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ABSTRACT

Moral responsibility is an issue at the heart ef fifee-will debate. The question of how we can
have moral responsibility in a deterministic woddan interesting and puzzling one. Compatibilists
arguments have left open the possibility that thieta to do otherwise is not required for moral
responsibility. The challenge, then, is to comemith what our attributions of moral responsibildye
tracking. To do this, criteria which can adequatkfierentiate cases in which the agent is resasi
from cases in which the agent is not responsildeequired. | argue that an agent is responsillthéo
consequences of an action if they stem, in an gpiate way, from the agent's deep values and desire
These deep values and desires make up the DeeP8eff of the Deep Self, first, tend to be endyrin
second, desires within it tend to be general (p®s@d to directed towards specific things); thingy
tend to be reflectively endorsed by the agent;tfguhese traits are often central to the ageelfs s
conception; and fifth, they are not generally itreme conflict with other deep traits. Empiricalnko
is drawn upon to help develop a suitable accoumthat deserves to be called a part of the Deep Self
also strengthen and extend this view by considessges of poor judgement and weakness of will,

and when and how we can be considered responsibleem.
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Introduction
Free-will is a question which many philosophers Eydpeople alike have spent much time

pondering over. This is for good reason. Free iwid deep issue which is relevant to our everyday
experiences, our views of how the universe workd,@ur notions of responsibility. Views of free il
have the potential to challenge our views on legalell as moral matters.

Much of the debate over free-will is on the isstienoral responsibility. It is largely due to the
repercussions views of free-will can have on oemd of responsibility that the free-will issue heold
such great importance. If the behaviour of agentieterministic, this seems — to many people — to
undermine the idea that they can be held respensild deep way. Libertariansold that, although in
a deterministic universe we cannot hold peoplendtely responsible for their actions, agents ate no
wholly deterministic and therefore they can be héfuinately responsible for at least some of their
actions. Hard deterministalso accept that determinism and moral respoitgilis it is currently
understood) are incompatible, and conclude thatesthe universe is deterministic, ultimate
responsibility does not exist.

Others reject the idea that determinism is incomfgatith the freedoms required for any
coherent sort of responsibility. Compatibilistiew determinism as compatible with, if not reguir
for, moral responsibility. This captures the atirscfeatures of both hard determinism and
libertarianism. It accepts the libertarian viewtttesponsibility is not an illusion or a mistakedat
also acknowledges, as hard determinists do, thatrevpart of the physical world, working under the
deterministic laws of nature. However, this raisemy questions. How can we differentiate the astion
of a person from that of a falling rock? Both ara@y following the laws of physics. How, then, can

one be held responsible if it injures another hulmaing, but the other cannot? Since both are ogeyin

! e.g. Kane, 1998
2 e.g. Weatherford, 1991
® e.g. Fischer & Ravizza, 1998



the laws of physics, neither the person nor thk oan behave differently. This realization bringgt
a powerful intuition in many people — that if ittlee case that people cannot act differently, ritois
right to hold them responsible for their actions.

The intuition that agents must have alternate pdgis open to them in order to be held
responsible, in its most naive form, has been plulgrefuted. Harry Frankfufthas argued
persuasively that there exist counterexamples wéhchw that alternate possibilities are not required
for responsibility. Although this has far from cbukthe debate over alternate possibilities and
responsibility, it does raise the interesting plosisy that our intuitions about responsibility aracking
something other than whether agents have altepustgbilities open to them. The compatibilist's, job
then, is to find an account of responsibility whg#tisfies these intuitions in a coherent way.

There are many views of what is required for resgmlity within the compatibilist camp. The
current project is to review some of these vievgmgithem to develop and defend my own view. This
view posits that praise and blame are social dg#which have identifiable norms governing when
they are applicable. | argue that in order for gard to be held morally responsible for an actiba,
agent must meet two criteria. First, the agent rhasible to properly understand and react to resason
for action. Second, the desire to act in a padicwlay must stem from the acting agent's selfén th
appropriate way.

Being able to recognize and react to reasons lsdcedasons-responsiveness. To be more
explicit about what this means, an agent is salikt¢at least weakly) reasons-responsive if there i
some possible world where the facts relevant teastbn have changed, but the agent has not, @&d th
results in a different choice by the agent. Themideems to capture some of our intuitions aboat wh

sorts of agents have moral responsibility, anddees defended as the defining feature of morally

4 Frankfurt, 1969
® As argued by Strawson in P.F. Strawson, 1962



responsible agents by Fischer and Ravidtés certainly the case that agents without aory af
reasons-responsiveness do not seem to be propbdatas for moral responsibility. An agent who acts
the same way regardless of the facts relevantetaégision is much more like a rock than like a
morally responsible agent. This, then, gives usg of differentiating morally responsible agentsnfir
inert matter — although they both are simply folilogvthe laws of physics, only responsible agergs ar
reasons-responsive. However, this leads to arestieg question — there seem to be many cases in
which a reasons-responsive agent acts, but is loeimgpelled to act in a particular way despite what
they really want.

There are many different addictions and patholo@ash as Obsessive Compulsive Disorder)
which cause agents to perform actions which, inyne@ases, we do not want to hold them responsible
for. Even if these agents are reasons-responsideacting based on the desires which they havg, the
may not be responsible for some of their actiol®ré& are numerous views on why this is the case.
Generally, though, they all claim that the relevactor in these cases is that the agents' actiomot
stem from, or are not endorsed by, their selvesrelevant way.

The view | endorse about what actions an agemsigansible for is a combination of the Whole
Self view of Arpaly and Schroedégnd the Deep Self view outlined by Sripddan this view, an
agent is responsible if their actions stem fronugalor desires which are a part of their Deep 8elf,
(synonymously) are well-integrated. Parts of thep&elf tend to be enduring, desires within it tend
be general (as opposed to directed towards spéuifigs), they tend to be reflectively endorsedhsy
agent, these traits are often central to the agself-conception, and are not generally in extreme
conflict with other deep traits. Although thesdeamia may not be rigorous, they may be the best tha

can be done — these are, after all, criteria whiel{by hypothesis) track and make social judgements

® Fischer & Ravizza, 1998
" Arpaly & Schroeder, 1999
8  Sripada, 2010



about. Thus it should not be surprising that theyalittle fuzzy around the edges — social life is
complex. There are many cases in which our intastiabout the responsibility of the agent are
ambiguous and fuzzy — if the fuzziness of our s matches up with the fuzziness in this account
then the lack of a crystal clear delineation isrue of the account.

This project thus seeks to scope out the terrivbyoral responsibility, and offer a critique of
many of the current views on the issue. It willrthmut forward a particular view, drawing upon the
insights of many of the other accounts on the isbwdl draw on empirical work in an attempt to
provide some additional grounding to this viewwill also address some possible difficulties, and
attempt to clarify some of the concepts at worthmbackground of this (and many other) views of
responsibility.

The present project is broken into three chapiérs.first chapter acts to further introduce the
issues involved with moral responsibility, brieflyention some of the history behind the issue, and
give a more in-depth analysis and critique of tagous views on the issue. It explains the conoépt
reasons-responsiveness, how this helps to defimalipoesponsible agents, and points out someef th
limitations of this view — specifically, that it de not give an adequate way to differentiate mstfoe
action that the agent is responsible for from thtbsé the agent is not. | then look at several giew
which could fill this gap, offering a critique ofany of these views, while defending Arpaly's Whole
Self view. It closes with some residual questioihgciv the Whole Self view leaves us with, most
importantly, how to define what parts of agentsoae view as a part of their Whole Selves.

The second chapter picks up the questions whichirgteehapter left us with. The Deep Self
view is introduced and compared to the Whole Selivvin order to combine and strengthen both.
Both of these views posit that some traits of @lves are in some way more representative of who we
truly are, and it is only for actions stemming fréimese deep traits that we can be held resporfsible

By comparing, critiquing, and combining these vielvam able to give additional clarity to the issaie
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what constitutes a deep part of the self. The @ndpen goes on to explicitly point out situatiams
which agents are not responsible for their actiomsparticular, when their actions stem from fgult
cognitive mechanisms instead of from their Deey &l

The final chapter discusses explicitly some ofdbecepts relevant to assessments of action
which are often left implicitly assumed, and discaeme of the interesting issues that these casmcept
raise. Specifically, | discuss the scientific lggire on self-control and judgement in an attempt t
better understand these concepts, and raise #resting questions of whether we can be held
responsible for a lack of either. | argue thatame cases, we do hold people responsible for agack

judgement or self-control, and that the combinedW&itbeep Self account can account for this.



Chapter One
Introduction

A large part of the free-will debate is over thesgjion of moral responsibility. Is moral
responsibility possible in a deterministic worldh&Vare the necessary and sufficient conditionarfior
agent to be morally responsible for a particuldioa® Both of these questions have received wide
attention in the philosophical literature. A numbédifferent positions have sprung up out of this
debate, giving a wide range of possible answetisase questions. In this chapter, | will brieflyp&in
some of the positions, before going into more dletaione particular view — the reasons-responsive
view.

Libertarian$ hold that free will and ultimate responsibilityeancompatible with determinism.
In their view, one of the requirements for respbitity is the ability to do otherwise in a metaplogd
sense. Since, under determinism, there is onlypossible course of action an agent may take,
libertarians see ultimate responsibility as reaqgirsome amount of indeterminism. Compatibilists,
however, disagree — they do not believe that afsignt aspect of responsibility requires
indeterminism. Compatibilists instead look for athequirements for responsibility.

There are numerous compatibilist views which cldifferent requirements must be met in
order for an agent to be responsible. One such igdhe reasons-responsive view. The reasons-
responsive view holds that an agent is morallyaasible if that agent is responsive to reasbihat
is, if there is some possible world where the faetge changed, but the agent has not, and thiksesu
in a different choice by the agent, we can saytthiatagent is (at least weakly) reasons-responsive
This is a powerful idea, and seems to capture swroar intuitions about what sorts of agents have

moral responsibility. However, as outlined, thewis incomplete — what is required is a manner of

° e.g. Kane, 1998
1 Fischer & Ravizza, 1998



saying when an agent is responsible for an acismpposed to something else which happens to be
controlling their body.

There are many cases of pathologies (such as Ols€xsmpulsive Disorder) and addictions
which cause actions which — though the agent machbeg in a way which would be responsive to
certain reasons — we feel that the agent shouldenbeld fully responsible for. One way to accdont
these sorts of cases is to give an outline of weha@quired for us to say that an action stems fitoen
agent in a relevant sort of way. In an importamisge addictions and pathologies are often not
integrated into a person's psychology, and aretaséoreign object, forcing the agent to act imeo
particular way or another against his/her will. Waole Self view will be presented as a way of
separating well-integrated desires from thoseahanot well-integrated, and thus gives us a way of
differentiating those who act on a desire and ghbelheld responsible for it, and those who ad on

desire and should not.

A Review of Free Will and Responsibility

Free will is possibly the philosophical questionigthhas generated the most deBatéhe
importance of the debate is quite apparent: ouonstof freedom are tied closely to our notions of
responsibility. We tend to think it inappropriatettold people responsible for things they have no
control over. It is therefore of importance to a@¥ko we have control over our actions?” The wosy i
that, in a deterministic universe, the answer i® guestion may be a simple “No.” If all of our iacis
are determined by the physical make-up of the usesand the laws of physics, there does not seem to
be much sense to the claim that we are free tdlterwise — there is only ever one course of action
available to us.

Determinism is a central worry within the free-wditbate. There are those (the libertarians)

who argue that free-will and moral responsibiliéguire some amount of indeterminism, and argue for

" Matson 1987, A New History of Philosophy. Vol.Nlew York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich. quoted im&a1998
7



a certain level of indeterministLibertarians tend to focus on the role that indeteism may play,
and how this may allow for agents to have the it do otherwise. Hard-determinists agree with th
libertarians that free-will and moral responsililiequire indeterminism, but argue that, in fact,
determinism holds and thus we do not have freeamidl cannot legitimately hold people morally
responsible.

A intuition which plays a large role in motivatitigis discussion is the principle of alternate
possibilities. This principle states that in orttebe morally responsible for an action, the agent
question must have been able to do otherwise. Simeedeterministic universe, agents are not ttble
do otherwise, agents in such a universe cannotdraliyresponsible. However, this principle hasrbee
called into question. Harry Frankfurt gives thddaling counterexampl& imagine that Jones is
deciding whether or not to pursue a particular sewf action. Unknown to Jones, Black wants Jones
to perform a specific action. Black is observinglases is deciding whether to perform the action or
not, and, if he suspects Jones is going to do wtkey will then act, manipulating Jones' brainuclsa
way to cause Jones to perform the action regardlesgher words, though he does not know it, Jones
is unable to do otherwise. Yet, if Jones decidgsetdorm the action without Black intervening,gt i
clear that Jones is morally responsible for thigac The fact that Black would have stepped in and
changed things if Jones decision came out othemdss not change Jones' responsibility in the matte

There has been a long debate about what exactg gwts of counterexamples mean for the
principle of alternate possibiliti¢é Regardless, the argument does strongly suggeswtiz is of
central importance to moral responsibility is tberge of the action, and it is not clear whethés th
source must be indeterministic for moral respoffigitio hold. Libertarians and hard-determinists,
since they agree that determinism is incompatibile moral responsibility, share a position called

(fittingly enough) incompatibilism. The opposingga, compatibilism, holds that, in fact, determinism

12 Kane, 1998
3 Frankfurt, 1969
4 For a review of this literature, see Levy & McKen2a09
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and moral responsibility can co-exist. On this vigwloes not matter whether we have the abilitgdo
otherwise in a metaphysical sense, but the sodrearactions must be of a particular sort forabé
morally responsible. That is, even in a completidtermined universe, we could still have legitimate
reason to hold agents morally responsible, as é&snttpe action-causing mechanisms within those
agents fit certain criteria. The compatibilists sr¢he business of trying to develop what thoseca
are, and argue for how they might work to give tsenoral responsibility. They are generally of the
opinion that all intelligible forms of freedom cae had, even if in some metaphysical sense alliof o
actions are predetermined.

The compatibilist project is to show how the resegravailable in a deterministic setting are
sufficient to grant some freedoms which are sudhtifor responsibility. Incompatibilists can recagn
and appreciate some types of compatibilist freed@wven if they disagree with compatibilists that
these freedoms exhaust the freedoms we want arsliffi@ent to grant us responsibility. As Robert
Kane says:

[E]ven if we lived in a determined world, we coufganingfully distinguish persons who are

free from such things as physical restraint, aduticbr neurosis, coersion or political

oppression, from persons not free from these thiagd we could allow that these freedoms
would be worth preferring to their opposites evea idetermined worl¢.
Kane, a libertarian (and therefore an incompastjilis of the opinion that compatibilist accouots
freedom are important, and have been meaningfutibotions to philosophy. His opinions differ from
compatibilists in that he contends that the conydesi freedoms do not give us all of the freedaansd
responsibility we want, and that indeterminism add something further.

For the purposes of the present project, | wistetoain neutral on the topic of indeterminist

free-will. It seems it is perfectly possible towork on a compatibilist project in such a way thaes

not preclude the existence or significance of iadatnism. | will not comment further on

incompatibilist free-will here — it is not the tapi wish to pursue, and it suffices for me to sthed the

5 Kane, 1998, p 15



sorts of compatibilist notions of moral responsipil will be discussing are consistent with
determinism or indeterminism, and do not presupplosgresence or absence of indeterminist free-

will.

Types of Compatibilism
David Hume is credited with articulating the mastuential compatibilist positiotf. According

to Hume!" an action is free if it is caused by the actingrda willing. That is, if an agent, based on
their desires, wills to perform an action, andordeing performs the action, the agent acted fréely
this way, an involuntary twitch is different fromvaluntary movement — the former was not willed and
just happened automatically, while the latter waked and caused by the agent's wanting to do so.
According to Hume, what matters is not that we hava metaphysical sense, other possibilities open
to us — it is that we are free to perform the axtizve want to perform. Thus, when we act on a égesir
we are responsible for that action. When we acalise we were forced in some way, we are not
responsible — our action does not stem from a eésiact in a particular way, but from an external
force acting on us.

While Hume's view is extremely important, it is iarfant to note that it seems to have
counterexamples. Take, for example, unwilling atfdithey may have tried their best to quite the
object of their addiction numerous times, and thiléet, they have a strong desire to use the sobsta
and in a sense willingly do so. Similarly, peopléfaring from Obsessive Compulsive Disorder have
strong desires to perform their compulsions. Yeahase cases, it does not seem right to hold teetag
responsible for these actions. In an importanteseghseems they are not free. Though they mighd, i
sense, be acting on what they want, it is cledrttiey are being forced. Desires can arise in ande
actions in a way which undermines responsibility.

One possibility which has been explored is the ith@&not only must our actions line up with

16 Russel, 2008
' Hume, 1748
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what we want, but we must have a second-orderadgsithat want. That is, we have to desire to have
the particular desire we are acting on. This lihthmking has been taken up by Harry Frankfurt,
according to whom it is when we are able to wanatwhe want to want that we are fréén other

words, when our higher order desires line up inajeropriate way with our lower order desires, we
are free. You are morally responsible for an aciigrou did not have a higher-order desire to do
otherwise. Unwilling addicts have desires for thbstance to which they are addicted, but also do no
want to have that desire. That is, unwilling adglwbuld, if they could, eliminate their want of the
addicting substance (in contrast to willing addieteo would not). Unwilling addicts thus have affir
order desire to take a substance, but a higher-desgre to abstain from it.

One could question why Frankfurt feels higher-omiesires are so important for moral
responsibility. If one has a first-order desire &gparticular action, and a second-order desidoto
otherwise, why hold the agent responsible for #eoad-order but not the first? The answer Frankfurt
gives to this is that agents must identify withittliest-order desires in order to be responsible f
them. To identify with a first-order desire is talge that any further questioning of that desirelao
lead to the same conclusion. In this sense, highaar desires can be seen as double-checks on the
initial answer, to see if the agent truly wants tdnget of the first-order desire. If these douttecks
produce the same result, the agent is likely tod@eihat any further checking will also produce the
same result, and thus the desire is one the aginitants® This form of identification will be
discussed again briefly below.

Peter Strawson has taken a different view on whegquired for responsibility. He has argued
that what grounds moral responsibility is our raacattitudes® The reactive attitudes are the attitudes
and opinions we hold towards others in responsledio actions. They are “natural human reactions to

the good or ill will or indifference of others toves us, as displayed their attitudes and actions.

8 Frankfurt, 1971
% Frankfurt, 1987
2 pF. Strawson, 1962
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[emphasis in originalf* As Watson points out, on this view, it is not thag hold people responsible
because they are responsible, but that “the iogaidea) that we are responsible is to be understgod b
the practice, which itself is not a matter of holglsome propositions to be true, but of expressurg
concerned and demands about our treatment of atbean[emphasis in originaff’In Strawson's

view, the reactive attitudes are not things to)q@aned in terms of how we come to be responsible,
but an inescapable, arational part of what it meéar®e human and to have social relationships.

On Strawson's account, we have reactive attitumeartds people when they are the proper
beneficiaries of such attitudes. We do not holdezermpeople responsible (e.g. children or thosé wit
deep-rooted psychological abnormality) insofar assee them as excluded from ordinary adult human
relationships which spawn the reactive attitudesGalen Strawson points out, though, our intuitions
about who is a deserving subject of the reactitreides can change if we (for example) view their
actions as having come about by way of determinfsthcesse¥. That is, the incompatibilist's worry
seems to still live on in what sorts of explanasioh actions can temper our reactive attitudas. bt
enough simply to state that those who we hold neaettitudes towards are responsible. The Strawson
account is, at best, incomplete, and we need hdtesut theory of what our intuitions are tracking
when we see someone as being either morally regpens not morally responsible for a particular
action. Many compatibilist theories, including fhenkfurt account outlined above, can be seen as
attempts to achieve this fleshing out.

As the Frankfurt examples make clear, it is notgynbeing able to do otherwise which matters
for moral responsibility. Yet, there seems to beegowerful intuition that something like the atyili
to do otherwise is important for being able to tleeowise. One possibility that has been explored is
that it is the ability to do otherwisethe reasons for acting have changed that leads to moral

responsibility. This position is called reasongpm@ssiveness. Reason responsiveness is perhaps the

2 P.F. Strawson, 1962, p 53
22 Watson, 1987, p 121
% G. Strawson, 1986
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most common framework compatibilists work withircadrding to philosophers in the reason
responsiveness camp, it is the ability for us tmgmize and act for reasons which lays the fouadati
necessary for responsibility. This camp holds #saiong as agents' actions stem from their own
reasons-responsive mechanism, it does not mattethehthese reasons-responsive mechanisms, the
agents, or the world, are deterministic. What matethat if the reasons were to change in a fipeci
way, the actions of the agent in question woulchgeaThis has the advantage of requiring a specific
sort of processing for moral responsibility, wrsldl requiring agents to be able to “do otherwise”

with the caveat that they be doing otherwise due&sons being otherwise. With this in place, we ca
speak of the sorts of reasons for which an agenabted, and whether these were morally
praiseworthy or blameworthy. The view | wish to sue lies in this camp, and thus this will be

discussed in more detail below.

Moderate Reasons-Responsiveness

The view which will be developed here will be iretleasons-responsiveness camp. The
remainder of this chapter will be fleshing out weaéms to be, at least, a plausible account of edme
the ingredients required to hold an agent mora$ponsible. This will provide the framework with
which to work out the details of the mechanismsnegl for one to be a moral agent. | begin with the
view of Fischer and Ravizza, who contend that vidhaecessary for moral responsibility is moderate
reasons-responsivené&é3 his amounts to three requirements. First, th@igeguestion must be
strongly receptive to reasons. Secondly, the ageist be weakly reactive to reasons. Finally, andtmo
simply, one must be able to act based on theircelsoi

Being receptive to reasons simply means beingtaldee and judge reasons for what they are.
Being weakly receptive to reasons means that ikexeleast some imaginable set of circumstances

which the agent could recognize as being reasanttm a particular way. That is, the agent is bépa

2 Fischer & Ravizza, 1998
13



of recognizing at least one possible scenario asylyeason to take a particular action. This, Fesch
and Ravizza argue, is not sufficient for moral oespbility.?® The issue is that one can be receptive to
reasons in an irrational or unpatterned way. If fiod that tickets for a basketball game being $500
sufficient reason to not buy a ticket, you sho@dagnize tickets being $200 to be sufficient redson
not buy a ticket. Failure to do so impinges on yoadibility as a moral agent — it seems that some
base-line of objectivity in judging reasons is regd for one to be morally responsible. Thus, Fesch
and Ravizza suggest that what is required is streagons receptivity — your hierarchical orderihg o
reasons must be understandably patterned in antgevay. Thus, a third-party who asks you what
actions you would take in particular circumstaneesild be able to understand the pattern by which
you judge reasons.

The second requirement for being moderately reasgpensive is that the agent must be at
least weakly reason reactive. While reasons-reagptieals with the recognition of reasons, reasons
reactivity is the ability to choose a course of@tbased on reasons. Being weakly reasons reactive
means that there is some set of reasons which poiloviind sufficient to do otherwise. Thus, without
changing anything about the agent, there must lne s@t of circumstances which would cause the
agent to choose to do otherwise. The reason tleaboly needs to be weakly reason responsive,
according to Fischer and Ravizza, is that "if aerdg mechanism reactssame incentive to (say) do
other than he actually does, this shows that thehar@smcan react toany incentive to do
otherwise.” As moral responsibility already requires strongsans-receptivity, the agent must
understand and rationally judge reasons, and #uesrding to Fischer and Ravizza, showing that they
are capable of choosing one set of reasons shawthty could choose others.

The last criteria, that an agent must be able tba@sed on their choices, is the simplest. Quite
simply, it just means that the outcome of the reageactive mechanism in the agent must be

connected in the appropriate way to action. If sn@mpletely unable to act in accordance to their

% Fischer & Ravizza, 1998, pp 70-73
2 |bid., p 73
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choice, they cannot be held morally responsible.

The Agent

A possible objection to the moderate reasons-respemness view is that it too readily assigns
moral responsibility. In some cases, if one is¢@dly able to understand reasons, but only capzble
reacting to the most extreme, it seems callouss@a responsibility. Since onlyeak reasons-
reactivity is required, on the Fischer and Ravizieav, all that is required of a morally responsible
agent is that there be some conceivable set afragtances in which the agent will choose to do
otherwise. Yet for many cases, someone may be enalchoose to do otherwise in any situation likely
to arise, but may be willing to act otherwise feay extreme, unlikely set of circumstances isrtsea
If an account holds agents responsible in theds sbrases, this suggests that the account isgvron

Take, for example, an extreme agoraphobic who odnrouster up the courage to leave his/her
house if he/she is firebombed, or something warkat is, there is a conceivable set of circumstaince
which this agoraphobic would respond to, which nseiat he/she is weakly-reasons responsive. As
long as the agoraphobic is willing to also leav&h@r home if something worse than firebombing
occurs (for example, if their home is fire bombedaell as filled with poisonous gas), then the
agoraphobic has an objectively coherent hierarémgasons, meaning that he/she is strongly reasons-
receptive. This makes this individual moderateBsans-responsive — he/she fit the criteria nedued,
Fischer and Ravizza, to be held morally responsitde if this individual has made many honest
attempts to get over the phobia and have beenemabk seems wrong to place blame on him/her for
not being able to leave their houses to maintaipleyment, or attend a wedding. Extreme situations
often bring us to be capable of things that we wawdt otherwise be able to do. Sometimes people
who are in extreme, life-threatening situationsaagable of performing feats of seemingly super-
human strength, lifting much more than they norgnaibuld be able to. Yet we do not expect these

same individuals to be able to perform these act®rmal circumstances. In the same way, we should
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not hold one responsible for failing to act a matr way just because in an extreme set of
circumstances they would not fail.

This issue was raised by Mele in response to Fism@ Ravizza! In replying to this worry,
Fischer and Ravizza differentiate between moradaesibility and moral praise/blameworthinésm
their view, to hold someone to be morally respdesbnot to say that they are morally blameworthy
or praiseworthy — it is just to say that they nsm@ne standards of being responsible in some sense.
Thus, though they would not want to claim thatalgeraphobic is morally blameworthy for failing to
leave the house, they would want to say that tloeagupobic is morally responsible for it, even if no
moral judgement is made based on that action. Kedepointed out that this is a strange use of terms
Though there is a difference between one who castliErwise in at least the most extreme cases, and
one who can not do otherwise no matter what (& ggaraphobic who would rather burn to death than
leave the house), it seems odd to use the termdllyaesponsible” to denote the fornt@By using
the term “moral responsibility” in this way, it sae the importance of a theory of moral responsybili
has been diminished, and thus the importance dfigeher and Ravizza model has been diminished.

A different tactic can be taken to deal with casieisdividuals who are weakly morally reactive
but do not seem to be morally responsible. Onedcdaim that what these examples illustrate is ithat
is not enough to specify that an agent must be nabelg reasons-responsive. We also need to worry
about what part of the agent is doing the contigllin cases of coercion, there is a powerful force
outside of the agent which is forcing the ageradbin a particular way, and thus we do not ho#l th
agent responsible. Yet there are also cases ohaitiorces which can completely override the agent
normal decision making procedure, and force thatigeact in a particular way. If the part of the
agent which is doing the controlling in these casemt central to the agent, then, much like the

coercion cases, it seems the agent is being fdrgsdmething else to act in a particular way. i th

27 Mele, 2000
% Fischer & Ravizza, 2000
2 Mele, 2006
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agoraphobia case, it seems the phobia is an afflithat the agents, in some sense, cannot hélpy- t
have made effort to rid themselves of it, and émse like they are at the mercy of this strangesifpr
phobia.

The Fischer and Ravizza view holds that the meshamihich is reasons-responsive must be
the agent's in some sense. This is a possible Wadgating with the agoraphobic issue — if what
accounts for the agents' actions is the phobigpeh®paces, and that phobia is, in some senspartot
of the agents, then we can abstain from holdingtheorally responsible in this case.

Fischer and Ravizza hold that what makes a meanaom®'s own is taking responsibility for
it.*® According to the Strawsonian account, which Fisemel Ravizza are working within, agents are
responsible because they are held responsiblehleysotSimilarly, Fischer and Ravizza hold thatdo b
considered responsible for a mechanism, the agesit Ibe willing to accept that mechanism as their
own and be held accountable for the good or ildpoed by that mechanism. At some point in the
agents' history, they must take responsibilitydgrarticular mechanism for that mechanism to be
considered part of what they can be held moralipoesible for. This does not mean a verbal
commitment must be made — just that certain betintsattitudes be held towards that mechanism,
accepting that you are responsible for it. Thush@es it could be said that the agoraphobic isgain
a mechanism which they have not taken respongilbdit and can therefore not be held responsible
for.

There are two problems with this approach. Fitstpes not seem that the reasons-responsive
mechanism Fischer and Ravizza have in mind shailabke to incorporate or exclude things which
give rise to desires (such as our innate biologicaks like hunger, learned preferences, or is thaise,
phobias). The mechanism they have in mind is siropl which is able to recognize and respond when
desires form part of a reason to take a parti@dtion. This would explain why, in their response t

Mele, they do not invoke this line of reasoningc@w, it is not clear exactly what is involved in

% Fischer & Ravizza, 1998, chapter 8
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taking responsibility for a mechanism, so it rersaguestionable how useful this concept is. However,
there may be a way to maintain the taking respditgiaccount while admitting the utility of other
accounts. Taking responsibility for a mechanisrthia way is a historical account of responsibiity
that is, it depends on events that have happenie@ ipast which one has no access to in the present
Most of our judgements about moral responsibilitywever, occur without seeming to know whether
at some point in the past the agent we are judgasgtaken responsibility for the mechanism theoacti
stemmed from. We are able to hold someone moredlgansible without knowing their full history
regarding their reasons-responsive mechanism eutdwbe an odd world indeed if we were unable to
do so. Even if the account of Fischer and Ravigzaht, this shows that there are some facts abeut
world in the present by which we can approximate&ctvimechanisms the agent has taken
responsibility for, and it is worth looking for whhese facts are. From within the Fischer and Ravi
framework, the other positions on this issue casdsn as tracking these facts about the world which
give information about what mechanisms the agestleen responsibility for. Fleshing out these
other positions may then be more informative thenRischer and Ravizza picture, even if Fischer and
Ravizza are ultimately right that moral respongipilequires agents to take ownership over their

reasons-responsive mechanism.

True Self and Whole Self

There are many other views on which parts of agrecount as part of the morally responsible
agent. We have already seen Harry Frankfurt's wedwere a higher-order desire counts as part of the
morally responsible agent if the agent decisivabniifies with that desire. In this case, the agent
identifies with a higher-order desire, privilegilngbove the others. Stump has proposed a revised
Frankfurt account, in which it is the actions we egsponsible for are those which stem from desires

our intellect sides witht This is a sort of identification of the agent wilte intellect, again privileging

3 Stump, 1993
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this part of the agent as being the part relevamtrioral responsibility. Others defend similar véew
such as Dworkiff and Neely® The common thread throughout these views is tivilgming of one
part of the agent over all others, making one pfithie agent the seat of responsibility.

These views which privilege one part of the agener @thers have been dubbed 'True Self'
views? They see one part of the agent as more centradlgelf than the other parts, and privilege it
above the others when assigning responsibilifg. ¢ertainly plausible that parts of us are more
important and more central to our identity tharesghand therefore more important for responsybilit
Certainly this seems to be the case when consglagents with certain pathologies. Yet, to claiat th
one particular faculty or type of desiretlie part which is central to an agent's identity and
responsibility is to oversimplify. Human beings amessy creatures. To privilege one particular gart
being the center of responsibility seems artifieiale are more than any single part of our selves.

In contrast to these views is the Whole Self vielae Whole Self view does not privilege any
particular part of an agent. Instead, it posits$ tiesires and beliefs which are not integrated tinéo
person's psychology are to be considered as outsickes acting upon the agent. Those beliefs and
desires that are integrated are part of the seljaRlless of whether the intellect or higher-odbsires
affirm an integrated desire or not, it is a parth@f agent's self and therefore the agent is regplerfor
any actions stemming from it. While higher-ordesides and the judgement of the intellect may tell u
something about how integrated a desire is, theyat necessary for responsibility. A self-deceived
businesswoman who thinks she is acting on the hwsst of desires, but unconsciously is driven by
greed, is responsible, since her actions are steghfrom a part of who she is — a greedy human being

There is an interesting type of counterexampldééoTrue Self views which help to highlight
the advantages of the Whole Self view. Arpaly bsing cases of inverse akrasia, pointing out that it

difficult for hierarchical theories to account f@sponsibility in these cas&Akrasia is performing an

%2 Dworkin, 1970

3 Neely, 1974

* Wolf, 1990

% Arpaly & Schroeder, 1999
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action despite judging it to not be the best abdal@ption (all things considered). Inverse akrasia
performing an action which one judges (wronglyhtd be best. Thus inversely akratic actions form a
proper subset of akratic actions — those in whighjedgement is wrong, but our desires seem to be
tracking the better option.
An often cited example of inverse akrasia is Huckley Finn.
As Huckleberry becomes the friend of Jim, a runaslaye, his conventional southern moral
convictions tell him clearly that he should procéedeturn the slave to his lawful owner. He
knows, so he believes, what the right thing todddo his embarrassment, however,
Huckleberry finds himself psychologically incapablfedoing what he believes to be the right
thing. When an opportunity comes to turn Jim infdeds too sick at heart, and displays what he
takes to be weakness of will. He just cannot daventually he completely gives up the idea of
turning Jim in, and consequently decides that lzevgak, bad boy, and that being moral is far
too hard and thankless a t&8k.
It is debatable to what extent Huck is morally msgble in this case. On the one hand, he judgatd th
what would be best is if he turned in his friengh.JOn the other hand, he did not act on this judgme
due to his sympathy for Jim. What is clear, thouglthat the True Self theories have a difficuttéi
capturing this difficulty in assigning Huck (or @ifs in similar circumstances) blame or praise.u¢k
is responsible for the judgements of his inteltactor his high-level desires, it seems we shoully o
be looking at his judgement that he should turnidinand disregard that it was his sympathy which
kept him from doing this. This seems to oversinyplife case.
The Whole Self View, put forward and defended bga#ly and Schroedéf.avoids many of the
issues the True Self views run into. This is a welwch does not hold the self to be any particpkat
of the agent, but rather, holds that the degrerehioh a desire or value is psychologically integobis
what determines whether the agent is accountabkectong upon it. Desires, regardless of whether
they are first-order or higher, can stem from deépin a person's psychology, and thus be just as

much a part of them as their conscious choicegh@raccount, what matters is that desires be well-

integrated into the agent's psychology. Thus, g can better handle the ambiguity of the Huck

% Arpaly & Schroeder, 1999, p 162
3 lbid.
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case. It is difficult to blame Huck for his convart that turning his friend in is the right thing do,
because his qualms with taking this action may $tem deep within his character.

To be more specific, Arpaly and Schroeder hold ghaglief or desire are well-integrated to the
extent that “(1) they are deep; and (2) they dooppiose other deep beliefs or desiféShey go on to
explain what is meant by this:

A belief or desire is deep insofar as it is a pduldorce in determining the actor’s behavior,

deeply held, deeprooted. Deep beliefs tend totresission (one’s belief that one speaks a

language is thus very deep; one’s belief that tieeséll half a jug of milk left is much

shallower) and deep desires tend to be satisfiddpreference over shallower desires in
contexts where a choice is forced (the desireue gmotional support to one’s lover is deeper
than one’s desire to eat a healthy lunch eachaday though these desires might rarely or
never in fact conflict). Beliefs and desires oppeaeh other when they can'’t all be true

(beliefs) or satisfied (desires).

In the case of Huckleberry, Huck does not havestohy of being motivated by racism, and his racist
ideology (passed down by authority figures) is gggabby his sympathy, which seems to go much
deeper. The depth of his racism and sympathy aferugebate, which leads to some room for
ambiguity about this case.

To better illustrate the Whole Self view, take tiases of Lana and GrégBoth Lana and Greg
are kleptomaniacs — that is, both have urges & g&ns of trivial worth, not for their worth otility.
These urges are not explainable by any need aredetsier than the urge to take the items. Both Lana
and Greg believe that stealing is morally wrong famd their urges embarrassing. Both want to stop
stealing, and make efforts towards this goal. Tdifhgr in an important way, however. Lana has no
positive feelings towards her stealing. Her urgekerher life more difficult, and when she steaks sh
feels guilty and often goes back to secretly retbhenitem. Greg, on the other hand, has some pesiti
feelings towards his stealing. Though he thinkalstg is wrong and is somewhat embarrassed by it,

he often thinks about his stealing and smiles askif about it. He is somewhat resentful towards

respectable people, and he finds it pleasuralilané& back to the people in the stores he steals fr

® |pid., p 173
% Example taken from Arpaly & Schroeder, 1999
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looking foolish as he operates behind their baklesis attracted by risky and exciting endeavours
outside of his stealing, and his friends (who dokmmw about his stealing) think that he oughtaticet
life more seriously.

Of these two kleptomaniacs, it is hard not to tteatn differently. In the case of Lana, whether
we hold her somewhat responsible or not, it sede@s that in some sense she is not fully respoasibl
for her actions. She seems to be a genuine vidtiam @ffliction — she gains no pleasure from stegli
feels guilty about it, and even returns the itehes steals. Her kleptomania seems in deep confitbt w
the rest of her values. Though we may be more simepa towards Greg than someone who steals out
of greed or entirely out of malice, Greg seems muohe at ease with his stealing than Lana. He gains
some pleasure from it, though he has made attemptsit he does not seem too genuinely upset by his
stealing, and he seems to enjoy other similarkyrend irresponsible behaviours.

Arpaly and Schroeder, the originators of this ex@nattribute the difference in attitudes
towards Lana and Greg to stem from the differegteles to which their kleptomania are
psychologically integrated. Arpaly and Schroedeoiscept of psychological integration seems like a
plausible and useful concept with which to deahwiitese cases. However, there are many areas in the
account which are troubling or require elucidation.

First, the explanation of when beliefs and desigsose each other seems too weak. According
to Arpaly and Schroeder, beliefs and desires oppashk other only when they are logically mutually
exclusive. Intuitively, it seems that beliefs ara$ides should be able to oppose each other tougario
degrees — a belief may make others less likelyettre, or satisfying one desire may make others
more difficult to satisfy. For example, a belietta friend owns a house may make it seem ledy like
that this friend also rents an apartment, thouglod@s not logically rule out the possibility; shtisg
one's desire for alcohol may make satisfying otessre to get work done more difficult, but not
impossible. Unwilling addicts may technically bdeato satisfy any of their desires in additionheit

desire for drugs, it will just be made more difficrhis issue could fairly easily be solved by imav
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desires and beliefs able to oppose each otherimugadegrees — the strongest degree when they are
mutually exclusive, and moving down the spectrunt becomes progressively easier to satisfy both.
This introduces another issue which needs to lved. we all have desires which oppose each other
to some extent, which seem perfectly a part of'@tinole Self”. We need a method of differentiating
those desires which are just at odds with someiobther deep desires, and those that truly are so
opposed by our deep desires that they are notdrpbyt of us.

A more serious problem with the Whole Self accasithat, though we intuitively have some
idea of what sorts of traits are integrated andhat degree, Arpaly and Schroeder do not give us a
particularly strong definition of what psycholodiaategration amounts to. We are told that a desire
well-integrated to the extent that they are deeapthat they do not oppose other deep desires. While
this is helpful and suggestive, the definition tlydye of “deep” is circular. A deep desire is “dBep
held” and “deeprooted”. While we are told two prdjes that deep desires have — that they tend to
resist revision and they tend to be satisfied prference over shallower desires — this, again, is
merely suggestive, and not particularly explanatdmpuch more satisfying definition of psycholodica
integration may go a long way to strengtheningitiele Self account.

We are left with two connected problems with thedlélSelf account. The first is that we need
some method of differentiating a person with a radramount of integration and opposing desires
from someone with a desire which is truly foreigritie self. The second is that we do not have a

satisfying definition of psychological integratiofhe next chapter will deal with these issues.

Conclusion

| have outlined some of the requirements for amatgebe morally responsible. Following
Fischer and Ravizza, | suggest that an importantgbdoeing morally responsible is being reasons-
responsive. | also suggest that the desires cmaiisy on must be an integrated part of the agémat

is, they must be well-integrated in the agent'spsiogy. Taken together, this gives a powerful vagw

23



what is required for moral responsibility, leaviting question of indeterminism to the side. However,
the Whole Self view has left us with some residssilies, which will be dealt with in the next chapte

Two interesting, related issues have yet to beessed.. The first is the role of self-control.
Some cases of inverse-akrasia were briefly mendiopet there are many cases of agents who fail to
keep themselves from acting on a strong (but netwkrelming) desire which is not well-integrated.
On the Whole Self account, acting on one desire anether shows, all else being equal, that one is
deeper than the other. What can we say about getfat, and those who are particularly bad (or good
at it? It is difficult, with the view sketched thiter, to distinguish between someone who has dynear
irresistible, poorly integrated desire for sweats] one who likes sweets and simply is terrible at
controlling themselves. In many cases, it seenesvik want to hold people responsible, even if they
are acting on something that is not well integrabegtause we think they should have been able to
control themselves.

The second issue is the role of judgement. Somstime judge poorly, which causes us to act
in a way not fully stemming from a well-integratedrt of ourselves. Can we be held responsible for
poor judgement, and if so, under what circumstah&sgh judgement and self-control will be

discussed in chapter 3.
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Chapter Two

Introduction
In the last chapter, | introduced the idea of tHeoW Self, defended by Arpaly and Shroefer.

This view holds that an agent is to be held monaBponsible for actions which stem in the
appropriate way from some well-integrated aspethef psychology. Thus, actions stemming from
the addictions of unwilling addicts, or the compuhs of patients with Obsessive Compulsive
Disorder, are not the sort of thing an agent cahdbde accountable for, since these actions stem &o
poorly integrated desire within the agent. The VEIHeelf view left us with two related issues: Thetfi
is that we need some method of differentiatingragewith a normal amount of integration and
opposing desires from someone with a desire wisi¢tuly foreign to the self. The second, which is
required to answer the first, is that we do notehasatisfying definition of psychological integoat

In this chapter, I introduce the Deep Self viewpider to bring some clarity to these issues. The
Deep Self is similar to Arpaly and Shroeder's Wit — it is made up of the parts of the agentcwhi
really are central to that agent. By comparing @mthecting the two views, | attempt to shed some
light on the issues left by the Whole Self alonlee Toncept of the Whole Self will be brought into
greater focus, but, | will argue, the concept isassarily fuzzy. It is a folk-psychological congept
which people use in their attributions of praisd &lame. Our attributions of praise and blame
themselves are imprecise — there are plenty osoakéech fall into some sort of grey area. We should
therefore be wary of any attempt to offer a riga;quecise definition of what these attributions ar
tracking.

After the discussion of when an agenmorally responsible for an action, | move into a
discussion of when an agasiot morally responsible. | claim that one way for geiat to lack

responsibility is if their actions stem from a beokcognitive mechanism. In many cases of

40 Arpaly & Shroeder, 1999
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pathologies, there are physiological problems tageneurological mechanisms are malfunctioning. In
these cases, it is the faulty mechanism which hased the action, and thus we can rule out that the
action was caused by some deep aspect of theagspthology, and thus the agent is not to be held
responsible. These faulty cognitive mechanismseaudisconnect between agents' Deep Selves and

their actions, and serve as an external factoricgulse agents' actions.

Deep Self
Chandra Sripada has put forward the Deep Self nfbddiich is in many ways similar to

Arpaly and Schroeder's Whole Self view. The Dedp\iew, like the Whole Self view, posits that
attribution of moral responsibility is connectedwihe deep aspects of an agent's psychology. The
Deep Self is made up of the agent's values, pilegiand life goals. The parts of the Deep Selthav
many of the same characteristics as Arpaly anddgdar's conception of well-integrated desires. For
example, acting in accordance with them generaillytake priority over satisfying less deep goals,
and these personality traits are stable and uglikethange. It seems plausible that the sortsadbt
Sripada would be considered well-integrated tr@aitshe Whole Self account. There are some
characteristics of Deep Self traits which Sripaddsawhich the Whole Self view does not attribute to
well-integrated desires. For example, Deep Selfatttaristics tend to be central to the agent's self
identity, and the agent will tend to reflectivelyderse these traits — though this latter charatieis
one the Whole Self view fairly explicitly rejects aeentral. Attitudes which are part of the Deeg Sel
also are more general than traits which are lesp.de

Sripada gives some evidence for his claim thatrdies he identifies as part of the Deep Self
are central to ascriptions of praise and blamee Ta& following scenario:

The vice-president of a company went to the chairofahe board and said, ‘We are thinking

of starting a new program. It will help us increasefits, but it will also harm the

environment.’

The chairman of the board answered, ‘I don’t cam@labout harming the

“ Sripada, 2010
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environment. | just want to make as much profit @sn. Let’s start the new
program.’

They started the new program. Sure enough, the@maent was harmed.

Contrast this with the similar case:

The vice-president of a company went to the chairofahe board and said, ‘We are thinking
of starting a new program. It will help us increasefits, and it will also help the environment.’

The chairman of the board answered, ‘I don’t cam@labout helping the environment. | just
want to make as much profit as | can. Let’s stagtriew program.’

They started the new program. Sure enough, theemaent was helpet.

It seems intuitive that in the first condition, Wwiame the chairman for opting for a program thak wi
harm the environment. In the second, we do notitctieel chairman for helping the environment. There
is some evidence to suggest these intuitions ddetlyea majority of peopl&. Yet these two cases are
very closely analogous — in both, the chairmanaging a decision between pursuing a project or not,
and the project is said to increase profits. Tharaian makes it clear in both that he does not care
about the environment, and so the environmentattsffare just a side-effect of his attempts tociase
profits. Why, then, is there an asymmetry in howassign credit for the resulting effects on the
environment?

Joshua Knobe, the originator of these vignetteggesis the hypothesis that “People’s
judgements [about intentionality] depend in a aibeiay on what [the action] happens to be. In
particular, it makes a great deal of difference thbethey think that [the action] is something gaod
something bad® Knobe contends that the reason we assign inteltipio the chairman who harms
the environment, but do not do so the chairman dips it, because of the moral valence of the side-
effect. The asymmetry between our attributionsiténtionality in the two cases stem from an

asymmetry in how we view good and bad actions. €kanation, however, has problems with the

42 Both scenarios are from Sripada, 2010, p. 161

43 Knobe (2003) reports that, of 78 people asked imiaéten public park, 82% of people said that infitst condition,
harm to the environment was intentional, while 7§&@ that the help to the environment was not tideal.

4 Knobe, 2003, p. 190
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follow examples:

Aunt Killer

Jake desperately wants to have more money. He kti@awée will inherit a lot of money when
his aunt dies. One day, he sees his aunt walkirtgdwindow. He raises his rifle, gets her in
the sights, and presses the trigger. But Johnvemt good at using his rifle. His hand slips on
the barrel of the gun, and the shot goes wild... Nogless, the bullet hits her directly in the
heart. She dies instantly.

Selfless Soldier

Klaus is a soldier in the German army during WaMalr II. His regiment has been sent on a

mission that he believes to be deeply immoral. Ri@ks that many innocent people will die

unless he can somehow stop the mission beforedngpleted. One day, it occurs to him that
the best way to sabotage the mission would bedotsibullet into his own regiment’s
communication device.

He knows that, if he gets caught shooting the dg\he may be imprisoned, tortured or even

killed. He could try to pretend that he was simpigking a mistake — that he just got confused

and thought the device belonged to the enemy hdig almost certain that no one will believe
him. With that thought in mind, he raises his tiffets the device in his sights, and presses the
trigger. But Klaus isn’t very good at using hideifHis hand slips on the barrel of the gun, and
the shot goes wild...Nonetheless, the bullet landscty in the communications device. The
mission is foiled, and many innocent lives are ddve
In both these cases, most subjects (over 90%) mexb&vith these scenarios say that the result was
intentional. This calls into question the notioatth is the moral valence of the consequence which
affects our attributions of intentionality, as Kreoposits.

Sripada explains this asymmetry by applying the>®elf model he has developed: in cases
where the effect of an action is in concordancé Wit person's Deep Self, we see the act as
intentional, and then assign praise or blame. th bbthe chairman examples, it is made clearttiat
chairman values profits over the environment. Ity ¢ime first scenario was the effect concordanhwit
these values — the environment suffered becauthe @hairman's values. We do not give the chairman
credit for helping the environment in the secorehseio, since the beneficial effect on the
environment does not derive from the chairman'ginglof the environment. Although we may see the

chairman as of a questionable moral charactere tisaro effect in the second scenario that we can

blame him for. In the Aunt Killer and Selfless Seldscenarios, the results of the actions arenm li

% Sripada, 2010, p. 170-171
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with the actor's Deep Self, and therefore the astprdged as having intentionally brought aboet th
result. Thus, it is when an agent is acting in & that reveals their Deep Self that they are peeckas

responsible for those actions.

Deep, Whole Self
Sripada does not give a precise definition of tleeSelf, or a method of discovering whether

a particular value is part of the Deep Self or k#.is satisfied with an imprecise definition, psety
because he sees the Deep Self as a folk-psychal@giocept people use when assigning moral praise
or blame. This makes sense. If our intuitions albesponsibility are tracking something like the pee
Self, it could very well be a fairly fuzzy conceptis does not mean that the Deep Self is not fuluse
concept for differentiating different cases of pitel moral responsibility — it just means thatrthe

may inevitably be some amount of imprecision ing¢bhacept. There are many cases where it is not
clear that we should hold someone responsibleyanshould be wary of a view which divides cases
up with too much precision — a view of respondipiiihould make sense of why we are puzzled by
marginal cases, but see central cases as clearclit seems the Deep Self may fit this bill. Waym
need to content ourselves with suggestive, butigotous, definitions of the Deep Self to explaur o
intuitions about moral responsibility. This maywby the definition of well-integrated, from the
Whole Self view, is similarly fuzzy. Both of theaecounts are able to give suggestions about the sor
of traits which we see as a core part of the adrntneither can give a full definition.

One of the questions the Whole Self account leftitls in the last chapter was what is meant
by “well-integrated”. According to the Whole Seiew, we are responsible for actions when the
movitvation is well integrated. Similarly, the De8plf view posits that we assign responsibility to
agents for their actions if their actions stem froant of their Deep Self. The descriptions given of
well-integrated desires and the traits associaiddthe Deep Self have much in common, and it seems

these are just two different angles taken of timeesaoncept. Henceforth, | will use the terms “well-
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integrated” and “Deep Self” such that “well-integ@” is an adjective for parts of the Deep Self] an
every part of the Deep Self is well-integrated.

| have suggested that though neither Arpaly ordgigpgive a rigorous definition of the Deep
Self, a rigorous definition may not be possible] #me suggestive nature of the two accounts may be
the best that can be done. The best answer taugstign of what “well-integrated” means may just be
a suggestive list of characteristics. Some of tiegacteristics of well-integrated or Deep Selftsraire:

A They are enduring

A They often motivate the agent to action, formingureing patterns of behaviour

A They are general, not specific

A The agent tends to reflectively endorse them

A They are central to the agent's self-conception

A They are not in deep conflict with other traits

Again, these are suggestive, characteristic priggeflone of them are necessary or sufficient,thisd
list is probably not exhaustive.

The first characteristic, that Deep Self/well-inttgd traits tend to be enduring, is found in
both the Deep Self and Whole Self account. Thimsdeirly intuitive. Though people do change,
changes tend to occur over long periods of time. déep aspects of a person's personality and values
do not generally change over night. When a radisahge seems to occur rapidly, we generally posit
some special factor which has caused this — a feidiisis, or brainwashing from an ideologue.

The two views also agree that these traits geryanale significant motivational force, and
(since they are enduring) tend to form recurringgeas of behaviour. If an agent claimed to camy ve
much about the environment, yet never seemed tio acys to prevent environmental harm, we
would question whether this really is a particylatéep value. An important characteristic which the
Whole Self view does not mention is that deep \v@hred desires tend to be general. Placing a high

value on a particular, such as purchasing eneffigieaft light-bulbs, is less deep than the moreggah
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value of reducing one's energy consumption, whictuin is less deep than desiring to do less harm t
the environment. The shallower, more specific @ssare working in service of the deeper, more
general. If it turned out that buying energy-etia light-bulbs actually did more harm to the
environment than good (for example, by producingimenore pollutants in the manufacturing process
than competitors), the more specific desire wowukberate. The deeper value, however, would be
much more difficult to change, and seems much roengéral to what sort of person the agent is.

The next item, that the agent tends to reflectieglgiorse deep attitudes, is put forward by
Sripada. Arpaly and Schroeder artjthat consciously endorsing one set of attitudesisecessary
or sufficient for deep attitudes — and this seesry likely to be the case, as cases like Huck Binn'
show. However, it also seems that, in general, tagesually tend to endorse their core values when
reflecting on them. Though there may be many coar&mples, this does not cast doubt on the
general tendency for people to consciously agrée the values which make up who they are. This
brings us to the second last item — deep traitd tede central to the agent's self-conceptiort.isf
true that, in general, deep attitudes are reflettiendorsed by the agent, it seems to follow tthese
values are also going to play a role in the agsetfsconception. Though there are many instances
where we are deluded and have a distorted concegtiour selves, values which we see as central to

who we are are more likely to be deeply ingrairfehtones we do not see as important to us.

Conflicts of desire
The final point is found exclusively in the WholelBview. The claim is that a desire is well-

integrated insofar as it is deep and not in conflich other deep desires. Two desires are in axinfl
it is not possible to satisfy them both or, asguad in the last chapter, if satisfying one makesare
difficult to satisfy the other. However, this critth seems controversial. It is obvious that in gnan
cases — such as unwilling addicts and OCD patiaets$ of their compulsions — there is a conflict

between the agents' deep desires and their addmtipathology. However, it is also true that many

6 Arpaly & Shroeder, 1999
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desires, which seem to be very much a part ofresnaconflict. Most cases of weakness of will seem
to demonstrate this. The dieter's desire to loggiwes constantly pitted against tempting swewgts;

we do not want to claim that the dieter's desiresteeets is not well-integrated, since — according
the Whole Self view — this would mean that theealiét not responsible for actions stemming from
such a desire.

It seems that in these cases, there is sufficdagration to hold people responsible, despite
conflicts. Yet if both the desire to lose weightldhe desire for sweets are deep and well-integyrate
have an example of two deep desires which areettypserious conflict for which the agent is
responsible. There are numerous other examples detire to do work is often in conflict with the
desire to play; the desire to be generous is iflicowith the desire to accumulate wealth; theideto
be well-respected can come into conflict with tlesite to be moral. Patricia Marino makes the €ase
that holding even essentially conflicting desiresanting A and not-A — is not irrational, and thare
many examples of such desire pairs which seemgibrfene. For example, two friends with a friendly
rivalry competing in a race may want, at the same,ttheir friend/rival to both win and not win.
Though these desires are in essential conflicy, #ine understandable, and it does not seem that the
conflict between them makes either one seem mdegrext to the agent. These seem like values and
desires which we want to say are a part of the [3=#f) and which, in general, we would want to hold
an agent responsible for acting upon, despitegbegnition of the conflicts.

As has been mentioned, none of the points are niedre necessary or sufficient conditions.
However, the issue with this last item seem conogrif many of our deep values and desires are in
conflict, it seems we are put in a position witlotaptions: Conclude that conflict between desireb a
values is irrelevant (or at least, a very weakdgcor try to differentiate the sorts of confliatdich
are acceptable within the Deep Self, and thoselwinidicate a desire outside of the agent's Deelp Sel

The former option is disagreeable, since it sedrasa very strong factor which curbs our blame of

47 Marino, 2009
32



unwilling addicts (or patients with OCD or othamsgar pathologies) is that they are unwilling -eyh
have strong inclinations and values against commgsubstance use.

There do, though, seem to be differences betweendimal conflicts within each of us and the
conflicts which occur within an unwilling addictoFone thing, there is a difference of extreme. [&/hi
my interest in being healthy and avoiding emptygask is often in conflict with my sweet-tooth,ghi
is hardly comparable to addicts who are unablautsye many things of deep value due to their
addictions dictating large portions of their livasperson with a serious addiction may find it iduilt
to: maintain a job, maintain relationships and absfatus, pursue other desires which require Gian
resources, stay healthy, etc. Someone with a swe#t; on the other hand, is only affected in gver
limited number of ways (namely, that they will haweuble maintaining a balanced diet — an issue
most of us face), and is unlikely to face temptagias difficult to resist as the drug addict's.
Furthermore, many unwilling addicts seek ways $sé@ or eliminate their addictions, by abstaining
from drugs, attending addictions counseling, andéong to drug treatment clinics. That is, the dgen
deep values can sometimes lead to very costlyrectmr the sole purpose of attempting to eliminate
the conflicting desire. It seems, then, that anartgnt factor in differentiating normal value cocif$
and the sorts of conflicts addicts face is to apfmethe strength of this conflict, and the stréngt the
deep values being opposed. When the conflict iemély strong, especially when it leads to costly
actions to eliminate one of the desires, it seezasanable to say this becomes a factor (though,agai

not a sufficient or necessary one) against thatelbsing well-integrated.

Connections and Hard Cases
We can now test some of the above-listed charatteriof deep-self traits by pitting them up

against some hard cases. In so doing, we will éuntafine the characteristics by drawing connestion
and relations between them. The issue with theacharistics as they currently stand is that masgsa

in which we would not want to assign responsibiigem to fit many of these characteristics. The
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worry is that these characteristics may be antinaufolk-theory, but does not actually demarcases
of actions which stem from the deep-self, but najhast give some post-hoc rationalization for it.

Imagine a cocaine addict, Andy. Andy became additiecocaine as a teenager, when he was
peer-pressured into using it on numerous occashbow, 20 years later, Andy is still addicted. His
addicting has obviously been enduring, having thaetany years. It has also caused recurring
behaviour — Andy needs to seek out and use cooaiefairly regular basis. The desire for cocame i
not particularly general — it is for a particulartsof substance — and Andy knows, on reflectibat t
this addiction is detrimental to his life. But taddiction has been a part of Andy's life for saglah
has become a part of his self-conception.

Andy's addiction definitely has 3 out of the 6 @weristics listed above — it is enduring, causes
recurring patterns of behaviour, and is part ofsei§-conception. Yet he is also an unwilling addic
seems plausible to say he is not responsible foadhdiction — he began using cocaine as an immature
teenager, and it can be said that in many ways hdlifferent person now. He would not have begun
using cocaine if he had been a mature adult. Assyithiat Andy has attempted to quit using the
resources available to him and that he honestlysstiggles with this addiction, it seems at least
plausible that we should not say Andy is resporsitien he succumbs to his addiction.

Are three characteristics enough to make a trp#iraof the deep-self? Compare Andy to a
miser, Mary. Mary is extremely greedy when it corteemoney, but not with anything else — hence, her
desire for wealth is no more general than Andy'sti@r cocaine. She simply likes the feeling of
having wealth — to see large numbers in her bao&uwat statement gives her pleasure, even though she
does not wish to use this wealth for anything irtipalar. Her miserliness is not part of her self-
conception — she rationalizes her actions towaraisey in such a way that it never occurs to her that
she has any particular affinity for money. Her graéso rarely conflicts with her other deep desires
she does not place a high value on her living daondi or generosity. Although Andy and Mary both

only have three of the six characteristics, it seéfary is more responsible for her actions thanyAnd
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is of his.

It seems, on the face of it, Andy's recognitioisfaddiction as part of himself does not really
make us more likely to make him responsible — thlecharacteristic out of his story, and nothing
seems changed. It seems that this is because deihat part of his self-conception while at thme
time does not reflectively endorse it. He grudgynagtcepts his addiction as part of who he is, leut h
wishes that it was not. In the terms of Frankféi&ndy has a first-order desire for cocaine, but his
higher-order desires are in conflict with this dest he does not want to want cocaine. Andy, on
reflection, knows that his addiction is a bad thiNgt only does Andy realize his addiction is negat
but he is also serious enough in this judgemehat@ made attempts to eliminate it. His reflective
judgement seems to take on a privileged positioaregthe criteria — if his reflective judgement
approves of a desire, considering it a part oskl&conception may help to solidify this traitapart
of his Deep Self, but without the reflective endonent, or even reflective opposition, Andy's self-
conception on this matter does not seem to changewaluation of responsibility.

As noted in the previous section, conflicting desialone does not mean that a desire is not
well-integrated. However, certain sorts of conflidb — when the conflict is of such a kind thag it
strong and one is motivated to eliminate a de#his,speaks against the integration of that de$hes
surely requires some amount of reflective oppasitimthe desire, as well as the opposing desineg be
motivating. Again, it seems reflective endorsenwrapposition is important for deep-self traits.

Reflective endorsement seems to play a fairly eéndte. However, it is not as simple as
claiming that reflective endorsement is the onlgrelateristic required — as has been argued in the
previous chapter, this over-simplifies. Frankfuhgsavy emphasis on reflective endorsefiestéms
from the fact that reflective endorsement is sodrtgnt, but even in cases where the agent's refbect
judgement is obviously against a desire, it mdyrsdt be clear whether the agent acting on it is

responsible (see the case of Huckleberry Finnarptievious chapter).

8 Frankfurt, 1987
49 For example, in Frankfurt, 1987
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Assigning Praise and Blame
In the last section, | combined the insights of\tieole Self and Deep Self views, and argued

that what they are getting at may be complex wigdmyninteracting characteristics. | then listed a
number of these characteristics. This, | suggeay, loe the best we can do to answer the question
posed in the last chapter about what it means t@s@e to be well-integrated. | also attempted to
suggest one way in which unwanted addictions diffen the regular conflicting values we all hold —
cases of addiction seem on the extreme end oficond values. In this section, | want to look
specifically at how the view | have been outlinmgght be used to assign praise and blame, and use
this to illustrate the differences between casesrevive do not hold agents responsible (such as in
certain cases of addictions and pathologies) asescia which we do.

We all, as human beings, make judgements abouiswesponsible for what. Any layman,
completely uneducated in moral philosophy, is wijland able to judge whether a person is
responsible for any particular action. Much of tinee, these judgements are just based on simpig, fac
adduced or observed, about the case at hand haljgetson know the consequences of the action?
Was the action accidental, or was it intended? €aunlalternative action have been taken? Etc. /e ar
also able to pass judgements on the harder casel ldwve continually resurfaced here — cases of
addictions and pathologies. Most people would atraepeople suffering from severe Obsessive
Compulsive Disorder, who spend many hours everysdaybbing their hands, are not responsible for
failing to take advantage of their time in a moseful way.

What, then, is it that these everyday judgememgracking? What is the common thread
which binds all of these different cases togetheithe previous chapter, we discussed the reasons-
responsive view of Fischer and Ravizza, which htids a person is responsible as long as their
actions stem from their own reasons-responsive amestn®® That is, if an agent is able to judge

reasons in an appropriate fashion, and react sonsaand these reactions come from a mechanism

% Fischer & Ravizza, 1998
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which can appropriately be called the agent's dlaam the agent is responsible. The trouble comes in
defining what makes such a mechanism one's owngealthg with the difficult cases where it is not
entirely clear whether a particular reaction is sapfrom the agent or from something better
conceived as outside of the agent. In the lattdrgdahe first chapter, and in this chapter thass it has
been suggested that agents are responsible fonaatihich stem from some part of their deep-self.
This, however, gets this somewhat backwards. Asbsiafly pointed out in chapter 1, if we take
something like the Strawsonian accotirthen, as Watson has pointed @iit,is not that we hold

people responsible because they are responsililthdidut is part of a human practice of holdinglea
other accountable. That is, judgements about resipidity should be taken to be much more central to
the notion of responsibility. Anything which seetadrack our intuitions about responsibility tracks
responsibility by virtue of lining up with our judgients, which hold the true nature of responsybilit
Therefore, it is worth making clear the (perhapgials) point about how exactly we make judgements
about responsibility.

The point is this: we hold someone responsible whemhink that their actions reveal
something morally important about their deep-déif.seems that the action stems from the agdht's
will in some way — that is comes from the agerdlfish desires, or desire to inflict pain in others
then we consider them blameworthy. We also seenesoras to hold people responsible when the
outcome is caused by a failing, such as poor juégemr thoughtlessness. One possibility is thadeghe
cases actually reveal something deep about a pensaines — the lack of effort put into planning, o
lack of salience of a particular issue, may regeahething deep about an agent. Perhaps we alse blam
people for a lack of good judgement, because taelr of good judgement reveals a failure to cutgva
good judgement, which may stem from a lack of godetue for judging correctly. However, it seems
like it may be special pleading to claim that tisishe explanation for all such cases, and so psrhe

also hold people responsible for certain failingar{icularly in judgement). Setting these possdalses

> That is, the account put forward in P.F. Strawd@62
2 Watson, 1987
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aside, the general principle is this: if an actieweals, or allows observers to predict, the dedfpes
the actor, then the actor is held responsible tausl is responsible). Note that the proper integien
of “reveals” or “allows”, in the preceding staterhas required to disallow responsibility for acts
which, though not stemming from a deep-trait, &#d observers to the correct conclusion that the
actor has some particular deep-trait. So, for exangm evil genius bent on causing wide-spread
misery may be wrongly held responsible for contiiigito global warming through the releasing of
some pollutant if the releasing of that pollutamatswdone without knowledge of the environmental
effects. Although the releasing of this pollutargynlead observers to (rightly) assume that the evil
genius is evil, upon learning that he had no kndg#eof the effects of this pollutant, responsipifir
this action wanes. There must be the proper commmelsetween the deep trait and the actions of the

agent — the predictive power gained by the obsemerst not be accidental.

Faulty Mechanisms and Responsibility

| have attempted to flesh out and connect the W8eleand deep-self views in order to shed
some light on what sorts of desires we are resptn®r acting on. There is another way of
approaching this issue, and that is to look fortvguats of desires we are not responsible for gctin
upon. This will serve to provide additional meamsiémarcate the desires we are responsible fargacti
upon, and those we are not.

| wish to here focus on brain mechanisms. In mdrfi@cases which have been discussed thus
far — addictions of various sorts and Obsessive [ilidsive Disorder — there is something wrong in the
agent's brain. That is, some mechanism is notifumog as it should. This requires some amount of
caution, however. We do not wish to end up sayirag tMy brain made me do it” is an adequate moral
(or legal) defense against responsibility. As Aydsds said, “If the mental can be reduced to the

physical (or materialism is otherwise true), tladrmental states are, at bottom, physical states
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[emphasis in original]®® So explaining that a particular action was caused physical circumstance
in no way differentiates it from any other actidimere is almost certainly something about a murdere
brain which “made them” commit the murder, but ikisot necessarily a defense against
responsibility — if the only real difference betwiee murderer's brain and any pacifist's corredpon
to a difference in personality, then this is n@ #ort of brain difference the murderer can apfoeid
order to dodge responsibility.

The sort of issue that can mitigate or eliminaspomsibility is one in which there is a
legitimate problem in the functioning of some braiechanism. That is, some brain mechanism is
simply not working within the range of typical furaning. Take, for example, Obsessive Compulsive
Disorder®* People suffering from this disorder are plaguedlbsessions, thoughts which repeat over
and over, despite being unwanted. More importanbfw purposes here, sufferers also carry out
compulsions, behaviours which the subject genekalbws are nonsensical, but feel compelled to do
them regardless. Although the behaviours are gbnéaaly common behaviours that many of us may
habitually do more often than strictly necessasyparsonal quirks, in OCD patients, it is taketh®
extreme, becoming pathological. People with OCD,rfayexample, have a compulsion towards hand
washing. Though some people without OCD no doulstwheir hands more often than necessary,
someone with OCD can spend hours in a day washaighands, without feeling any behavioural
closure to the matter. They continue to feel thedrte wash, just as people with OCD who are
“checkers” will continually check to see if, foraxple, their door is locked, and will be continyall
hounded with thoughts of what could happen if therds unlocked, compelling them to check yet
again.

OCD and its symptoms have been linked to threesarethe brain: the orbitofrontal cortex, the
anterior cingulate cortex, and the basal ganglidje&tts with brain lesions in these areas (bothdnsn

and animals) have been studied, and the resulggestithat these three areas are implicated both in

%3 Arpaly, 2005
*  Graybiel & Rauch, 2000
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OCD patients and with OCD-like behaviour. Togettieese three areas form what is sometimes called
the “OCD circuit">®

The orbitofrontal cortex is associated with formbeghavioural plans based on estimates of
positive or negative consequences of particulargdfaVhen lesions are present in this area, it can lead
to a mismatch between the expected outcome ofteylar action and the behaviour of the subject —
simply put, the mechanism which weights the valudifferent actions seems to be affected by these
sorts of lesions. Thus, such a lesion may causelmf) towards a specific action that is far out of
proportion with the actual value of that action,iehmay lead to repetitive action. The anterior
cingulate cortex is associated with motivation affdctive behaviour. It is closely connected wiil t
motor cortex, and plays a role in action selectimyether, these regions of the brain play a very
important role in action selection: “As part of@tical network, then, the orbitofrontal cortex and
anterior cingulate cortex could together exert wegrtul influence both on the perceived emotional
value of stimuli and on the selection of behavioesiponses based on these experience-based
expectancies and perceived outcontés.”

The basal ganglia plays a role in habit format©one hypothesis contends that it may not only
play a role in motor habit formation, but cognitivabits as well. This hypothesis puts down OCD to a
dysfunction of the loop between the basal ganglareeocortex® Instead of helping to form normal
patterns, in a dysfunctional cortico-basal ganiglag, pathologically recurring thought patterns
(obsessions) are caused, along with repetitive@sticompulsions).

The neurobiology of OCD is far from being complgtehderstood, but from what is known it
is clear that there are certain neurological meisinasmwhich are not functioning the way they should
some form of lesion or neurochemical imbalance eatisese mechanisms to malfunction. Patients

with OCD often recognize their behaviours as iomail, but feel forced by something beyond their

% Graybiel & Rauch, 2000, p. 344
% Damasio et al, 1990

> Graybiel & Rauch, 2000, p. 344
% |pid., p. 345
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control to perform them. The compulsive behaviondsviduals with OCD engage in are a product of
bad brain mechanisms, they do not derive from hidgneel concepts, such as values or personality
traits. Though these are different levels of dexdiom, which is part of the reason caution is reegli
when taking this sort of tack, in this case thecdption of the neurological mechanisms (and their
failings) involved is more explanatory than anyaggion from a higher-level. It gives us a way of
understanding why there seems to be this set ofithchls who engage in similarly bizarre behaviours
— the reason is that, in these individuals, thewe similar malfunction in a mechanism we all have.
Similarly, there are many cases of people with fadn's Disease who, when put on
medication to treat the disorder, develop gambdiddictions or other similar issu&sThe issue seems
to be that the extra dopamine is causing an isstleawneurobiological mechanism — the flood of
dopamine, which plays a vital role in learning aedard-seeking behaviour, causes a misfiring,
causing far more weight to be put on the returnp@ential returns) from gambling than they
(normatively) should. It is interesting to notettdapamine is implicated in many behavioural
pathologies, including drug abu¥dn most of us, the release of dopamine is closehtrolled by a
group of neurons (dopaminergic neurofid)/hen the control of dopamine is lost through the
supplementation of dopamine in medication, therm$oa disconnect between the mechanism which
controls this release and the groups of neuronshwinse this release to learn. Dopamine plays aatruc
role in learning and motivation, so this disconmaetans one of the major controls over behaviour has
been lost. Instead of the dopaminergic neurondgrgeg role in controlling behaviour, they are (to a
lesser or greater extent) made less significangning a part of the agent which used to have cbntro
over aspects of behaviour no longer does (orast,|¢hat control is diminished or compromised)sTh
means there is a disconnect at a very deep lewelthee fact that this often leads to a seemingty-no

normative change in behaviour suggests that tss &b control causes a disconnect between the

% Arias-Carrion & Poppel, 2007
%  Gaetano, 1995
®1  Arias-Carrion & Poppel, 2007
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agent's true values and their current behaviowe.réason for the behaviour is not from the person's
deep values or personality traits. Instead, itasifa mechanism not doing what it should, causing a
disconnect between these deep values and the behavoutcomes.

As noted above, we must be careful not to becomxednip and allow for just anyone to plead
that they are not responsible for some action lsaame brain mechanism made them do it. We
cannot define the normal working parameters fombmaechanisms to be those such that the cause of
any morally wrong (or right) action falls outsidetbose parameters, as this would eliminate
responsibility — anyone who did something which wasng or right would by definition would have
acted due to a faulty mechanism, and therefore dvwoot be responsible. We can try to identify some
cases where it would be wrong to assign respoitgjlslch as when the action derives from a part of
the brain which has a lesion which obviously caudkasaction or when medication is causing a drasti
change in neurochemistry, which has a documentedtefn behaviour of certain sorts. These sorts of
faulty mechanisms, which lead to a lack of inteigraticross neural mechanisms, may map onto a
parallel lack of integration at the psychologialél.

There are all sorts of cases which are not so oByior where it seems the physiological facts
may somewhat mitigate, but not completely elimineggponsibility. Many addiction cases may fall in
this range — substance addictions certainly hgMeyaiological component, and may have an effect on
neural mechanisms. There are addictions of vargaggees of severity, and the considerations here

help to elucidate the significance of these adoindifor attributions of responsibility.

Conclusion

In this chapter, | have attempted to address sdrtieeassues with the Whole Self account by
drawing on the Deep Self account. This gives usesoriteria for what sorts of causes of actions we
can hold an agent responsible for, although | lzagaed that we may not be able to give a rigorous

definition of exactly what these criteria are. /balso made some suggestions about some of the cas
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in which responsibility should not be assignedrimgent — if the action stems from a broken

mechanism, the agent is not responsible.
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Chapter Three
Introduction

The previous chapters have attempted to build tine@ry of moral responsibility, by combining
and building upon the Deep-Self and Whole-Self aot® The discussion thus far has offered a
general view of the theory. However, this genexaél view does leaves many important questions
unanswered. This chapter will be an attempt toegklsome of those questions.

The discussion thus far has left in the backgraewkral concepts which should be
investigated explicitly. In order to do this, | Wile drawing upon the empirical sciences. By usimgy
empirical sciences as a basis for expounding ulpesetconcepts, we avoid the possibility of letting
our intuitions run unconstrained. By using empirigark to constrain our theorizing, we make sure
our theories fit the real world.

Throughout the discussion of the previous chaptdraye frequently brought up issues of over-
powering desires — e.g. the compulsions that ®ri$esf Obsessive Compulsive Disorder and
addictions face. Agents with addictions or path@egre often exempt from being held responsibie fo
actions stemming from these afflictions. This raiaéhost of issues, which thus far have not been
explored — what is will-power, which can be useddmbat strong desires? Why, in the cases of OCD
and addictions, can agents be excused from redplitydior acting on strong desires? We all face
desires which are external to our selves in somsesdut we are expected to be able to exercise
enough self-control to keep from acting on suchrdssin many of these cases, a failure to control
ourselves seems like something we could be redplerfsir — saying that we acted with a weak-will
certainly does not always get one off the hook. ¥diféerentiates these cases from the excusings@ase
| will argue that we can differentiate compulsidren strong desires in a morally relevant way, and
that understanding more about self-control can teegharpen the distinction.

Bound up with issues of compulsions and self-cdmtre issues of judgement. Generally, we
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say that people are acting weak-willed (synonymgusgthout self-control) if they are acting in aya
contrary to what they judge to be in their longzienterests. Part of understanding self-contranths
understanding judgement and reasoning. Many othestepns about judgement have been thus far left
untouched, in particular: What is the connectiotwieen judgement and responsibility? Our judgement
often leads to actions (or lack of action), and for actions that we hold people responsiblesThian
area unexplored in our theory thus far, yet qupe for discussion. | will argue that there areoattof
reasons why we may, in some cases, blame peopbadojudgement, and that the Whole/Deep Self
account can account for this.

The purpose of this chapter is to shed some liglithese concepts which have been playing in
the background thus far, and to investigate thamnections with responsibility. Doing so will
strengthen the account given so far, and extetoeddéal with some interesting questions about

responsibility.

Clarifying Concepts

If anything is capable of having moral respongifailit seems likely that humans (generally)
are. It seems what makes us likely candidatesisattt that we can understand our environment, make
judgements about our long-term goals, assess re&soacting, form intentions on the basis of these
assessments, and carry out these intentions. Mutle discussion of moral responsibility has
proceeded as philosophy discussions often do: &etdotes, thought experiments, and appeals to
intuition. These tools are put to use exploringadbecept of moral responsibility, what it meangj an
what situations agents have it. While these toms@t course, invaluable to the philosopher, oftexy
are being used in conjunction with numerous corscepiich are simply assumed, or only vaguely
defined. With a topic such as moral responsibititgny terms about agents and minds (such as
judgement, rationality, desires, self, etc.) aredusithout rigorous discussion — with good reasan,

many of these concepts are vast topics on their blewever, it may be fruitful to take a closer |aatk
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these concepts, drawing on the empirical sciermreguidance. While we all (presumably) have minds,
and therefore have first-hand experience with thaecognitive sciences have proven to be extremely
useful in helping us further our understanding @fds. As Paul Thagard notes, “Philosophy operates
best [...] with empirically informed reflection @anwide range of findings in cognitive sciené&Qur
concepts and intuitions are sometimes incorrect,re@d constraints and guidance from empirical
findings.

Minds are very complex, and the properties of tleeseplex entities have ramifications for
responsibility. How we perceive the mind as fungithg is going to have repercussions on our
conception of responsibility. If it is thought ththere is no such thing as practical irrationaity we
think that people always act in the way they judgdeing best, and always judge rationally — our
ideas about attributions of responsibility are gaim be quite different than if we see humans senof
acting irrationally. Often, if we think someoneedidue to poor judgement, or due to a strong
temptation, responsibility can be mitigated or -extreme cases — even removed. Our views on
responsibility hinge in important ways on our viegighe mind.

While we may believe we have a grasp on the basihew a mind works, and that the
empirical sciences are simply the messy detailsamgeften wrong about how things work. For
example, introspectively it seems that our memaressimply records of past events which can fade
or become more difficult to recall. In fact, menasriare malleable, and are often filled with inccirre
details even though we feel we vividly recall thexs,evinced by how readily false memories can be
constructed or manipulatédAn investigation which drew on the concept of memtaking
introspective certainty to always indicate an aatairecord of past events, would be starting fralsef
principles. There are plenty of other examplesr-fstance, our introspections about our reasons fo

acting are often wron.Even though it may seem crystal clear to us ipeotively why we are acting,

2 Thagard, 2009
& Paterson et al., 2009
&  Nisbett & Wilson, 1977
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the actual reasons are often hidden from us anéxqlanations are sometimes just rationalizations.
We must acknowledge that often, our intuitive nesi@bout certain concepts are wrong, and we must
inform our notions with empirical insights.

There are numerous concepts relevant to us whighl de analyzed in this fashion. Terms such
as “agent”, “reasons”, “responsibility”, “self”, @tall could be investigated in great detail tocshght
on the concept of moral responsibility. Here, tiseaission will be restricted to two interconnected
concepts which seem most closely related to thesiiiyation of moral responsibility carried out et

previous chapters: self-control and judgement.

Self-Control
It is interesting to note that sometimes we acgimod reasons, sometimes we do not. A great

amount of philosophical literature has been writtarthe subject of weakness of will, and thereaare
diversity of opinions on what exactly weakness of . Richard Holton, for example, holds that
weakness of will is the unwarranted changing dritibns® In this view, once one has judged that a
certain course of action is best, and an internisdarmed to act in that way, revising that intenti
without a good reason to do so is an example okmess of will. The other common view is that
weakness of will is akrasia — acting contrary te'sjudgement. In this view, held by Alfred Méte,
acting weakly is acting in one way while at the samme judging that it is not the best course of
action. While this is an interesting debate, wendbhave time to go into it here. Instead, we wsié a
general definition of weakness of will which sagsfeither: weakness of will is acting in a manoes
has judged (either at the time of action or presigunot to be best, without warrant to overturatth
judgement.

A distinction must be made here to avoid confusiaakness of will is acting contrary to a

best judgement, not necessarily what is best abgdgt Of course, agents can judge a course obacti

% Holton, 1999
% Mele, 2010
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to be the one they have most reason to do, binclerect — due to an error in reason, incorrect or
incomplete information, etc. Acting contrary to Byadgements can still be a case of weakness bf wil
However, it is likely safe to say that in many cgsefailure of self-control leads to actions wendd
have good reasons to .

Self-control is that which allows us to stick byratentions for future actions and overcome
weakness of will, though precisely how it does thisomewhat of a mystery. Whatever self-control is
it is of central importance to many of the casedhasee been discussing in previous chapters. When we
withhold blame from someone who has an addictioDlasessive Compulsive Disorder, we take into
account whether or not we feel that they shouldlide to exercise enough self-control to defeat thei
urges. Self-control, though, is a rather strangeept — what does it mean to control ourselves? Why
should we sometimes find ourselves out of our @néind what does it mean for us to be exhibiting

self-control? And why should considerations ab@lftsontrol have any bearing on responsibility?

The Neuroscience of Self-Control

The ventromedial prefrontal cortex (vmPFC) is drbragion which has been found to play a
central role in making decisions. It is thoughtttthés area codes for the value of possible chdfces
Activity in this area correlates with the value gdbs place on the options of a decision they are
making. This has been shown to be the case in dauai different decision-making scenarios. This,
combined with data that damage to the vmPFC implgicssion making; makes a strong case that the
vmPFC is central to the process of attributing galto different courses of action.

However, an interesting issue arises when one derssself-control. Acting weakly often
seems to be done against our better judgement isthvée end up taking a course of action even

though we have judged previously that it was netliest way to act. It seems there are two valustion

" Though possibly not all of the time — for possiblemples of self-control leading to an irrationalicse of action, see
Arpaly, 2000

% Padoa-Schioppa, 2011; Rushworth et al., 2011

% Padoa-Schioppa, 2011, pp. 333-332
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which are made — the self-reflective, consciousiasion that what the action was not truly the most
highly valued, and the one more directly connetbeolur motivation which leads to action. When our
self-reflective valuation deems one option higheit, our motivational valuation rates the other asem
valuable, this leads to a self-control conflict ecaflict between what we consciously know is best,
and what we are motivated to do. Does the actimithe vmPFC track our conscious valuation, or the
motivational? It seems to be the latter — the ad®if dieting subjects correlates with vmPFC atgfivi
not with what their long-term values (supposedhg, @and activity in another brain region, the
dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC) seems nexgdsr taking these long-term values into
account? It is thought that the DLPFC modulates the vahraprocess taking place in the vmPFC,
making sure it takes into account long-term gdéakhis is the case, why does the DLPFC sometimes

fail to modulate the valuation in the vmPFC?

Ego Depletion

Though we do not currently know the complete strwhy the DLPFC does not modulate the
valuation process in the vmPFC, and thus why weetiomes fail at self-control, the phenomenon of
ego depletion may give us a hint. Ego depleticdh@ésname given for the phenomenon that certain
tasks are able to deplete some resource that gegumigsed for engaging in many types of high-order
planning and reasoning, including self-control hetar. Ego-depleted subjects thus are impaired
when it comes to performing self-control taskEgo depletion is caused by, and affects, a large
number of different tasks. It is at the same tinteresting and strange. Engaging in some seemingly
unrelated task — such as making a difficult deaisican cause ego-depletion, leading a subject to
spend much less time attempting to solve an inselpibizzle. Ego-depletion leads to lowered

performance on many self-control tasks, such asesjug a hand-grip to exhaustion, or eating radishe

® Hare et al., 2009
™ Hagger et al., 2010, p 495
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and avoiding chocolat@.It can be caused by asking subjects to suppregsaimotions while watching
an emotional video, or asking them to perform thre@ task’ Levy points out how general these
tasks are:

The broad and systematic effects of ego depletiemat preferentially exhibited in the domain
of self-control or the maintenance of resolutionall nor are the effects produced by
temptation alone.[..] Ego depletion is producedhyop tasks, in which subjects have to name
the colors rather than reading the (conflictingyd#o Stroop tasks involve the inhibition of
responses, but not temptation to break a resolutiamalso produced by having to make
choices, which does not involve the inhibition akaponse at all. It is even produced by
exaggeration of prepotent respon&es.

Since a wide range of different tasks are bothealby, and cause, ego-depletion, it is difficult to

account for these results without making recourssome sort of shared resource. Subjects who engage

in activities requiring this resource (such as sapging their emotions during an emotional videm) g
on to show less self-control in seemingly unreldtgldw-up tasks requiring self-control (such as
squeezing a hand-grip for as long as possibleuprably because the first task saps some of this
resource.

The reason, then, for why we do not always aceiik@ntrolled ways, may be that the
neurological mechanisms needed to give the propaghwto long-term goals (as well as other forms
of high-level reasoning) are very resource intemsin particular, it seems that they may require
glucose’® and it may be that we do not constantly engagelificontrolled behaviour because of a
biological strategy to conserve the brain's reseofaylucose.

Intriguingly, it has been observed that those wboat least several weeks, engage in self-
control exercises — such as monitoring and impyiosture, regulating mood, avoiding sweets, or

squeezing a handgrip for as long as possible —sbem to have increased stamina when it comes to

2 Hagger et al., 2010

™ In the Stroop task, subjects are simply askeddd tee words that appear before them. Howevemvihrds are all the
names of colours, and are printed in a colour dti@m the one the word is naming. So, for exantpkeword “red”
may appeatr, but be coloured blue. This is a stngtisdifficult thing to do, and reaction times areich lower for this
task than if the colour of the words matches tHewathe word names.

™ Levy, 2011, p 147

® Gailliot & Baumeister, 2007
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other self-control tasks in the I&bor even when it comes to a real-world temptatiochsas
smoking!” Subjects who have received self-control trainirgable to engage in a self-control task for
longer than those who do not, and smokers ardikedg to relapse after receiving training. Exactly
what this training does is not known — it may irage the amount of glucose the brain stores foethes
resource intensive processes, it may make the ggesanore energy efficient, or perhaps it changes
the resource allocation strategy within the breaaking it more willing to expend the extra resosrce
to engage in self-controlled behaviour.

This section has aimed to provide some understgrafiwhat sort of thing self-control is, and
why we sometimes fail to engage in it. By elucidgtthis concept, we're now better able to approach

the issues surrounding the connection betweercealf-ol and responsibility.

Self-Control and Responsibility

In many cases, we blame people for their lack fcamtrol. People who cheat on their lovers,
and then attempt to claim that they “couldn't hi€lpdo not evoke our sympathy. We blame people if,
through laziness, they do not fulfill their profes®l or personal obligations. This is generally no
mitigated if they afterwards tell us that they knkewilling their obligations was the best thing do,
but they could not bring force themselves to dorthéet, in many other cases, we do not blame people
for failing at self-control. People in the gripsaktrong addiction, for example, are generally see
needing help and not to blame for continuing tealvstance abuse (though perhaps they are to blame
for becoming addicted in the first place). How de separate these cases? In previous chapters | hav
argued that certain forms of pathologies which gise to strong desires are not things we can lek he
responsible for. This is because giving into theyasdnot properly reflect any aspect of the Deep Sel
One might object to the view on the grounds thrasdme cases, we do hold people responsible for

giving in to temptations. If we only blame agerds dctions stemming from their Deep Selves, and

® e.g. Muraven et al. 1999
" Murvaven, 2010
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many temptations are external to the agent's Dedp Bow can we blame such an agent for acting on
these temptations? It seems we should not blameagemnt for giving in to temptation, yet there are
some cases of giving in to desire we blame peapleahd others which we do not. Without a way to
differentiate these cases, we are left either c¢ragrthat people are responsible for compulsiorthén
same way they are responsible for other strongekesir that people are not responsible for arongtr
desires at all.

How, then, should we attempt to differentiate thesmges? Watson gives a useful criterion:

The weak and the strong may be subject to desiresaatly the same strength. What makes the

former weak is that they give in to desires whioh possession of the normal degree of self-

control would enable them to resist. In contrastmpulsive desires are such that the normal
capacities of resistance are or would be insufiicie enable the agent to resist. This fact about
compulsive desires is what gives substance tol#i ¢hat they are too strorig.
This gives us a way to differentiate the compulsiases (cases in which we do not want to hold an
agent responsible) from the weak cases (casesiaghwie do). If the temptation which causes the
agent to act is one that requires more than thealorapacities for self-control, then we should not
hold them responsible. This makes sense — knowigigsbomeone cannot overcome a temptation which
most people would not be able to does not tell usimabout that person's deep-self.

However, this raises the question: What are thenabcapacities for self-control? Watson can
do little more than gesture at this. However, veithpirical tools on our side, we can be a bit more
descriptive. We have noted that engaging in saitrobseems to deplete some resource, and that as
this resource becomes depleted, we become motg ikkact weakly. We have also noted that people
can become better at self-control, and there israpsupport for individual differences when it
comes to self-control. These differences may cawm the way the resources for self-control are
used: individuals may vary in the amount of thetese stored, or with the efficiency with which yhe

use it, or with the conservation strategies demlageusing that resource. This gives us an idehef

mechanism for the variation of strengths of wiige could run empirical studies to measure what the

8 Watson, 1977, p. 330
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range of people with normal-strength wills wouldidwarious situations to come up with what
constitutes the normal capacities for self-contrbich Watson makes reference to. It is important to
note that although we do not have the results df @mpirical studies to rely on when making
judgements about responsibility, we likely approxien We likely think about whether we would be
able to resist a temptation in a similar circumseror whether our experience tells us that mosplee
in similar circumstances would be able to. Thisegius the ability to judge whether a particulaecas
was an example of someone acting weakly, or beangpelled.

Why do we hold people responsible for their laclkseif-control in the non-compulsive cases?
The Deep/Whole-Self view has a couple of possibsners, each of which may contribute somewhat
to the intuition that sometimes people are to bléon¢heir weak wills. One possibility is just that
failure to engage in self-control may actually cdinogn the agent's apathy. That is, it could be that
agent judges that taking a particular action deed ko better long-term outcomes, but judges that t
is only slightly preferable to the short-term gairigloing otherwise, and thus is not particularly
motivated to engage in self-control. This may,antf reveal deep preferences and values by showing
that these future prospects do not mean much tagéet, thus giving warrant to any blame that may
be placed. Another possibility is that we consideakness as a deep trait. Since compulsions only
show that a person does not possess greatly alvevage strength of will, these do not reveal any
such trait — it only shows that they fall somewharéhe normal range in their will power, something
which presumably most people do. But if one actaklye(especially if done so consistently), this may
reveal that they are a weak-willed person, theagperson who is just unable to resist temptations
Being unable to resist temptations may be a negatait just as being selfish or having other foohs
il-will are.

We have addressed the concept of self-control, wisaems to be, why it has some of the
properties it does, and what its implications fsponsibility are. The neurological data on sefftoal

points to the DLPFC playing a role in mediating Yaduation process in the vmPFC, which allows for
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long-term interests to be taken into considerafidre phenomena of ego-depletion suggests that this
neural mechanism is resource intensive, which ig w do not always engage in self-control. The
distinction between compulsion and weakness helpgferentiate cases in which an agent may be
held responsible for their actions versus when thay not. Acting weakly may reveal something deep
about an agent by showing deep biases within teatagr by showing apathy about the issue at hand.
A lack of strength of will itself may be a deepitrahich we hold individuals somewhat responsible

for. Thus, the Whole/Deep Self can account for wiey in some cases, blame people for acting weakly.

Judgement

Judgement plays an important role in both selftbrand in issues of responsibility. Weakness
of will is often described as acting contrary te@rbest judgement, and self-control is supposed to
stop weakness of will, helping us act in ways cstesit with what we judge is best. Ergo, judgement
and self-control are quite closely linked. We hpébple responsible for actions — according to the
Whole/Deep-Self view, actions which stem from dealues and desires within the agent. Acting,
however, always (unless it is a reflex or in sortteepway unintentional) requires a judgement about
how to act, whether it is a quick, unconscious grdgnt, or the result of a long, conscious delil@mat

As noted above, a region of the brain — the vmPIS€ems to play a large part in assigning
values to different options of choices we face. ldeer, the values it comes to do not always properly
weight our long-term interests — modulation by &eotorain region, the DLPFC, is necessary, and this
does not always happen. Even if, upon reflectiany®alize our choice is not the best, we may end up
choosing the inferior option in any case. This eakness of will, and it stems from two different
valuation processes — our conscious deliberationtalbhat is best, and the process in the vmPFC,
which is more closely tied to motivation.

Presumably, though, these two valuation processesomnected. It is unclear how much

conscious thought affects the vmPFC's valuationgs® as it is going on, but the fact that it ce ta
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into account long-term goals at all shows thatlogher-order planning and goal-setting can have an
affect on how we value different courses of act@hcourse, this is not surprising — we know that w
can, at least sometimes, act with strong willsinig@short-term pain for greater long-term rewaiidse
last section was about how we do this, and why siames we fail to. This section is about judgement
and reasoning — specifically, how we come to cansly judge particular goals as worth pursuing.

Much of the psychology research in reasoning armtsole making works within the dual
systems theory framework. The basic idea behintisliséems theory is simple: there are two systems
involved in reasoning: System 1, which is quickyistic based, and prone to bidsind System 2,
which is slower, more deliberative, can correctt&ysl, and can involve abstract reasoning and
hypothetical thinking? It is assumed that System 1 is evolutionarily aluj that System 2 is newer,
responsible for higher-level reasoning, and is pavwhat makes us unique as human beings. There is
evidence that strongly suggests that System 2 meagoequires more physiological resources —
particularly glucose — and that when these resguaioe low, we are less likely to engage in System 2
reasoning® In fact, this is the same resource required ffrcsmtrol, making this an example of ego-
depletion which we discussed abd¥Although this account may over-simplify, positiagly two
systems, there are robust findings which the dystems theory makes sense out of. Even if the story
is more complicated than the dual systems view evbale us believe, it seems the story may at least
be approximately correct.

The dual systems account of reasoning is often ustiet decision making literature to account
for many sorts of seeming irrationality. Typicalityis assumed that when subjects in a judgemsht ta
make their choice based on irrelevant detailsabtd use relevant data such as base-rates, the

heuristics-based System 1 reasoning is in use; Wie=me biases are overcome, or reasoning is using

 Morewedge & Kahneman, 2010
8 Evans, 2003

! Masicampo & Baumeister, 2008
8 Levy, 2011
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complex data such as base-rates, it is assumeen$gsis activé?

Similar to how we do not always engage in self-oalgd behaviour, we do not always engage
in System 2 reasoning. Researchers of decisionngale interested in what activates System 2
reasoning, and have made some headway discovehagdees this. For example, it seems that some
amount of metacognitive difficulty may be what aates System 2 reasoning, at least in some
circumstance& When we run up against something that we are badifficulty processing, we call in
the metaphorical big guns — System 2 reasoningp Buch difficulty is encountered, we go on with ou
quick, low-effort, heuristics based approach.

Though this does not explain exactly what judgenmgrthis discussion does help to clarify the
concept somewhat. Judgement and reasoning are eéxgynitive functions. When we engage in
reasoning, sometimes we use one set of cognitole based on heuristics which usually guide us well
(System 1), and sometimes we use a different setwthough they take more effort and resources,
allow us to engage in more abstract reasoning whkitss subject to bias (System 2). With this
additional understanding of judgement, we are nble 0 ask an interesting question about

responsibility: To what degree are agents resptafob poor judgement?

Judgement and Blame

Judgement is an important part of moral responsilfor a fairly obvious reason: We use our
judgement to choose our actions, and what we hedgle responsible for are those actions that they
choose (in some sense). | want, then, to elaboratkis connection in two ways: first, to be explic
about the role judgement plays in the Whole/Dedpygawv outlined in previous chapters. Second, |
want to look at casting blame at an agent for theor judgement.

The first connection is fairly simple. The Whole&peSelf view holds that an agent is

responsible for an action if that action stems fiebdesire or value (or lack thereof) which consta

8 e.g. Alter et al. 2007
8 Alter et al. 2007
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deep part of their self. However, desires and \&atieenot spontaneously generate actions we should
take. When we are faced with a decision, we usgualgement to decide what to do. Our judgement
connects our desires and values with outcomesrafusactions, and attempts to come up with the
outcome which best serves our interests. Judgecaene good or bad — that is, it can optimally (or
near-optimally) choose an option which is besteslitb satisfy our desires, or fail in some waydme
up with an optimal solution (by improper weightiafdesires, poorly approximating the likelihood of
some event, or failing to take some factor intooaedt at all)®® This basis for evaluating judgements is
internalist — it considers whether the judgemeiggisd or not in terms of the agent's internal
perspective, based on the agent's interests. Asigin of an externalist pespective, which consider
broader, moral standards, will occur in the nextisa.

Given this first connection, the second becomes evere interesting: if bad judgement is
possible, we are responsible for those actionshwstiem from our values and desires, and bad
judgement implies somehow failing to properly coctraur values and desires to the option we choose,
are we responsible for actions we take throughjlbdgement? There is an appeal to answering this
guestion in the negative. Since poor judgement sdernust be a mistake on the part of the agert, it
hard to see why we may want to hold people resptn&r their poor judgements. However, | will
argue that the answer to the above question iskfigd “Yes”. The Whole/Deep Self view posits that
we are responsible for those actions which stem fwar Deep Selves. If poor judgement causes a
disconnect between our actions and our deep vahikshe Whole/Deep Self view be able to account
for cases in which we attribute blame to agentstplction through poor judgement? The answer to
this question is, again, a qualified “Yes”.

The answer to the first question relies on intuitibut | believe it is a common intuition. When

a politician (or anyone in a position of sort ofy®) makes a mistake despite having a vested sitere

8  Arpaly (2000) argues that there are cases in whighbest judgements can fail to track what we digtirzave most
reason to do (from an internalist perspective) negheugh an unconscious judgement may be trackiegegasons much
more faithfully.

57



in doing a good job, it feels right to blame theanthis mistake. Imagine a politician who, through
honest but poor economic management, managedngehis/her country into a financial disaster.
The politician does want to be re-elected, andscrethe state of the country. However, through a
series of blunders, the politician has broughtdhentry to financial ruin. It feels that at leastsome
extent, this politician is blameworthy. Certairtlyis blame is different than if the politician adteut of
selfish reasons (if, for example, they had beed p#Hiby a rival country to do this), but it stdeems
there is some amount of blame to be placed, delseitg) an “honest mistake”. Even though the
consequences of the politician's decisions didsterh from the politician’'s deep values, it stikiges
that blame is warranted, at least somewhat. Songetieing an honest mistake may alleviate some of
the blame, but not all of it, and a theory abospomsibility should be able to tell us why we are
holding people responsible in these cases.

To elaborate on the answer to the second quest®must return to the discussion above about
dual systems reasoning. Recall that System 1 tkgheuristics-based, takes less effort, and iemor
prone to biasing, while System 2 is slower, requteeengage in higher-level reasoning, and works to
correct System 1. So we are more likely to makeakes in reasoning when engaging in System 1
reasoning, and engaging in System 2 reasoningstb/c®his leads to a fairly intuitive conclusion —
putting extra effort into judging an issue makee t@ss likely to make mistakes. This leads to oag w
in which the Whole/Deep-Self account can explailding people accountable for poor judgement —
similar to the above argument about self-contral apathy, making mistakes in reasoning may reveal
something deep about the person, because it maytbleoagent does not care enough about the issue
to put in the extra effort. In this case, the ressaf the judgement, or the resulting action itsgl&y not
reveal much about the agent's Deep Self, buisfatear to outsiders that the reasoning itselfrsakto
be poor, this may give pretty strong evidence abimaiagent's deep values — it may show, even gscas
in which an honest mistake has been made, thagéet does not place a high value on the outcome of

this judgement.
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Sometimes, it may not be that we blame agentdgushaking errors in judgement, but that we
blame them for the type of errors. Biases ofteluérfce our reasoning, especially when engaging in
System 1 reasoning. Some of these cam be moralbcuous (such as hindsight bias, where one sees a
past event as more predictable than it was — arallireg having predicted it to greater accuracyntha
one actually did). However, others may show sometidieep about an agent. A judge who mistakenly
declares a suspect guilty may be suspected ofmatite mistake was large enough, the suspect an
ethnic minority, the judge an ethnic majority, ar@other factors seem to explain the judge's mastak
Not all cases may be as straight-forward as thisye often implicitly suspect biases of this séudr
example, we may often implicitly suspect politigaor pundits of unconscious biases (seeing the poor
rich, foreigners, or members of the opposing pexty particular way) and this may play a role im ou
condemnation of those people. In this way, a mestada reveal a deep rooted value in the form of
biases. This sort of bias has been investigatedrigalpy, for example, in showing that racial biase
can affect legal decisiofi&While we all have biases, and cannot be blamebtdarg imperfect
humans, a strong bias can certainly reveal songthmportant about a person's deep values.

Deep values may also be revealed in a poor judgeimemore direct way. Even if an agent's
judgement is poor in the sense that, accordingaw tleep values, they should have chosen another
option, this does not mean that their choice de¢stem from deep values. Consider, again, a
politician, making serious policy decisions, whatgck with one of two options: 1) choose a policy
which is best for the country, but is unpopularwibters, or 2) choose a policy which is populahwi
voters, but damaging to the country. The politicilaes deeply care about the country, but also cares
deeply about being re-elected. If a proper judgemes made, the politician would choose the
unpopular option, as the value placed on the waldp of the country is, subjectively, higher thha t
value the politician places on being re-electedweleer, at the end of a long day, the politician is

forced to make a choice — and makes a poor chatoerding to her/his deep values, and chooses the

8 Levinson, 2006
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option which is worse for the country. This choweas, largely, because of the agent's deep desires —
the politician really does want to be re-electedericthough, if able to give it more thought, the
politician would make a different choice, the cleornade still does reveal some deep values. Thaeis, th
outcomes of of some bad judgements may explicrity @nsciously be caused by deep values.

I have outlined three ways in which a mistake mhig@ment may reveal something about the
Deep Self. This, however, is unlikely to tell thl Story. There may be other ways in which mistake
in reasoning reveal something about one's deegsand desires, but more importantly, we may also
simply see one's ability to judge as an importapeat of them, which we can hold them responsible
for. When someone is being blamed for a mistaljgdgement they have made, it is not uncommon to
hear them condemned as “stupid”. Calling one stapidbe used as more than just a derogatory term —
it can be a term of condemnation. Perhaps, thersimply see agents' faculties of judgement as an
integral enough part of who they are to blame tf@nhaving a poor one. This may seem unfair, since
some “luck out” and have good judgement, somelgeshort end of the stick and have poor
judgement. However, this is also the case wheontas to good or ill will — some people may be born
with, or are raised to have, selfish attitudes.wetblame people for selfish attitudes, and to ahmu
much greater degree than we blame people for hamstikes (even without correcting for
unconscious biases or apathy).

It seems that in some cases, we do blame peoptedmrpoor judgements. While saying
something is an “honest mistake” may, if truthfuifigate some of the blame, it does not always
eliminate it. | have suggested a few different wafyaccounting for this, in the framework of the
Whole/Deep Self view. The first three ways posittth poor judgement actually does reveal something
about an agent's deep values, and therefore (OWitlode/Deep Self account) the agent can be held
responsible for them. Poor judgements may showvawe being placed on the subject matter being
judged, revealing the agent's deep values (ortlaaleof) about the subject matter; it may be cabsed

deep, unconscious biases; or may be more explaatlged by conscious, deep desires which are just
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being weighted incorrectly. Finally, | also suggeisthat perhaps we also place some blame on people
who have bad judgement, just for their having gadgement — we may treat judgement itself as a part

of the Deep Self.

Judgement and Pathologies
Some people simply have poor judgement. They ata@gularly unable to judge things well.

However, an agent may be said to have poor judgememe of two ways. Above, the discussion
centered around judges which are bad from an ialistrperspective — what constitutes a poor
judgement is what does not lead to the agent'sitesests. Judgement which is poor from an
internalist perspective does not satisfy the ag@@sires (short term and long term) in a manragr th
would be optimal. Here, | want to consider thosthwhronically poor judgement in another sense:
being poor judgement from an external, morally rative perspective. If an agent's judgement
regularly does not take into account factors th@tarmatively) should, there is a sense that weszg
that the agent's judgement is poor, even if ieiviag the agent's best interests.

According to Wolf, for an agent to be responsibheye is needed than reason-responsiveness
and for actions to stem from the deep-self. Sheesghat many views of responsibility and the self
(she focuses specifically on Frankfurtian True 8&tvs, but her argument applies just as well & th
view defended here) miss a crucial condition: thew sanity condition on responsibilffyThis means
one's self and values be connected to the wordcertain way. On Wolf's view of moral
responsibility, people who grow up with depriveddimoods or in misguided societies have their
actions governed by mistaken conceptions of vaked,are therefore not responsible for actions
stemming from their mistaken values.

For Wolf, agents who grow up in an environment wirsbapes them such that they cannot tell
right from wrong are not to blame. If we imaginauthless, sadistic dictator who has given an

education to her son which insures that he wilixgup to hold the same values as his mother, Wolf

& Wolf, 1988
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says the resulting man is not morally responsibeatting on these values later in life — evereif h
fully embraces who he is and the values he holds.réason for this is that such an agent's valges a
not rooted in the world. The agent cannot be saihtue what he does because he understands what is
good about these values — as Wolf says about rat¥ecannot say that the racist is responsible for
his racism if it results from his understandingafat is good about racism — for there is nothingdyo
about racism for him to understarf This creates an asymmetry between agents whaisezrwith
good values and those who are raised with negaties, since the agent who is brought up with
positive values can recognize and accept whatad gbout their values, while there is no such optio
for the agent brought up with negative values.\Wolf, this means that the agent brought up withcdgoo
values can be held responsible, while the agenighrioup to be a racist or a ruthless dictator canno

This argument can be understood in terms of theorearesponsiveness criteria of Fischer and
Ravizz&® outlined in the first chapter. Recall that, ac@egdo Fischer and Ravizza, moderate reasons-
responsiveness is required for moral responsibMikyderate reasons-responsiveness includes strong
reasons receptivity, which means not only being &blrecognize reasons for acting, but your
hierarchical ordering of reasons must be understalggatterned in an objective way. If you would
pay $200 for a ticket to the basketball game, yoaukl still want to go if you find out the tickest only
$100. Wolf's argument, then, can be understoodgag that the racist (or anyone else brought up
with sufficiently bad values) is not properly reasesponsive — if they accept the value of ractbigy
should be even more willing to place value on etyaince it is objectively better. If the racist
confronted with the value of equality, but rejetis favour of racism, the racist has failed toka
these in an objectively rational way, is not stigrmgason receptive, and hence cannot be held
responsible.

There are two assumptions in this analysis whigdrie be made explicit. The first, most

obvious one is a particular view of morality — thadrality is, to a large extent, objective. Theye i

8 Wolf, 2005, page 269
8 Fischer & Favizza, 1998
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room for disagreement with such a view. This i®gyJarge issue on the nature of morality, which ca
be put aside here — suffice to say, if one doesnate Wolf's view on this matter, one has sufficie
reason to disagree with her conclusion that ageitiisa poor moral upbringing cannot be responsible.
I will remain agnostic on this issue, as the viawliaed thus far does not hinge in any way onlite T
second assumption made by the above analysistithtéra is no sufficient non-moral reason for
preferring an inferior moral value (such as racis@mne possibility is that the racist, after being
confronted with the ideals of equality, keeps wiik old, racist ideals because of the effort it idou
take to adopt new ideals, the social pressuredp kee racist ideals, the feeling of superiorityickh
one gains from seeing those of a different ethyst inferior, etc. The racist may, at some leakl,
else being equal, value equality over racism mgrhlit all else may not be equal, and there may be
other reasons for continuing to hold racist idelghat case, the racist may be strongly reason
receptive, and a proper target of blame.

Thus, depending in important ways on one's view®hature of morality and on the specific
story one tells about why an agent does not aaeptter moral value (i.e. whether they do not
because they are incapable of recognizing it ashetr whether they do not because the agent has
some non-moral reasons for choosing the inferiorahaption), one may or may not agree that those
raised with poor moral values are not to be comsileeason receptive. Thus, there is certainly room
in the Whole/Deep Self account (which posits reasesponsiveness as a prerequisite for blame), for
one to say certain people raised without properairtasining are not blameworthy. But this conclusio
is not a necessary one.

The above-mentioned racist and the dictator's seexamples of agents who have been shaped
by their environment to have particular, warpedieal But there are also cases of pathologies which
leave certain values inaccessible to the agentHegpaths are are an interesting case becauserthey a

unable to make a distinction between moral nornassarcial norms? They also have no problem

% Blair, 1994
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violating either of these norms if it benefits therhey are, in a sense, amoral beings — moraligs do
not factor into their decisions.

Given certain assumptions, psychopaths can baes# reasons receptive — they can
understand reasons, and simply do not considerlmosacial norms very good reasons for action.
However, just like with the racist, we may questiamether psychopaths really do have reasons
receptivity, and in the same way. Given the assionghat, all else being equal, it is objectivebttier
to not cause harm than to cause it, psychopath&vi@lito be reasons-responsive — if they areytrul
amoral, they should not care one way or anotheutaterm. Unlike with the racist, there is no non-
moral reason which favours this attitude, as tingere social pressure to be amoral, and psychopaths
don't derive pleasure from breaking moral normsy(tlust don't mind doing it). So, given an
assumption about the objectivity of some (any) rheaduation, and given that psychopaths do not care
one way or another about morality, they are objettiwrong in their hierarchical ordering of reaspn
and therefore not strongly reasons receptive. i, th@n, be more appropriate to put psychopaths in
the same class as bears and wolves and other na@i{meings which can cause harm.

Depending on one's views of the nature of moralitgt people's motives for holding certain
values, people with poor moral judgement may or matybe held responsible. If any moral value
holds objective worth, then it seems psychopathsaiabe said to be reasons-responsive, and are not
proper targets for blame. Agents who were raised distorted values may not be proper targets for
blame if their values are objectively wrong andéhs no non-moral reason for them to hold that
value. Thus, there is room for a plurality of viealmout the blameworthiness of various cases within

the Whole/Deep Self view.

Conclusion

The previous two chapters developed a theory oahresponsibility. However, it rested on
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many concepts which were left undefined and inbidekground. This chapter has been about bringing
them to the foreground, and drawing connectioneéen them and the issues raised in previous
chapters. By drawing on empirical findings, we alpée to generate a much richer conceptual
framework to work within, and keep our speculationsheck. We have drawn on the cognitive
sciences for information about judgement and satittol, and learned that both self-control and
reasoning require some depletable resource. We biikel people responsible for acting weakly, and
this may be because their behaviour shows an ungrikess to expend the effort to engage in self-
control, or a weak-will itself may be a deep trvaé blame people for. We may hold people responsible
for their (from an internalist perspective) poodgement partially for the same reasons (that judgem
is a deep trait and failing to engage in carefdgpment may show an unwillingness to expend the
effort), but also because their poor judgements beayaused by unconscious biases or other deep
values. People who have poor judgement from anrmeadist perspective may or may not be held
responsible, depending on one's views of the natungorality and on the specifics of the case. €hes

explorations have helped to extend and strengtieeadcount which was given in earlier chapters.
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Summary and Closing Thoughts

The issue of moral responsibility is complex, witany interconnected issues. The central
argument here has been that an agent is consideredly responsible only for actions which stem
from their deep selves. Addictions and disordersaase us to act in ways which are incongruent wit
our deep selves. We do not blame people with Ov&€ompulsive Disorder for their compulsions,
because we know in a sense their actions do notfsten themselves — they are caused by an external
factor, this disorder, which happens to be abkominate the motivational system of these people.
People are not responsible for all actions that thedies perform.

| have, along the way, endorsed a Strawsonian wfawsponsibility* — responsibility is an
attitude we hold towards other social agents. Harew fill out this view, we must discover under
what circumstances this social attitude is jugdifiehe reasons-responsiveness view brings us part o
the way. Agents must have an objectively cohergralchical ordering of reasons for acting — if an
agent will act in one way at one cost, lowering ttest while keeping everything else equal should
result in the same action on the part of the agérdre also should be some conceivable set of
circumstances which, without any changes to thatageuld give the agent enough reason to act
otherwise. This forms a solid foundation for untemsling what is required for moral responsibility,
but it leaves some very serious questions. There@mne cases in which agents seems to satisfy the
reason-responsive criteria, yet we would not waritdld them responsible for their actions because
some of those actions seem to be caused by sometkiernal to them.

In order to deal with this issue, we need an undeding of what sorts of actions stem from the
agent. | introduced the Whole Self and Deep Seliveito deal with this issue. Agents are responsible
for actions which stem from their Deep Selves.$afthe Deep Self tend to be enduring, desires
within it tend to be general (as opposed to digktdbevards specific things), they tend to be reflety

endorsed by the agent, these traits are oftenateéatthe agent's self-conception, and are notrgdiyie

1 PF. Strawson, 1962
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in extreme conflict with other deep traits. Thididéion excludes pathologies and addictions, drel t
desires they give rise to are seen as externhktadent's Deep Self.

We often hold people responsible for the actioey tiake after failing to judge the situation
properly, or failing to control themselves in tlaeé of temptation. Agents who act without exergsin
good judgement or self-control may, in some casesloing so for reasons which stem back to the
Deep Self, even if the desires for that actionfitse not particularly deep.

Moral responsibility is a large issue, which cortsagith many other deep philosophical
guestions. The view here provides a frameworkHoiking about this issue, and furthers the

discussion on what moral responsibility is, and mine may justifiably hold an agent responsible.
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