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Conceptualization of State, the Role of Government and Covid-19: 
Responses of Philosophical Liberalism to Current Pandemic 

İsmail Deniz Demirkan 
Middle East Technical University 

It has been over a year since COVID-19 pandemic spread out and impacted huge traumatic 
effects on the world-wide in many aspects. In political sense, these effects include equitable 
distribution of vaccines (Hunter & Kendall, 2020), increasing numbers of structural crimes 
due to the pandemic (Gordon & Green, 2021) and economic catastrophe that emerges as a 
result of country-based unequal access to vaccines which could be labelled as ‘vaccine 
nationalism’ (Dufresne et. al. 2020). Such experience of problems increased the debates over 
the role of government with special emphasis on health policies, considering its efficiency on 
the one hand, and problematic consequences of ideological attitudes on the other. Indeed, 
different government policies in varying countries gave different results on responses to the 
pandemics. In that sense, with emphasis on the role of government in social relations, the 
question becomes which form or variation of philosophical liberalism could give more 
applicable answers to the current pandemic and its problems. In other words, the impacts of 
the pandemic shall be taken into account for the debate within liberal thought as to whether 
rely on Rawlsian principles of justice which gives the state much more expanded roles 
(Rawls, 1999; Rawls, 2005) or Brennan’s and Huemer’s contemporary conceptualization of 
state as a strictly limited mechanism (Brennan, 2012; Huemer, 2012). 

In that context, the main differentiation between sides is to define the necessary role of state 
in the current crisis and to see whether these definitions are included within the concept of 
‘limited government’ or not. For the classical liberal understanding’s defense, it is noted that 
it is normal to look up for the government policies during pandemic crisis; however, the 
necessary interventions could be implemented within the boundaries of the notion of ‘limited 
government’, by focusing on limiting negative externalities of the pandemic and distribution 
of public goods such as effective vaccines, where market fails to function properly (Firey, 
2020). This position claims that on the one hand problems occur because the governments 
failed to carry out these necessary roles and on the other, they violated their ‘epistemic duty’ 
in that they did not give proper justifications for their actions. These two points brought the 
problems that occurred within political mechanisms due to pandemic, which were mentioned 
above (Brennan et al, 2020; Firey, 2020). In contrast to this view, the argumentations for 
greater state intervention in the pandemic rely on the observation that it is the neoliberal 
principles of deregulation and privatization that resulted in the government failures, especially 
in countries such as UK and US. Such impact was realized in negative results on investments 
within healthcare and consequently, UK and US lacked the necessary level of preparedness 
unlike the countries such as Germany and South Korea (Luzmore et. al, 2020) and ended up 
with more death ratings that could have been avoided (Colemen & McCandish, 2021). 
Therefore, the problem does not reside in misapplication of limited government principles but 
rather in the negative results of so-called principles themselves, they claim.  

All in all, which one of these answers could be taken as legitimate system that would defend 
and save the lives of millions? Is it possible to choose one of them, or is it logically necessary 
to conclude that philosophical liberalism fails to give a legitimate account for the current 
political crisis of pandemic? Social liberal account could be seen right to a certain extend in 
that systematic weaknesses of market might be more effective than they are thought to be. 
International inequality of access to vaccine naturally brings more death rates to some 
countries and their people, which necessitates to look over the national borders of systemic 
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effects. However, it is not clear to put certain line on the extension of the role of state either, 
as there are instances of state regulations having been paid off, such as the instances of 
Germany, New Zealand, South Korea and so on, whereas there are definitely instances where 
government policies brought more irregularities and chaos. So, this paper aims to solve the 
theoretical lack of social liberal account through an emphasis on Rawlsian principles of 
justice and Kant’s focus on ‘publicity’, together with the implementation of these terms into 
the above mentioned issues, so that social liberal critique could have its own stand and a 
limitation for the extension of state intervention could become clear with respect to individual 
liberties. 
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Reparation and Unjust Non-Combatants in War 

Femi Omotoyinbo 
Queen’s University 

In this paper, I argue that rather than allow non-combatants that contribute to unjust war to go 
scot-free, they should be liable for reparation. I consider the repair of wrongful damages to 
victims of war as a ground to grant the liability of unjust non-combatants for reparation. Due 
to the Principle of Non-Combatant Immunity (PNCI), there is a usual reluctance to grant the 
responsibility of non-combatants for contributing to unjust harm. Instead, there are some 
excusing conditions to prevent their responsibility, in terms of liability to attack. However, I 
think it is unjust and/or unfair to totally excuse non-combatants that contribute to unjust harm. 
Such would make them enjoy the same protection as innocent civilians who have no 
contributions whatsoever. Innocent civilians are justly protected because their innocence is 
not simply ‘inactivity’ but an active ‘refrain from doing’. Quite the reverse, unjust non-
combatants cause harm, albeit indirectly, to innocent non-combatants and just combatants and 
should be responsible.  

I will start by exploring some excusing conditions like (i) the likelihood of breaching the 
PNCI and/or the principle of proportionality (Haque 2017, Frowe, 2014, pp. 188; Fabre 
2009), (ii) the insignificance of non-combatant contributions and harming them (McMahan, 
2011), and (iii) the difficulty in deciphering non-combatants’ intentions (Tadros, 2018). I 
assess these excusing conditions with a view that they do not necessarily imply a total excuse 
of unjust noncombatants from responsibility. While the unjust non-combatants may be 
excused from liability to attack, it is unjust and/or unfair for them to be totally excused. 
Rather than let the non-combatants go scot-free or enforce liability on them even in the face 
of excusing conditions (Frowe, 2019; Frowe, 2014, pp. 162-186), an option to ensure their 
responsibility for making contributions to unjust harm is through liability for reparation, 
especially to repair the wrongful damages to victims of war.  

According to May (2012, p. 205), “[t]here is an obligation for those who have suffered 
damages to receive reparation in all cases where practically feasible….” In other words, if the 
victims experience damages because of the wrongful action(s) during the war, there is a moral 
duty to repair such damages. It is, however, not straightforward that unjust non-combatants 
have a liability to repair the damage particularly in terms of the distance between non-
combatant contribution and the consequences on the victims. For example, the contribution of 
weapons, intelligence, money, food and clothes to unjust combatants do not necessarily cause 
damages to the victims. The onus seems to be, clearly, on the combatants that employ those 
contributions in causing damages to the victims. However, to clarify non-combatant liability 
to reparation, I will be using some grounded principles in tort law as the framework. While I 
will not go into details about tort law, I will use some aspect of the principles in tort law as a 
framework for reparation for wrongful damages to victims of an unjust war. The three 
principles include that:  

1. There is a duty of care  

2. A breach of that duty  

3. And the breach resulting in damage that is not too remote (Harpwood 2009, p.21).  

Note that I acknowledge the point that unjust non-combatants may not have a duty of care to 
the victims like in the case of producers to users or landlords to tenants, yet there is a duty of 
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care to the victims as fellow human beings. Thus, whenever such duty of care is breached, 
especially without any justifiable reason, and some damages resulting from the breach, then 
there is a convincing ground to grant the liability of the unjust non-combatant for reparation. 
In conclusion, I consider two reasons why this sort of liability is worthwhile. First, liability 
for reparation is pertinent to sustain and achieve the justice that just war theorists seek in war.  

As mentioned above, this is a preferably fair option in contrast to letting the unjust 
noncombatants go scot-free. It seems to me as a just means of holding unjust non-combatants 
accountable for their contributions even if they are reasonable grounds to excuse them from 
attack. Secondly, probably most importantly, the liability of unjust non-combatant for 
reparation is also useful to correct the injustice done to the victims. War often comes with 
abundant damages and it is wrong not to correct unjustified damages done to the victims, 
especially where those who are directly responsible for the damages, i.e., the unjust 
noncombatants are unavailable, unwilling or incapable (probably financially) of compensating 
the victims of their wrongdoings.  
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Historical Injustices, Reparations and Changing Circumstances of Justice 

Aaron Gray 

How best to understand the contemporary moral significance of historical injustices has often 
been neglected in political philosophy. In no small part this owes to the influence of John 
Rawls, whom while focusing upon ideal theory, relegated issues of “meeting injustice” and 
“historical contingencies” to the realm of non-ideal theory (1971:246). Under this influence, 
attempts to understand the moral significance of historical injustices today have often 
supposed that claims for reparations are at best of secondary importance, being regulated by 
ideal principles of justice, and at worst rejected when thought to conflict with those principles.  

Wenar (2006), for instance, argues that claims for reparation of historical injustices ought not 
have significant force of their own, separate from their overlap with principles of just 
distribution. Shelby (2013) and Kelly (2017) argue that reparations for at least some historical 
injustices are required by the Rawlsian principle of fair equality of opportunity, yet given that 
principle’s limited application to domestic institutions, it is unclear if those accounts cohere 
with our considered judgements about historical colonial and international injustices, 
including those against indigenous peoples outside the borders of the state which committed 
or facilitated the relevant injustices.  

An especially influential account, suggesting that a great many historical injustices have faded 
into insignificance, is offered by Waldron (1992; 2002; 2004) who offers a mechanism by 
which a historically violated claim (for which reparation may be owed) can be superseded 
such that it no longer counts as an injustice owing to relevant changes in circumstance over 
time. Waldron further applies the idea to argue that supersession is relevant both to 
international and colonial injustices, arguing that it may already have occurred in New 
Zealand with respect the claims to land of the indigenous Maori people despite their historical 
unjust dispossession by European settlers. In offering this account, however, Waldron departs 
from the account of the Humean circumstances of justice endorsed, for instance, by Rawls in 
which the circumstances are mere “background conditions” (1971:109), supposing instead 
radical changes to what justice demands as circumstances change.  

I argue first that though changing circumstances of justice might serve to greatly diminish the 
moral significance of historically unjustly violated rights, such that they are of little or no 
contemporary moral significance, changing circumstances might also serve to make 
previously justifiably overridden rights sufficiently weighty so as to be decisive in 
determining the justice of a (re)distribution of property.  

Secondly, I pursue this line of enquiry to re-revaluate which circumstances impact on the 
moral significance of historical injustices, and the ways in which they do so, arguing that a 
greater array of changing circumstances that has so far been considered might increase the 
moral significance of previously violated rights. For instance, ceteris paribus, not repairing in 
conditions of material abundance, when reparation is readily available, is worse than not 
repairing in conditions of scarcity potentially increasing the significance of the original 
injustice and subsidiary reparative claims.  

Thirdly, I argue that some circumstances often taken to be mere background conditions are 
instead objectionably manipulable by interested parties. For instance, whether unjustly 
colonising settlers have a practicable choice to return to the state from which they originated 
depends on the policies of those states, including their immigration policies; or whether 
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geographical boundaries should be considered normatively neutral and fixed rather than 
normative and changeable.  

I conclude that claims for reparation of historical injustices ought to take their place alongside 
more familiar elements in the philosophical territory of argument over competing claims, 
including argument over the respective weights of reasons for overriding them. Moreover, at 
least in the case of reparations for international wrongs, and colonial wrongs against 
indigenous peoples, I suggest that a proper understanding of how changing circumstances 
impact the significance of claims for reparation shows that the burden of proof is on those 
who seek to show that those claims are continually outweighed as a matter of justice. 

Keywords: Circumstances of justice, historical injustices, indigenous rights, reparations.  
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Interpersonal Manipulation is Negligent Influence 

Michael Klenk 
TU Delft 

What is manipulation? The question has attracted much recent attention.1 Manipulation is an 
arguably problematic and pervasive social phenomenon.2 It thrives in close relationships, 
perpetuated even by those who otherwise abstain from the nefarious conduct more frequently 
studied by ethicists, like coercion or torture.3 It also plays an increasingly consequential role 
publicly, where deepening psychological insights and increasing technological sophistication 
allow for unprecedented manipulative potential in (hyper-targeted) advertising, design, and 
politics. 

The most influential account of manipulation suggests that manipulation is a kind of trickery, 
that is, the attempt to influence someone so that they violate what the manipulator thinks are 
norms of belief, desire, or emotion (see Noggle 1996). This view is promising because it 
accounts for many paradigmatic cases of manipulation (as will be shown below). It is also 
wide enough to avoid counterexamples that crippled alternative accounts that explained 
manipulation in terms of hidden influence, autonomy subversion, or the bypassing of 
rationality.4 

However, the view that manipulation is trickery fails where it matters most. The trickery 
account fails to provide a unified account of the norms that manipulation arguably 
undermines. Several paradigmatic cases of manipulation – pressuring tactics, the 'hijacking' of 
someone's proper functioning, and paternalizing nudges – do not involve trickery. The 
trickery account can be broadened to include both norms applicable to the manipulatee (e.g. to 
adopt reasonable beliefs) and norms applicable to the manipulator (e.g. beliefs honest 
intentions in influencing others) to explain these cases. But then the account loses its simple 
elegance and, more importantly, it mischaracterises manipulation as aiming at violating those 
norms, when the violation of those norms is a mere side effect of manipulation. 

Therefore, I introduce and defend a simpler and yet more adequate account of manipulation. 
Accordingly, manipulation is analysed in terms of the manipulator's grounds for choosing a 
particular means of influence. Manipulators are negligent about whether their influence 
reveals reasons to the manipulatee. Violating a norm about the appropriate intention behind 
interpersonal influence is thus shown to be necessary and sufficient for manipulation. The 
resulting account also explains why manipulation can be unintentional, and it provides a 
superior basis for (empirically) measuring and normatively evaluating manipulation than the 
trickery account. 

I will proceed as follows. Section I briefly recaps the trickery account of manipulation and 
Section II presents three important counterexamples to the view. Section III draws two 
important implications, which have gone unnoticed in the literature and which motivate the 
search for an improved account. Section IV presents and defends the novel negligence view of 
manipulation. Section V spells out implications for (morally) evaluating manipulation and 
assessing it empirically. 

 
1 Gorin 2014b; Noggle 2018b; Cohen 2018; Krstić and Saville 2019; Coons and Weber 2014b. 
2 Wood 2014; Coons and Weber 2014a; Baron 2003. 
3 Manne 2014; Noggle 1996. 
4 Noggle 1996, 2018a; Gorin 2014b; Barnhill 2016; Mills 2014; Sunstein 2016; Cholbi 2014; Baron 2014; Hanna 
2015; Klenk 2021. 
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How to Overcome Unreliable Emotions and Achieve Moral Knowledge 

James Hutton 
University of Edinburgh 

How can we know right from wrong? One possible answer is that we can do so by making 
ethical judgments on the basis of emotion. There is a serious, hitherto unsolved objection to 
this view, known as the Unreliability Objection: “even if emotions give rise to true beliefs 
some of the time, emotion seems far too unreliable or untrustworthy on the whole to count as 
a source of [knowledge]” (Pelser, 2014:114; see also Salmela, 2011; Szigeti, 2013; Brady, 
2014). The unreliability of emotion arises because our emotions are pervasively influenced by 
ethically irrelevant factors, from blood-sugar levels to ambient odours. These create 
mismatches between the agent’s emotions and the ethical landscape. Consequently, the 
practice of forming ethical judgments on the basis of emotion threatens to be seriously 
unreliable, and thus not a potential source of ethical knowledge. 

Previous writers have responded to this objection by speculating that exceptionally virtuous 
agents might be immune to such influences (Cuneo, 2006; Pelser, 2014). In contrast, I will 
argue that flesh-and-blood human beings with imperfect emotions can acquire moral 
knowledge on the basis of emotion, so long as they are discerning in how they form beliefs. A 
skilled agent, I argue, can come to recognize the kinds of circumstances in which her 
emotions cannot be trusted. This is because irrelevant factors influence our emotions by 
shifting our moods, which are conscious states. Equipped with a skilful ability to notice 
unfavourable moods, the agent can ensure that unfitting emotions do not lead her to form false 
ethical beliefs. In short, an agent who watches out for signs that irrelevant factors are 
influencing her emotions can make reliable ethical judgments based on emotion.  

The upshot is that it is possible to acquire moral knowledge on the basis of emotions despite 
their unreliability, but that doing so requires a non-trivial level of skill on the part of the agent. 
In effect, to earn the right to utilize one’s emotions as a basis for ethical judgment, one must 
shoulder the responsibility of learning to navigate the limitations of those emotions. 
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The Ethics of Making Polluters Pay for Climate Change: Backward-looking 
vs. Forward-looking Responsibility 

Fausto Corvino 
Sant’Anna School of Advanced Studies 

In order to keep global warming within acceptable limits, a rapid energy transition must be 
implemented. This is why, for example, many countries have set net-zero decarbonisation 
targets around the middle of this century. Energy transition, in turn, requires two radical 
policy measures: introducing a price on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, so that the price of 
fossil fuels (from which GHGs originate) increases so as to reflect as closely as possible their 
social cost (which is obtained by adding the private cost of fossil fuels to the costs that 
emissions impose on others, in terms of e.g. climate change) and investing significant public 
resources in research and development of new technologies that could allow us to produce 
energy from green sources. 

One normative principle that seems to fit perfectly with the energy transition is the polluter 
pays principle (PPP): you broke it (and/or you can’t but keep breaking it, at least in the near 
future), hence you fix it. There are two possible interpretations of the PPP, as applied to fossil 
fuels. The first interpretation is: make everyone who emits GHGs from now on, internalise the 
related social cost. And this can be done either by introducing a tax on CO2 on top of the 
private cost of fossil fuels (the latter determined simply by the supply-and-demand 
mechanism plus variable costs of production), or by capping the maximum amount of CO2, 
distributing emission permits and then allowing private actors to trade these permits (whoever 
emits more than the permits they have been given will have to buy more permits, and this is 
effectively a tax) – this is the forward-looking interpretation of the polluter pays principle 
(FL-PPP). The second interpretation of the PPP is: make whoever has emitted CO2 so far 
(thus contributing to the climate problem we now have to solve), internalise ex post as much 
of the social cost as possible for them to pay - this is the backward-looking interpretation of 
the Polluter Pays Principle (BL-PPP). 

My presentation is structured into two parts. In the first part, I analyse the philosophical 
obstacles encountered by the backward-looking interpretation of the PPP. One obstacle is the 
“excusable ignorance objection”: those who emitted GHGs in the past could not have 
reasonably foreseen the effects of these emissions on climate, so it is not fair to hold past 
polluters responsible for the global warming they caused. Another obstacle is the 
“powerlessness exemption”: the heirs of those who emitted in the past were not in a position 
to prevent these emissions from taking place, so it is not correct to shift moral responsibility 
for climate harm from the past to the present generation. I discuss various answers provided in 
the philosophical literature to these objections and explain why none of these answers allows 
us to justify an intergenerational theory of climate damage that covers all emissions since the 
Industrial Revolution. 

In the second part, I explain why we should not be overly concerned about the philosophical 
difficulties encountered by the BL-PPP. In fact, a forward-looking implementation of the PPP 
(FL-PPP) would not only allow us to obtain an effective and fair containment of the climate 
threat, but it is also the only approach worth investing in politically, from a non-ideal and 
realistic perspective. This does not exclude, of course, that part of the revenues raised through 
the internalisation of the social cost of future emissions be transferred from developed 
countries to developing ones (either in terms of economic resources or even of green 
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technologies) - this would be normatively justified, in fact, by the global nature of the 
negative externalities caused by future GHGs emissions. 
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Notes on Roman Stoicism: an Introduction to Musonius Rufus, the “Roman 
Socrates”, and His Notion of the Philosopher 

Carlos Enéas Moraes Lins da Silva 
Pontifical Catholic University of Rio de Janeiro (PUC-Rio) 

This paper aims to present an introduction to the thought of the Roman Stoic philosopher 
Gaius Musonius Rufus (30-101 AD), one of the most famous political and philosophical 
figures in Rome at first century. Despite being somewhat unknown and sparely approached by 
scholars in our time, Rufus seems to have been a very influential character not only as a 
philosopher, but also as a historical figure in the political context of Imperial Rome. Like 
Socrates, Rufus has never written anything. The so-called Corpus Musonianum came to us 
only in the form of few diatribai (noun derived from the verb διατρίβω, which means, among 
other things, ‘to spend free time’) recorded by his student Lucius; and fragments in several 
sources. The way he used to answer his disciples or interlocutors recalls and sometimes 
imitates the Socratic dialogues, presenting Musonius challenging them with powerful 
criticism and also delivering teachings for life, as Socrates often did as before his interlocutors 
– Epictetus, his disciple, goes so far as to say that standing before Musonius was the same as 
standing before someone who knew all your faults, and put them in front of you (Frag, 48). In 
this sense, we have access to punctual reflections on delimited themes that would arise 
naturally in certain situations in Musonius' life. The contents of these compositions are, in 
particular, problems of what some commentators call Applied Ethics, that is, specific ethical 
problems directed at everyday issues, such as: marriage, haircuts, raising children, etc. Thus, 
we have the opportunity to observe Musonius being asked about specific issues and develop a 
stoic defence of his positions. In this work we intend to briefly show the figure of the 
philosopher as Rufus approaches in his diatribai and how this notion could work as faced with 
daily problems. In this sense, Musonius can offer a concept of the philosopher, which 
embodied certain features of the stoic sage, but in a more tangible and practical manner. Thus, 
Musonius seems to propose something akin to the stoic sage, but intended to accomplish other 
demands, highlighting necessities of daily life. There are several characterizations of the 
philosopher and occurrences of related terms in almost all diatribai found in Stobaeus. Its 
features are too vast, but we choose some of them to present here, the most salient ones: 1) 
everyone is able to become a philosopher. In fact, all human beings have a natural inclination 
to virtue, since, “us all, he used to say, are naturally designed like that, to live without errs and 
kindly” (“Πάντες, ἔφη, φύσει πεφύκαμεν οὕτως, ὥστε ζῆν ἀναμαρτήτως καὶ καλῶς [..]” (Diat. 
II,1). And, other one is 2) she knows all virtues and is, quintessentially, concerned with 
perfect “conduction of life”, which is the study and practice of philosophical principles. Ergo 
the philosopher is by necessity virtuous,  she knows the principles of philosophy, which 
enables us to produce all virtues in ourselves, and she is able to apply them to particular cases. 
In fact, as endowed with these features, the philosopher is both a telos for those who study 
philosophy and a professor or master able to teach others. In this sense, if the philosopher is 
one in which the virtues flourished, for the same reason everyone not only can but should be 
philosophers. Virtues are the tools for the good life completely, so it is suitable to all kinds of 
life. We would say that the philosopher embodies Musonius' faith in the strength of 
philosophy to change lives for those who dedicate themselves entirely to its cultivation 

Keywords: Stoicism, Musonius Rufus, Ethics, Roman Philosophy. 
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Incompatibilism, Choice, and Unconscious Cognition 

Simon Kittle 
University of Leeds 

For a conscious subject to have a choice is for the subject to be able to consciously select one 
from a range of different options. Often, though not always, the options will be courses of 
action which the agent doing the choosing will themselves perform. Often, though not always, 
the choosing will immediately be followed by the agent’s performance of the action. The idea 
that choice is central to human agency has a venerable history. In the 2nd century C. E., 
Alexander of Aphrodisias wrote that “we assume that we have this power in action, that we 
can choose the opposite” and that what we choose is “up to us” (Alexander of Aphrodisias 
1983: 58). Non-reductionist accounts of choice have been offered which make choice the 
essential feature of agency itself (Steward 2012; Alvarez 2013), of intentional agency (Searle 
2001), and of free agency (Arendt 1978; O'Connor 2000; Lowe 2008). Hannah Arendt 
summed up the latter idea like so: “The touchstone of a free act is always our awareness that 
we could also have left undone what we actually did” (Arendt 1978: 5).  

Non-reductionist accounts of choice have several virtues. Choice is important to us inasmuch 
as it is often the culmination of a reflective process of deliberation whereby we are able to 
exercise our higher cognitive capacities to plan, weigh, and otherwise evaluate the options 
available to us (Tiberius 2008), and these accounts make good sense of this. These accounts 
also promise to do full justice to our phenomenology: it often seems to us that, prior to 
making a choice, there are multiple options open to us, and that when we make a choice, it as 
we ourselves qua conscious subject who makes the decision, not one of our belief-desire pairs 
(Searle 2001; Horgan 2013).  

Finally, such views straightforwardly provide an explanation of the avoidability-based 
intuitions surrounding the unfairness of blaming those who were not able to do otherwise: we 
have such intuitions because the kind of control required for moral blameworthiness just is the 
possession of a choice, which gives us the ability to do otherwise, and so secures avoidability. 
Thus, choice-based or two-way-power-based put such fairness intuitions, and those associated 
with the ought-implies-can principle, on a solid footing. 

Despite the virtues of the view, there are also reasons to think that it is, at least as so-far 
presented, too simple, or even that it gets things badly wrong. The issue I wish to focus on in 
this paper is the idea that our decisions and actions are often influenced by a-rational factors 
that are (i) beyond our control, and (sometimes) (ii) outside of our awareness. This idea gains 
some support from subtle treatments of the phenomenology of deliberation and decision-
making: often, for example, deliberation is significantly affected by thoughts which “come to 
us” from we know not where; other times, our deliberation is defective because we are, say, in 
a rush, or in pain, though at the time we do not realise this, and so do not recognise (until 
later) the influence such factors have on our decision-making. This line of thinking gains 
further support from empirical results across a range of sciences; results such as those on 
implicit bias, implicit egotism, self-ignorance concerning the reasons for our feelings, self-
ignorance concerning our feelings, confabulation, and more (see Doris 2015).  

In this paper I aim to get clear about just when such findings pose a problem for non-
reductionist choice-based accounts of (intentional/free) agency, and why. And I aim to 
propose one way forward for the choice-theorist. 
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Non- Agential Collectives, Collective Responsibility, and the Moral Address 
Condition 

Julisa Fernandez-Rivera 
University of Texas at El Paso 

In the literature on collective responsibility, theorists have utilized different methods in order 
to argue that collective responsibility can be attributed to collectives. Some theorists have 
referred to Strawson’s account of participant reactive attitudes in order to support their claims 
that certain collectives can be the appropriate targets of reactive attitudes. According to 
Strawson, attributing reactive attitudes, such as guilt, praise, hurt feelings, obligation, etc. 
towards others and ourselves is what constitutes or justifies moral responsibility.1 Though 
Strawson’s account only focuses on individual agents and individual responsibility, theorists, 
such as Deborah Tollefsen and Kay Mathiesen, have extended his account to support their 
claims on collective responsibility. Tollefsen argues that, similar to individual agents, certain 
collectives can be the appropriate target of reactive attitudes if they have the capacity of moral 
address.2 Mathiesen, on the other hand, uses a Strawsonian approach in order to develop a set 
of conditions for moral agency that only specific kinds of collectives can meet.3 As a result, 
the collectives that meet the criteria these theorists have developed are structured, collective 
agents, such as companies, governments, institutions, etc. In doing so, this creates a high bar 
for collectives, both nonagential and agential, to meet.  

I have discussed how Strawson’s work has been used in the literature to point out that 
Tollefsen and Mathiesen are assuming that the way we analyze how an individual is the 
appropriate target of reactive attitudes has to be extended or carried over to the collective in 
question. My claim in this paper is that there is no prima facie reason for our assessment of 
individuals and collectives to be analogous. Specifically, I am skeptical as to whether 
collectives have to meet the moral address condition in the way that individuals do. By 
following this “copy and paste” method, we end up disregarding and neglecting certain cases 
or scenarios where a non- agential collective could justifiably be held collectively responsible. 
As a result, the current literature is not providing us with a complete picture of collectives and 
collective responsibility. I argue that certain non- agential collectives in specific situations can 
be bearers of collective responsibility by being the appropriate subjects of reactive attitudes. 
The way in which I do this is by bypassing the “copy and paste” method, and instead, explore 
how a non- agential collective could meet Strawson’s account of the moral address condition. 
That is, I ague there are certain scenarios that a non- agential collective may find itself in, and 
under the correct conditions, the non- agential collective meets the moral address condition. 
Hence, there exists specific cases where certain non- agential collectives are the appropriate 
bearers of collective responsibility. 

 

 

 

 
 

1 P.F. Strawson, Freedom and Resentment and Other Essays (London: Routledge, 2008), 1- 28. 
2 Deborah Tollefsen, “Participant Reactive Attitudes and Collective Responsibility,” Philosophical Explorations 
6, no. 3 (2003): 218- 234. 
3 Kay Mathiesen, “We’re All in This Together: Responsibility of Collective Agents and Their Members,” 
Midwest Studies in Philosophy 30, (2006): 240- 255 
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Millian Value Relations Generalised and Interpreted 

Andrés G. Garcia 
Lund University 

Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin 
 

Henrik Andersson 
Lund University 

John Stuart Mill (2008) famously suggested that pleasure achieved because of intellectual 
pursuits, like solving a philosophical problem, is of a higher value than pleasure achieved 
because of physical pursuits, like eating tasty food. Not only did he seem to suggest that the 
former pleasure is better than the latter, but that there is no amount of the latter that is better 
than the former. Many philosophers have found this kind of Millian superiority to be puzzling 
and have endeavoured to clarify the general idea behind it. Among them are Gustaf Arrhenius 
& Wlodek Rabinowicz (2005, 2015), who argue that an item need not be infinitely better than 
another for there to be Millian superiority. Instead, when an item x is superior to y, each 
addition of a y might contribute less to the value of its total amount, ensuring that it cannot 
catch up to the value of a single x. They also take inspiration from James Griffin (1986) and 
distinguish between a strong and weak version of the relation (hereafter referred to as 
varieties of ‘M-superiority’): 

Strong M-superiority: 

x is strongly superior to y iff for any number k of x and any number k´ of y, k of x is better 
than k´ of y 

Weak M-superiority: 

x is weakly superior to y iff for some number k of x and any number k´ of y, k of x is better 
than k´ of y 

During the course of the following talk, we aim to further clarify and demystify the 
phenomenon of M-superiority. We begin by showing that the general phenomenon to which 
Mill alludes generalises beyond the standard case of the betterness/worseness relation, which 
means that, alongside M-superiority, there is also the possibility of Millian equality and 
Millian parity (hereafter referred to as ‘M-equality’ and ‘M-parity’, respectively). We go on to 
define the main varieties of Millian value relations as follows: 

Strong M-equality: 

x is strongly M-equal to y iff for any number k of x and any number k´ of y, k of x is equally 
good as k´ of y 

Weak M-equality: 

x is weakly M-equal to y iff for some number k of x and any number k´ of y, k of x is equally 
good as k´ of y 

Strong M-parity: 

x and y are strongly M-on-a-par iff for any number k of x and any number k´of y, k of x is on a 
par with k´ of y 
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Weak M-parity: 

x and y are strongly M-on-a-par iff for some number k of x and any number k´of y, k of x is on 
a par with k´ of y 

We illustrate M-equality by appealing to substantive examples, one of which involves a 
radical sort of sufficientarianism. This is a view of distributive justice on which all individuals 
ought to receive enough of a given set of valuable items. For instance, it may be that all 
individuals are entitled to that level of welfare that is associated with being able to fulfil their 
basic needs. A version of this view holds that once individuals receive enough of certain kinds 
of valuable items, there is a cap on their welfare such that they are not made better off by 
receiving more. In other words, there might be a level of welfare at which individuals are 
equally as well off as they would be if they were to receive any number of additional items. 
We take this to illustrate our relation of weak M-equality. 

We illustrate M-parity by invoking discussions about spectrum arguments against the 
transitivity of the betterness/worseness relation. The typical response suggests that such 
arguments fail because there are breaks in the imagined sequences such that adjacent items 
within them fail to be related by the betterness/worseness relation. That is, there are adjacent 
items within the imagined sequences such that neither is better or worse than the other. Toby 
Handfield & Wlodek Rabinowicz (2018) have shown that this response is not as 
straightforward as commonly believed, for whatever relation causes the sequence breaks must 
be sufficiently radical. To clarify, they propose a definition of radical incommensurability 
which shares many characteristics with our weak M-parity: 

Two harm types H and H′ such that H is worse than H′ admit radical incommensurability if 
and only if, for all quantities K of H that are at least as large as some threshold, there is a 
quantity K′ of H′ such that KH is incommensurable with every quantity of H′ at least as large 
as K′ (Handfield and Rabinowicz 2018: 2380). 

Finally, we argue that Millian value relations could be plausibly interpreted without invoking 
either the notion of infinite value or that of diminishing marginal value. The idea behind our 
interpretation is that value relations sometimes depend exclusively on the non-evaluative 
features of their relata. Just as non-evaluative features are sufficient to ground individual 
values in different items, they can also be sufficient to ground value relations between items. 
This does not mean that value relations are never grounded in facts about the values of their 
relata, nor, plausibly, does it entail that value relations are completely unconstrained by the 
values of their relata. We give support to the interpretation by invoking the connection 
between value and fitting attitudes and also explain how this connection might be used to 
elaborate on the definitions offered above. 
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Facticity and Forgiveness: A Sartrean Approach 

Matthew Heeney 
Columbia University 

What is it to forgive a wrongdoer? Philosophical treatments of this question recognize a 
tension in forgiving. It seems that forgiving involves overcoming resentment. But the very 
conditions that render resentment appropriate are also necessary for forgiveness. I cannot 
forgive you unless I judge (1) that the trespass in question is morally significant; (2) that you 
are responsible for having committed the trespass; and (3) that I do not deserve to be the 
victim of the trespass. (1)–(3) also underlie resentment. So how can I forgive you while 
holding to (1)–(3)? Several philosophers have sought to articulate the fourth judgment 
standing alongside (1)–(3), which rationally undermines resentment.1 

My purpose in this paper is to bring a Sartrean approach to this problem of forgiveness. I will 
argue that forgiveness involves a certain kind of psychological change on the part of the 
forgiver. This change consists in a kind of de-identification with oneself qua victim of moral 
trespass.  

As my point of departure, I examine a claim that frequently surfaces in these discussions. This 
is the claim that forgiveness involves putting the trespass into the past. This claim is not to be 
taken literally—frequently, the trespass is already in the past. Nor should we read this familiar 
remark as the claim that forgiveness depends on a more or less determinate temporal duration 
separating the trespass from the present: though the passage of time facilitates forgiveness, 
forgiveness does not consist in the passage of time. Rather, it seems that ‘putting the trespass 
into the past’ denotes an existential significance for the forgiver. When I put the trespass into 
the past, I change its meaning for me. 

To elucidate this existential significance, I turn to Jean-Paul Sartre’s distinction, in Being and 
Nothingness, between facticity and transcendence. My facticity is the sum total of the purely 
descriptive facts that are true of me. My transcendence, on the other hand, includes my freely 
chosen plans, projects, and commitments that, for Sartre, constitute me as an agent. This 
distinction between my facticity and my transcendence is what brought Sartre to say that I am 
what I am not and I am not what I am. For Sartre, I am what I am not in that my projects and 
commitments, which strictly speaking do not exist as determinate facts, express my practical 
identity as an agent. And I am not what I am in that my facticity, which characterizes me as a 
situated mere thing among other things, does not bear on this practical identity (though it 
certainly constrains it in a thoroughgoing fashion).  

We can make use of this distinction without adopting Sartre’s overall ontological framework. 
We can see facticity and transcendence as corresponding to two standpoints I can take on 
myself. I can understand myself as a mere thing about which various facts are true or false; or 
I can look upon myself as a free agent endeavoring to realize projects and live up to 
evaluative commitments.  

I propose that to ‘put a trespass into the past’ is to assign it to one’s facticity. It is to come to 
look upon the trespass—and as myself as the victim of that trespass—as a fact that is true of 
me, and which constrains my transcendence, but which no longer constitutes my practical 

 
1 See Pamela Hieronymi, “Articulating an Uncompromising Forgiveness,” Philosophy and Phenomenological 
Research 62, no. 3 (2001): 529–555 and Kevin Zaragoza, “Forgiveness and Standing,” Philosophy and 
Phenomenological Research 84, no. 3 (2012): 604–621. The tension is also found in Aurel Kolnai, 
“Forgiveness,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 74 (1973): 91–106. 
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identity as an agent. Equally, forgiveness involves taking the standpoint of transcendence to 
the prospect of ‘moving forward’ with the wrongdoer (or in one’s psychological relationship 
to the fact of the trespass). 

On the resulting conception, forgiveness involves a kind of de-identification with oneself qua 
victim of the trespass. Just as Sartre claims that I am what I am not and I am not what I am, 
the forgiver can say: The wrong happened; it happened to me; but I am not the one it 
happened to. This sort of de-identification means that the trespass no longer ‘makes a claim’ 
on my practical identity as an agent who decides, acts, and realizes value. It is confined to my 
facticity.  

So, what is the fourth judgment, alongside (1)–(3), that rationally undermines resentment? I 
do not know. My claim is only that the fourth judgment—whatever it is—will take its place 
and work its effects within an agent who has de-identified with the victim of the trespass. 
Only then will the trespass be put into past. 

This proposal raises challenging questions (supposing it can be sustained). Does assigning a 
trespass to my facticity really respect (3), about my own self-worth? Does the proposal render 
the victim a third party to the trespass, thereby erasing the distinction between third party 
forgiveness and personal forgiveness? I hope to discuss these and other pointed questions 
about the foregoing set of proposals at the Practical Philosophy conference. 
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Thick Concepts and the Unity of Virtues 

Philip Schwarz 
Göttingen University 

A recurring question in virtue ethics is the relation of virtues among another. Is there a highest 
virtue? Is there an ‘order’ of virtues? How would it have to be established? I suggest that 
virtues have to be understood holistically. Virtuous agents cannot have only one virtue unless 
they have all the virtues. This claim is interchangeable with the claim that ultimately there is 
only one virtue – phrónesis. Drawing on ideas from Elizabeth Anscombe, Iris Murdoch, and 
John McDowell, I show how the semantics of thick concepts can help understand this claim.  

(McDowell 1998) argues that a possessor of virtue needs to be in possession of all the virtues. 
This follows from two ideas: that virtue is knowledge of what is morally right, and that 
perfect virtue leads to morally right actions in any situation. McDowell understands virtue as 
‘sensitivity to the requirements of a situation’. He points out that, in order to count as 
virtuous, the deliverances of said sensitivity need to fully account for an agent’s action. If a 
situation is such that it calls for kindness, this fact alone needs to explain why an agent acted 
kindly, or otherwise they would not have acted virtuously. But if virtue is to be understood as 
the sensitivity for what is right in any given situation, agents also need to know which virtue 
to act on. The requirements of kindness and the requirements of justice can come into conflict, 
so that one has to know which virtue is called for in such a situation. Since there is no a priori 
reason that prevents all sorts of virtues from conflicting, a virtuous agent does in fact need all 
the virtues in order to know which to act on.  

Iris Murdoch strikes a similar note when she says that ‘[t]he best kind of courage (that which 
would make a man act unselfishly in a concentration camp) is steadfast, calm, temperate, 
intelligent, loving….’ (Murdoch 2014, p. 56) Murdoch does not only say, like McDowell, that 
in order to have one virtue one needs the others as well, she also says that in order to explain 
what it means to have one virtue, one needs an explanation of the other virtues. Why is this 
so?  

Virtue-terms are thick concepts. To describe an action as kind, generous, courageous, just, etc. 
is to describe it in thick concepts. Since they are both, world-guided and action-guiding 
(Williams 1985), the mastery of thick concepts includes acting in a way that is suggested by a 
thick description because of it. They thereby satisfy the demand raised by McDowell. So, 
possession of virtue is equivalent to mastery of thick concepts. The claim of a unity of virtues 
is then analogous to the claim of a holistic understanding of thick concepts. If having one 
virtue requires the other virues and possession of virtue is understanding of thick concepts, the 
understanding of one thick concept requires understanding of the others. Non-Cognitivists 
such as (Blackburn 2000) have argued that thick concepts can be defined in purely descriptive 
terms, thereby ‘disentangling’ the world-guided and action-guiding aspect. Blackburn’s own 
example is courage which he defines as ‘overcoming difficulties and dangers that would daunt 
others.’ (Blackburn 2000, p. 102) However, as (Anscombe 1958) has argued, such a 
disentangling maneuvre is bound to fail. I understand Anscombe’s point to be that if we try to 
define thick concepts in purely descriptive terms, we can always think of cases that fall under 
this definition but do not count as instances of the virtue defined in descriptive terms. For 
instance, Blackburn’s definition of courage does not establish a distinction between courage 
and foolhardiness.1 In order to exclude such cases from the definition of a thick concept, we 
need a normative element built into the definition: ‘Courage is overcoming difficulties that 

 
1 The same point is made by (Putnam 2002) with regard to cruelty.  
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unjustifiedly daunt others.’ The important point is that this normative element cannot be 
broken down into descriptive terms because the same problem would arise again, and we still 
could not exclude cases of the kind I described above. So, the definition of a thick concept 
needs to include a normative element in the form of a thin concepts such as ‘(un)justifiedly’, 
‘rightly’, or ‘wrongly’.  

But the question whether the difficulties and dangers are such that others are indeed 
unjustifiedly daunted needs to be answered using thick concepts. This is because solely by the 
thin concept one cannot tell if the situation is such that it would be wrong to be daunted by the 
danger. Since describing the situation in purely non-evaluative terms would again run into the 
problem of not being able to exclude cases that need to be excluded, the remaining option is 
that the thin concept in the definition of a thick concept is, so to speak, a placeholder that 
would be specified by a thick description of the situation. So, the mastery of a thick concept 
requires the mastery of other thick concepts in order to judge if this thick concept is correctly 
applied. And those other thick concepts would again have to be defined by reference to other 
thick concepts, so that, presumably, the mastery of one thick concept would require the 
mastery of all. Here we can see how the semantics of thick concepts is related to the claim 
about the unity of virtues: if possessing the virtue of courage means understanding the 
concept of courage, and this understanding requires the understanding of other thick concepts, 
one can, in fact, not possess one virtue without the others. The claim that phrónesis is the only 
virtue then amounts to the claim that knowledge of the morally Right in general is the 
understanding of the entire network of thick moral concepts. Virtue is knowledge of what is 
right in any given situation. What exactly is right, depends on the situation which is to be 
described in thick concepts. But the correct thick description is a manifestation of the general 
ability to assess the correct thick descritpion in any situation. So, the specific virtues are just 
ways in which phrónesis manifests itself under specific circumstances.  
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