive “play-bow” among wolves
or other cooperative, evolved animal behaviors,

Within family units, child—parent dilemmas of
status, inheritance, and identity were resolved by
sending the children to a monastery. Low-income
parents unable to provide inheritance for children
through property and arranged marriages, could
otherwise elevate their family’s status through reli-
gious participation. Many children pressured their
parents to send them to be monks or nuns, where
monasticism conveyed high status and exit from
low-class obligation (p. 180). Sending a child w0
join was considered a super-meritorious act, and
both parents and children were praised.

. S¥gl

"181 V(,‘.i
We hiv N
c‘voiuti i
rise fl‘() iry_

Scanned by CamScanner



RN S, R 3

¥ ORE e B

LT

e . RS gy

kel

: ikt the Amencan vadijon
2 i
A§ ¥

4
o " ,'G}I“ ‘ ;
X n t *
5 ™ ch it ary, BAUMNg A gy,

o "‘“““ ih‘ at of \tl'llﬂl.‘l;h

wuoandy bow. and msdidle

" [}

W* “,‘!"‘
4 Ju™

T e

”,‘Jf' “’H‘ *

At
Lk ]
w”“ ! oyt sarihce tor the benety ol

4 ‘
s }:(m-u“\ votisidoral e

T B .
f""‘f @ | “ll‘ll lh" ”*‘L of I‘lhh ““'\Klltl\(
}‘..r ‘dn ‘g““w ul!!lh«ll llk: d:cgr“ of

dn‘u h» durs {
0 ’,_& Ia hooty, vererans of war are given

A g
$ | / -
A “" valot by thewr government and

o4 1

! o or-meritonous and supererogatory
. ” ‘

‘;’ o i arded with purple hearts, gj.

o ai d - it
L o i.ﬂhﬁ mcu'hil\\. Failure o ucmpldy

&

P ;ﬂ:“ i combiat is Dot punished or blame.
vt

j 250 4 itary
p"ba " the 2% ot mandatory military ser-
o, D «rve in combat can be punished.
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:: gt
goldiers 5“"ﬁ‘ ¢ - e

i» - “aniversal ethic” of service in 3
{m“\‘ oSt Possibly so, but from a functional
T nererogatory acts are informal meth-
t“""mw‘gﬁng dilemmas. They promote social
ol “"“d wurvival, rather than a set of universal
purm? & «. Supercrogatory acts are best under-
i e not in categories but rather in func-
and degrees. These degrees vary based
eSSUTES exerted by the social conditions and

an (€ i" s of cultural influence. Age, gender,
rck”::'mh for example, may change the expectations
:nd formal duty, as well as calculations of the
,;ﬂﬁa and intentions involved in a supererogatory
.1 Consider, for example, the case of the American
;;l‘l’.llman. Among the thousands of American
oidicrs who sacrificed their lives in Afghanistan
sud Iraq, the American press and the United States
emment gave special attention and praise to
Tilman, stating the significance of his sacrifice.
Tillman was an American football player who, after
the events of September 11, 2001, turned down a
multi-miltion dollar professional sports contract in
May 2002, to enlist in the United States Rangers
(Krakauer, 2009). Tillman’s decision to join the
military was considered supererogatory in large part
because of the apparent sacrifice involved. A sol-
dier from a low-status background with less access
to resources than Tillman would not normally be
given the same public praise for the deontological
considerations of his supererogatory choice. Given
% many financial and personal reasons not to join
the military, Tillman is assumed to have acted out
Of.ptincipie rather than social or cultural pressures.
is our posicion, however, that supercrogatory acts

1hc1¢f"

are b
Wy ur'.,Lrum-J Wit
Naincrion withy

Minori",M :
Dutie. | djority Cycle of Rights and
Il}m. - le of Uninr.:lh:;
% dentificag;,

" ob culy
and dutiey can be y ural variation in fghts

%lll' in p
’ U o dcmu:m
rat
dasticiry and rar s

Cm»n“uu,
}
humay social life. B T s

this context is the mimorsry-mus-

jor; ;
Ty ocle of rights and dutses | Moghaddam, 2004),

claborared below.

In all hymap socictics,
world completely helpless a
This means thar the
carctakers;

nfants come into this
nd dcpcndcm on others.
o young have less power than their
et the m!c"}: :::] :::‘::knc‘;s whu (i.nirially at lcaj\:)
to the young, Irrespective nflS:gn e Am‘i d‘f“_'-“
: whether the child is in
fl Spanish, Korean, Afghan, or any other culture, it
is adults who assign duties in particular. In the care-
taker—child relationship, carctakers tend to focus on
the duties of children, whereas children asserr their
rights. This tendency is most extreme in Western
socicties, where youth rebellion has become a “tra-
c!itiun." Our contention is that the same tendency
for caretakers 1o emphasize duties (*You have to do
your homework;” “You must tend to the sheep.”)
and for the growing child o emphasize rights
("1 want to go play with my friends.”) is found
across cultures (Moghaddam & Riley, 2004).
Although the child, a power minority, empha-
sizes rights, and the caretaker, a power majority,
emphasizes duties, the child shifts position when
she or he becomes an adult. The child who 20 years
ago was rebelling against her parents (“I don't want
to do that!”) shifts position and emphasizes duties
when she has her own child (] am telling you, you
have to do thar!”). This “cycle” of rights and duties
has wider implications outside the family context.
The study of minority-group behavior reveals
that in their relationships with majority groups,
minorities tend to give priority to rights—this is
reflected in minority-rights movements around the
world, along with movements for indigenous peo-
ples’ rights, Black rights, women's rights, gay rights,
and so on. On the other hand, majority groups
empbhasize duties, broadly the duty to obey laws that
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d manages become thc.umiority.
then there tends  be a shift of cmphasns.b.y ':rl;la[
newly empowered group from rights 1o dutlc.s) ﬁol;
in part explains the so-called paradox -0f r.tva u "
(Middlebrook, 1995): prior 0 rc:ulunon.s, mmo‘
ity groups emphasize rights (¢.8-» The pcop.l:: Tmm:
be frec to speak and say what they want;

people have a right o higher standard of livix?g.”),
and a former minor-

but if a revolution succeeds y
ity group takes over the government, t}‘x‘cn the' new
majority” shifts focus to duties (€8 'Ihat'ls .no’t’
free speech, that is anarchy—we must h”avc limits;
“The people have a duty to work hard.”). The first
author witnessed this firsthand during the 1978-
1979 revolution in Iran: when in opposition to the
Shah, Ayartollah Khomeini and his group demanded
all kinds of freedoms and rights for the people, but
when they became the government themselves, they
clamped down on rights and used an iron”ﬁst to
demand that people “do their Islamic duties.
Although the minority-majority cycle of rights
and duties seems to be pervasive in actual politi-
cal processes, there have also been attempts, on
paper at least, to reinterpret and use duties to serve
the interests of all humankind, including minori-
ties, and to argue that duties are a precondition
for rights. Two examples of this are the Universal
Declaration of Human Responsibilities, proposed by
the InterAction Council of Former Heads of State
and Government (preamble, Universal Declaration
of Human Responsibilities, 1996), and the American
Declaration of the Rights and Duties of Man, pro-
posed by the International Council of American
States in Bogot4, Colombia in 1948.

gJim power an

Summary and Future Directions:
In Search of Universals

We see the exploration of duties and rights to be
part of a response to the urgent need for cultural
psychology to address “The question of relation-
ship between societies ..." (Valsiner, 2009, p. xi).
Rights and duties are foundational to worldviews,
and shared understandings of rights and duties can
serve as a basis for organizing relationships between
and within societies.

The funcrional argument we have proposed
begins with certain behaviors, termed primitive
social relations (Moghaddam & Riley, 2004), that
prove to be advantageous for the survival of groups
and become pervasive across groups in the course
of evolution. An example is turn-taking, a behavior

810 DUTIES AND RIGHTS

chat is manifested very so0, e
1985) and is essendial for key asPt:

such as communications (Duncay clrt g i
turn-taking, communication QUicid 72), Wi lif
After the emergence of Primitiye y b.,‘:aks tl\wt
there evolve cultural practices fo, labsT-Cl g
ior. For example, depcnding ai Culrz ing the b:ﬁth:
“having a turn to speak” can be g ral Conditihav‘
or a duty. In democratic societieg “tP}:etc‘d asa:.)"‘,
speech” is given considerable im;)()r[e ght tul(gh I
in dictatorships this right is limjce, ange ., e

d %
groups and leaders. to Certajy, ey

Irrespective of the political ang fa

r l‘nirth (Qb
I

fsuci ig
of societies, certain rights and duties mij} systcm
ily assigned and adopted as a requircmﬁlr&: Nege,
certain modern technologies, |y, ‘hcsccnt for “sinh
requirements of technology override |, 3 lh§
variations. For example, Iran js , dice g
which women are treated as Second.| ators'hip b
whereas women enjoy equal rights ?SS Cltizgn,
democracies. However, a womap drivi: estep,
Iran participates in turn-taking in traffic v Qr j
rights to other drivers, just as is the case ith equy]
societies. This is because moderp r‘)adlsn Westcm
require standardized rights and duties f, and Carg
ers. Of course, it is possible to deprive af all g,
the right to drive in the first place (fo, . Broup o
is illegal for women to drive automohj] Xample, i
Arabia). € In Sayq;
Working bottom-up, we can idcntify d

countless cross-cultural variations ip dug .
rights, including supererogatory acts, rcﬂcq:;
enormous plasticity of human behavior. Ho‘f the
our conceptual orientation allows us o dso ;Vcrl:
top-down and to identify a small by ;mponor
number of possible universals in the domainan;
duties and rights, an example being the ming; 0.
majority cycle of rights and duties. Of course, 3\2;
in the case of this possible “universal,” there are ¢
tural variations in how it is manifested. For exap
ple, although parents in both the United States a5
Afghanistan emphasize the duties rather than ¢
rights of their children in the home as they attem
to socialize them to behave “correctly,” there willt
differences in the nature of the duties emphasize
the communications used, rewards and punis
ments practiced, and so on. Consequently, we ne
to tread carefully in how we interpret “universals’
rights and duties. This is an area for further researc
to test the universality of the rights-duties cyde,2
to explore the different duties and rights emphasi
in this cycle in different cultures.
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