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Abstract

This project concerns one overall question: are individual citizens morally
responsible for policy outcomes? The aim of this project isatswer this
guestion, in order toresolve a tension between theommorly heldideal that
policy outcomes represent theill of the peopleon the one handand aseeming
reluctance to hold our fellow citizens morally responsible for these outcomnes
the other. In order to resolve this tension, | examine variousoants of moral
responsibility tosee whether the individual citizen is responsible in light of these.
focus primarily on whether the individual can be morally responsible in light of
her political participation via hewoting action.Firstly, | examine whether the
individual is morally responsible in light of her direct admition to the voting
outcome.| conclude that she is npbecauseshefails to make a relevantausal
contribution. | thenexamineindirect accouns (mainly shared responsibilify)e.
accouns of moral responsibility which do not require that the individual makes a
direct contribution. | ultimately show that none of the examined accoursise
successful Therefore, | develop an accoumthich can be successfully applied,
based on observations rda throughoutthis project.Specificallyl argue that the
individual can be morally responsible for policy outcomes, if gegorms her
unilateral part in constituting orsustainingthe particular projectwhich brings
about the policy outcome. She doekid ¢ roughly ¢ if she through her voting
action was an interdependent part othe project that brought about the
outcome. She is an interdependent part even in the event where she fails to make
an actual contribution to the voting outcome and thus theipploutcomeitself.
Lastly, | apply this account to a high stakes just war scenario, and show that it

explains our intuitions of responsibility.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Introduction

States can cause enormous amounts of harm, and states are recognized
internationally as legal entities which can be held responsible for these harms, to

the extent that this responsibility can ground compensatory duties. Further, it

seemstrue that all hams caused by a state must at some point originate in the

actions ofcertainpeople, and in democratic states, it is just as clear a fact that the

actions ofthe peopleare a necessary condition for these harms to occur. This

relationship is most direct, ahmost clear in to the voting habits of the citizens,

who in a real sense, decide which candidates or policies win the day. Perhaps

because of this relationship, there exists in western democracies a widespread

ideal that the outcomes of the democratic mess either represent, or ought to

represent the will of the people. Further, from a common sense perspective, it

asSSvya (G2 oS GKS OFrasS GKFd AF az2yS2ySQa gAtf
outcome, then the author should at least share in the praisd blame attached

to this outcome, and share the associated benefits and burdens. Curiously enough

then, there also exists a significant common reluctance to hold our fellow citizens

accountable for said outcomes to the extent that even mild resentmewniatals

LIS2LX SQa &aSSYAy3af e AYY2NIherefaetiieleysdan K 0 A Ga A
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apparent tension, if not inconsistency, between these observations. In the

following, | will resolve this tension. Specifically, | will examatesther it is



possible to esthlish an account which cajustify holding the individual citizen
morally esponsible for policy outcome#ndeed, | willproduce suchan account
which | will show can be successfully applied to the voting c8pecifically, | will
show how citizens whooted for a given candidate (or party or policy), can be

morally responsible for theltimate policy outcomes this candidate brings about.

The paradigm example of @tizen, who is intuitively accountable for a policy
outcome, is here the Nazi sympathizgho strongly supported the Nazi regime,
and voted for the NSDAP in 1933 with the reasonable belief that the NSDAP
winning would lead to the systematic extermination of millions of innocents.
Whether any person actually voted with this foresight is for #ake of this
project of less importance. However, most people would on the face of it agree
that if any ordinary citizen is accountable for the harms through their political
participation, it would be this persohereforethis project will try to uncove

the theoretical underpinnings of this intuition, and examine how or whether they
can be generalized. While doing so, | wito examinethe extent to which a
successful account of moral responsibiiipunds imposing certain sanctions on
the individual or otherwise leadto certain real world policy changes in regards
to clear cases of individual moral responsibility for harmful outcom#&gh
regards to these changes,will focus on how the moral responsibility of the
individual citizen affects our intuitions in the jusfar scenario. | will ultimately
conclude that moral responsibility can make then-combatantcitizen morally
liable to deliberate attack under certaicircumstancesbecause they are morally
responsible for thaultimate policy outcome of the unjust war itsef, through their

voting action

The overall strategy is to first apply direct accountof individualist moral
responsibility This is an account enoral responsibility which grounds the moral
responsibility of the individual in her direct contribution to the relevant outcome
| show that whilesuch an accountan incriminate individuals icertainideal small
scale scenarioghe prospects for doig so in ordinary large scale ones, are poor
This is due to a failure to fulfil theertain causal and cognitive conditions which

are usually associated with direct moral responsibility. Specifidgaifydifficult to



account for how the individual can nake a sufficiently significant causal

contribution to the outcome, and further, the individual will usually be excused

for believing that her contribution will be insignificarh light of this, | examine

whether an indirect account of moral responsililit(specifically shared

responsibility) can justify holding the citizen morally responsible. | focus

LI NI A Odzf F NY @ 2y / KNX &2 LIKSNasyfaziad Iam 02 Y LI A OA G
aware the most comprehensive, as well as the least demanding accourtti®f t

sort. In the end | conclude that though promising, it is still too demanding with

regards to the conditions for when something is the relevant sort of joint action,

and further, it lacks a clear account @bntributionQwhich allows for successful

application to the voting caseBuilding on his account, and conclusions drawn

throughout the projecttL. G KSy O2y aiGNHz0G Fy | O002dzyG 27F &
which can ground holding the individual citizen morally responsible for policy

outcomes. The main develogents here is that it allows for individuals who have

clearly adversarial maotives, to incriminate themselves in the same group project.
CdNIKSNE AG Ay@2f@Sa I y20St y20A2y 2F a0O2yi
for moral membership if it wag, assuming fulfilment of other background

conditionsg a reasonable expectation that she would be an interdependent part

of the project that brings about the policy outcom&s noted, | tighis account to

the cases of noitombatant citizen liability in theast chapter.

1.2 Chapter Outline

Chapter 1- Introduction

InthischapterL A Yy i NP RdzOS FyR StF 02N 4GS GKS 2@SNIff
citizen morally responsible for policy outcomég¥ter this | motivate why this is

an interesting question byging an account of what is at stake in answering it. In

doing so, Iput some perspectiven how answering this question ties into the

tangential debate of the liability of citizens in war. | also give an account of the

real world relevance and possible implications of this work, which relate to how

this project could either affect the behavioof citizens, and/or help to tear down

certain illusions the citizen may hawdth regards to her democratic idealism.

Specifically, if it can be shown that the individual citizen is morally responsible,

this will presumablyjustify an increased focus opolitical participation by the



individual. On the other hand, a negative answer could potentially justify a shift in
focus away from the political participation of the indival, and to an extent
undermine the normative status of democracy a# &eal wathy of pursuit.
Lastly, | briefly document the conceptual room for this project, and note how little
attention this particular question has received. At the end of this chapter, the

groundwork for therest of theproject should be clear.

Chapter 2 - Direct individualist moral esponsibility

In this chapter, | introduce the distinction betwe#8hdirecttand Hirectaccounts

of moral responsibility. | then focus on direct accounts, and | then disambiguate
the termto distinguish it from other notions ofesponsibility. The goal is to bring
out the particular concept of moral responsibility that | will apply more clearly.
Part of the reason for doing this, is to narrow the discussion to come in the
following chapters, andhe other part isto avoid our intitions running together

due to confusing various distinct concepts. After this, | exantive different
substantive interpréations of moral responsibility. Thdrgive an account of the
particular theory | will apply to the overall question in this, ame hext two
chapters. Further, | examine and discuss the different conditions the individual
plausiblyhas to fulfil in order to be morally responsible on a direct accolmt.
light of this, | propose a strategy for testing whether the individual citizeils

the conditions for moral responsibilitAfter having done this, it should be clear
how an account of moral responsibility can be applied to cases such as the current
one, and the parameters for successfully answering the overall question should be

set.

Chapter 3 - Causal ondition

In this chapter locumentthat causal responsibilitythe notion that a person or a
thing actually causes the relevant outcomeseems to be a necessary condition
for direct moral responsibility for that outcome, whilkighlighting certain
problems with this idea. | then show that the voting case constitutes a severe
problem for causal responsibility. The reason it constitutes such a problem is due
to the particular threshold nature of the voting case, which means thahdf the

individual votes for the relevant option which would bring about the relevant
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policy outcome, and even if that outcome wins out, the number of voters who
voted for that outcome, overdetermined the outcome, i.e. were more than
enough to bring abot the outcome, in a way where it is difficult to say that the
outcome depended on the contribution of the individual voter. | then propose a
solution to this problem, but argue that this solution leads to cousiteuitive
results. | then conclude, thatf idirect moral responsibility entails causal
responsibility, then thisindermines the conclusion that the individual is directly

morally responsible for policy outcomes.

Chapter 4- Cognitive ondition

In this chapter, | start off with the assumption that the individual is either causally
responsible for policy outcomes, or that moral responsibility does not entalil
causal responsibility. As argued in chapter 3), both of these assumptions are
highly conteatious. Howevermaking these assumptiorallows me to examine

the second central condition to moral responsibility, namely the cognitive
condition. Another reason for examining theonditionis that it is plausibly also
relevant to an indirect account ahoral responsibility, which I will examine in
later chapters, and which does not presuppose that the individual makes a direct
contribution to the outcome In light of theseassumptions | then examine
whether the individuatitizen fulfils this conditionSpecifically, | examine whether
she is aware that she makes a contribution to the outcome, and whether she is
aware of the significance of the outcome itself. Further, | examine if her potential
ignorance is excusahlén the end, | conclude that the inddual citizenplausibly
lacks sufficient awareness in the above sense, andshatis indeed excused for
this. Most importantly, though she may be aware of thsignificance of the
consequences of of a given candidate winnstgg is not aware thashemakesa
morally relevant direct contribution to the voting outcomeven if she actually
happens to do soFurther, she is excused for hignorance even in cases where

she actually makes a direct contribution.

Chapter 5 - Rounding offall the previouschapters on direct moral responsibility

11



This chapters sums upe last three chapterin anticipation of thelatter part of
the project which focugson giving an account of indirect moral responsibility for

policy outcomes.

Chapter 6 - Indirect accounts ofmoral responsibility

In this chapter and the next, | examiaa account of responsibility which | argue
belongs under the heading dihdirect moral responsibili® and see whetheit
canground moral responsibility for policy outcomes. The approath é&xamne a
varied collection of theoriesand then single out the most fruitful approach to
focus on in the rest of the project. This is continued in chapt&xamining these
theories will be helpful in further establishing the requirements of a swsfaés

account of moral responsibility for policy outcomes.

Chapter 7 - Joint action and complicity

As noted, this chapter ia continuation of the previous. Helesingle out goint
action account of indirect moral responsibility as the most promisingetyyd
accountso farfor providinga positive answer to the overall thesis question. |
focus particularly on Christopher K@mplicity account, since this is arguably
the most comprehensive as well as the least demanding account of this sort. In
the endl conclude that though promising, it is still too demanding with regards to
the conditions for when something is the relevant sort of joint action, and further,
it lacks a clear account of contribution which allowsdoccessfuhpplication with

regards b the voting case.

Chapter 8¢ Moral membership

In this chapter | build on all the work in the previatlsmptersandtie it together
toSadlofAaK Iy AYRANBOG | 002dzyid 2F Y2NIf NB
YSYOSNEKALIQ | 002 dzy (i fit can SucckssfullgidantkSroral G KA & | 002 ¢
responsibility in the type of cases whiahe the focus of this project. The most

important developments in this accouated K & (G K2dzZK Ad A& ljdzAGS &7
complicity account, it does not rely on the collectiveject being a joint action in

a strong sense, if in any sense at all. Beyond that, it incorporates a notion of

WontributionQ where an agent contributes tthe particular project that brings

12



about the policy outcome, ifher action helps constitute and sustain that project.
When she contributes to this project, she is morally responsible for the outcome
of the project.Specifically, | will argue that slw®ntributes to the projectwhen

her contribution is an interdependentpart of that project She is an
interdependent part of thatproject, if she is likely to be part of the causally
efficacious set of votes (or simpBauseQif it isnot a voting scenarigpecifically

that brings about thevoting outcome, and thus uthately the policyoutcome. If
she isan interdependent part of the projecshe contributes to the group project

in a way which makes her a moral member of that projesten if she fails to
make any direct contribution to thpolicy-outcome itself Again,if she is a moral
member of that project, she is morally responsible for the outcome of that project
alsa As | will argue, this account of indirect moral responsibility can be
successfully applied to the voting case, which supports a positive answheto t

overall project question.

Chapter 9 - Conclusion

In this chapter, | sum up and draw conclusi@m the whole projectl apply the

moral membership account to the voting case, and tease out the implications of

0KS AYRAGARdzZ f Q& oing tNisl AlsoshEvhad2zhé EohdusidnA G & & Ly R
from this project ties in to another discussion tangential to this one, namely the

discussion of notombatant liability in a just war scenario. Here | argue that the

O A (i Alinb8ity f deing attacked in a justar, can be justified if the citizen is

morally responsible in light of her moral membership of the project that brings

about the harmful policy outcome, at least, in certain specific circumstarites.

suggests that moral membership in a project thgings abouta policy outcome

can justify holding severe sanctions in light of her moral responsibility.

1.3 Unpacking the questio n

In this section, | wilinpackii KS 2 @SN} tf 1jdzSaGA2yY &! NB LYRAD
wSalLRyaAroftS T2N t 2 thelpOharrbvdad aneclarByiodgveha ¢ KA & g A f f
this project is abouthighlightthe broadest distinctions, and help specify what is

at stake in answering the overall questidnwill postpone introducing specific

theory to the next chapters
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The first thing to highlight is that the focus of this project is 'thdividual'. This is

meant to distinguish this project from other projects which foces. on

corporations, institutions andsocial structuresas the causes of outcomeand

the beaers of responsibilityor outcomes The key actor, and the relevant level of

abstraction for this project, is the ordinaagomisticindividual human citizen who

forms (or at least revises) intentions in light of reasons, acts on these, and bring

about eents in the world in the everyday sense of performing actions. When a

female secretary ira large oil firm destroys important documents which would

have constituted legal evidence obmpanywidenegligence, this may in part be

described aghe companyacting as a corporate agent, performing harmful acts.

Further, the fact that the female secretary is compelledshut ugE and toe the

O2YLIl yeé fAyS:T Yire 068 SELXIAYSR o6& 62YSyQa
patriarchal social structure, in the company or sogiat large. Buteven if these

ways of describing the situation are appropriate, iplausiblyalso appropriate to

understand her actions and responsibility as pertaining to her as an atomistic

individual rational agent, reflecting on salient aspects hafr situation, and

responding to them. She makes a decision to destroy the documents, and

depending on her circumstances, she may be morally responsible for doing so,

andfor the outcomes that follow from that action. THest understandings what

isindh OF iSR 06& GAYRAGARdzZ ¢ Ay (GKS YIFIAY ljdzSadGaAz

The term'Citizen'in the overall question, highlights that the partiaulindividual
agent in questioris the ordinary citizen. It is not the politician who is capable of

making a direct impact on policy deioiss. It is not the billionairavho affects

He. ascriptions of responsibility to collectives as collectives. SeBremch, 1979 anBettit, 2007.

2¢KS y2iA2y 2F WwazOAlt adNHOGdNBAQ KFa Y2NB O02YYz2y dzal
there seems to be various understandings of what social structures are, a central feature is that they

are an organisational relationship between individublB I YA aY& Ay | &a20AS8SGe Ay I a2y
2F a2 OAl f(RaddlifdBioinA 29¢03 These structures are social phenomena, and not

200A2dzate GKS LINPRdzOG 2F Ftyeé AYRAQOGARAzZ £ Qa RStAOGSNI
presumably explain why citizens bring about certain policy outcomes, they are not the pitched at the

level of the indvidual agent in the individualistic sense | have in mind.

14



policy through lobbying. It is not the military commander who can sihglededly

bring about large scale morally significant outcomes by giving a single order. It is
the average citizen, théyou and mée, with ordinary capacities, and means of
affecting policy and political actors. Often when we discuss politics or political
issues, especially when something has ganey, we tend to focus on key actors
and what they did wrong, and what they ought to have donstead. So it is
absolutely clear that those concerns occupy us. However, since the focus here is
on the ordinary citizen, it will be necessary to tie the individual citizen to those
key actors or the policy outcomes themselves. Then, depending on how those
actors and policy outcomes are tied to the individiahis may ground their
moral responsibility for those outcomes. More specifically, | will be focusing on
the individual citizen residing what | will refer to asan Wnperfect democrac

This isinspired by Walzer (197;7)vho contrasts this to aperfectdemocracg & !
perfect democracyis one which perfectly instantiates the will of the people,
where citizens come together, in the strain of deliberative democracy and
rationally discuss politicalssues They have great deal of insight, openness and
willingness to understand the various issues, #mely thentogether work for the
optimal solution to the relevanthallenges, and then bring about these solutions
0KNRdzZAK GKS @20AYZaO0ONIOGEQ WAXLIENB SOGSRSEFa ad
democracyusuallyfalls short of this ideal. The public is not always well informed,
and often too ideologically entrenched to allow for open unconstrained reflection
on the relevant issues. Further, implementationriade problematic by lobbyists
and various political interest groups that try to affect policy in light of their own
narrow agenda. Though imperfect, it is still appropriate to assume that the
citizenry has a strong influence over the policies of the statdeast by way of
voting. In light of this, | wilfor the sake of this projedie imagining something in

the order of a society with fair and equal elections among free adult citizens,
whose behaviour is in relevant aspects only constrained by cenmaportant
constitutional limitations. | will assume this is appropriate model of democratic
society.l imagine that this society includeeommon western liberal provisions
such as at least a set of basic liberties. The reason for assuming this tyéedf so

is due to theincreasein relevance of a discussion of citizen responsibility, in a

15



reasonably open society with as many decto® freedoms and degrees of
influence, such as those common dwesterrg liberal democracies. In societies
where the indivilual has rather limited (or none at all) freedoms, or power by
which she can hope to influence policy outcomes, the discussion of individual
responsibility seems fairly trivial. In authoritarian states there is no clear tension
between the will of people 2 the responsibility of the individual. The reason is
that it is not clear that individual citizens have asignificant channels of
influence. Individual influence is curtailed by the ruling elite and expressions of
political participation are at besfiercely manipulated and at worst entirely

controlled.

The term'Moral responsibility'in the main question requires a significant amount

of unpacking itself, and | have reserved a number of chapters to doing just that. In
broad terms, the way | will unddiend the term here, moral responsibility refers

to when some action ooutcome can appropriately be attributed to an agent as
somethinghe or shehasdone or brought about retrospectively, which in morally
interesting cases at the very least merits an ascription of praise and blame for that
action or outcome and in some cases further sanctions e.g. in the form of
punishment and/or compensation. A stghitforward quick and dirtyexample of

this notion of moral responsibility applied, is when a person, without clear
previous provocation, deliberately, and freely harms another person with the aim
of e.g. making her suffer. In such a case, we clearly utatetshe perpetrator as
being morally resposible for the harm in question. Furthenve would
presumable blame her for harming the other pemns Lastly,if the amount of
harm is above some threshold, we would at least considistifiableto put the
perpetrator in jail. Though this example is clear enough, the s2sponsibilitf
YR WY2NIf NBALRYaAOAf Al il teddfe aljacgd G S | YO A 3 d:
amount of space to elaboratinghe concepts | will be focusing orand to
distinguish then from related notions of responsibilitywVith regards to moral
responsibility | examine theD A i A rhoSal/rEsgonsibility in light of twauite

distinct categories of moral responsibilityamelyirectCand YhdirectQaccounts.
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individual may certain have constitutional rights, but where these are entirely formal
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Regarding Wirect account), this concerrs whether the relevant outcome can be
attributed to the individual agent as something she produces or contributes to
directly, by herself, where the outcome depends to some extent onmnineging a
significant contribution to the outcome itdelAs | will show, an ascription of
moral responsibility on a direct account depends least on two necessary
conditions, namely cabsaand | coghitiveQ O2 Yy RAGA2Yy d ¢KS OF dzal €
(also referred to as causal responsibilitgbncerrs whether the outcome
obtaining directly depends on the contribution of the individudlhe cognitive
condition concerns whether the individua aware of her contribution, cought

to be aware of her contributionwhen she performs the relevant actiott also
concerns whether she is aware of what the actual outcome entdilshe
individual does actually make a direct contribution to the outcome, and actually
hasgoodreason to think she does, or at least ought to see herself as making a
contribution, then she i, assuming she fulfils other background conditiertsch

| will elaborate in the subsequent chaptets; morally responsible for policy
outcomes. Regarding indirect accounts, this is a broad category of accounts which
all have in common that theyry to explain how the individual can incriminate
herself in an outcomevenwhen she fails tanake a direct contribution to the
outcome itself | will focus mainly omhat can be broadly construed ascounts

of Whared responsibili®@ ® hy { K She $idivid@alcanday $aid sharein

the moral responsibility of an outcome she and others bring abagfain,even if

the individual fails to make a significant contribution to the outcoitself. | wil
expand on the direct accouim the next chapterand the indirectaccountsfrom

chapter 6 and onwardsAs | will show, the indirect accounts are more promising

I RWNBOGQ | 002dzyd 2F Y2NIf NBalLRyaroAatAiade ArAa taz 2748
GRANBOGE (2 F@2AR 02y FdzaAy3a Al gAGK AYRANBOG | O0O02dzyia
aspect of control. The difference between the twdegories concerns mainly what it is we exercise

control over. On direct accounts, it is the outcome itself. On indirect accounts, it is usually not the

outcome itself.

5 | will elaborate all the conditions in chapter 2, but here note that they includeabeinot limited
to: that the individual is not being manipulated, that the individual is sensitive to moral concerns,
that the cost of defection is sufficiently low (e.g. no coercion), and fulfilment of some freedom

relevant condition, e.g. having compaitist or libertarian free will.
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than the direct one in terms of giving an account of the moral responsibility of the

individual for policy outcomes.

'Policy outcome'indicates that the focus of the project is not simply on whether

0iKS AYRAQGARdAzZ f OAGATSYy Aa Y2NIffte NBALRYAAO
about an outcome. It concerns an outcome that actually comes about, and

whether that policy outcome is then sometiy which can be tied to her as

something she brought it about, or something she made a significant contribution

to. A policy outcome is here understood as the ultimate consequence of e.g. a
government enacting a certain policy, or of a military generakdndy an attack,

or some further mechanism for bringing about an outcome. The key distinction

here is that it is the actual consequence of a policy, not theoposedpolicy in

itself, which the individual is morally responsible for. E.g. the policy may be

declaring war against a neighbouring country, but the policy outcome is people

dying and the destruction of infrastructure. This is a relevant distinction because

the ultimate consequence may be reasonably unforeseen, making it more difficult

to attribute it to the individual citizen, even if she imaking a contribution to that

outcome. We can imaginesomeonewho votes for Hitler, and Hitler wins the

election, inpart dzS G2 GKI G LIS NBuRiyie® was ho wialhkio dzi A 2 y &
anticipating the Holocausg.g. because it was not in the plans at that time, or

because the public wamisled it is not obvious that this person is then morally

responsible for thaultimate horrificoutcomewhich is what is of relevance here

This pertains to theognitive condition for moral responsibilityhich | will discuss

in chapter4. On the other hand, there are presumably also cases where the

citizen has a reasonable expectation about some harm being a consequence of

some candidate winning, even if the chdateis never explicit about it. Voting for
a2YS2yS 4Kz Aa OfSINIe | aft22aS Olyy2yés &k
have potentially harmful consequences down the liB&ll, in this case it is also

the ultimate somewhat foreseeable outcome thatredevant to the ascription of

moral responsibilityLastly, this project does not concern an ascription of moral
responsibility for a given candidate, party or poliayisolationaside from the

policy outcomes which are a result of their electoral susoc®$ course, putting an

evil candidate in office may be a necessary condition for bringing about the evil
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policy outcome, but the outcome itself is what is the central object of an

ascription of moral responsibility with regards to this investigation.

Though notexplicity a G+ § SR Ay  (Pditcal adu@patiom2 yosA f ¢
indicated, be considered the main method for tying the policy outcome to the
individual. The specific exemplification of this in this project, will be the act of

voting. There are presumablymany acts of political participationwhich can

groundthe inRA @A Rdz £ Qa Y 2Haldver iNesate)Bobd réasond for (i & @

focusing on voting in particular. As noted, | will mainly understand the morally
relevant policy outcome as bajntied to the individual in light of her pttal
participation. The reasolis, voting is arguably theclearestway in which the
individual can express her will and make a contribution to policy outcoinés.

for most people considered the paramount exple of political participation. It is
unlikely that we will openly criticize someone who fails to write a convincing blog
post, or fails to participate in a demonstration for or against some important
issue, or fails to articulate her views sfgeaker§€rorner. But if someone declared
that she does not want to vote, this is usually met by at least astonishment,
followed by a list of reasons why it is very importémt a citizento vote. A second
reason for this focus is simply a matter of research pratitic There has been a
good dealof writing focused on voting specifically, both in philosophy and related
fields. It is also easy to measure the impact of voting compared to other forms of
participation, which makes it more straightforward to bring @ettain important
considerations pertaining to individual responsibility, such as the individual harm
caused, and the foreseeability of causing harm. It is of course important to
examine whether any findings can be generalised to otteem$ of political
participation, but it is outside the scope of this project. Presumably however, the
developments of this project can be generalized to other forms of political

participation.

Summing up: the overall question concerns whether the ordinary individual
citizen through her contribution, can be morally responsible for the morally
significant policy outcomes of the state, to an extent which merits an ascription of

praise and blameandwhich would potentially justify certain sanctioriBoreturn
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to the hypothetical historicalexampleabove it e.g. concerns whetheéhe German
citizen by voting fothe NSDAPwhile having a reasonable beligfat if this party
wins they will enacta policy of genocide which will lead to great amounts of
preventable death and desiction, is morally responsible for this death and
destruction, or part of it, when it actuallyccurs,either becauseshebrings about
the outcomedirectly, or becauseshe otherwise is in someorally relevant way

indirectly associated with it.

1.4 Whyitisa n interesting question

In this section, | will note what the practical implications of this work may be, and

highlight how this work relates to the philosophical landscape.

There are several reasons for why the overall question is interesting. Fifsly, i
large proportion of the public is indeed responsible for policy outcomes, the fact
that they are not perceived as appropriate bearers of responsibility may be wrong
in its own right. Furthermore it may have unfortunate consequences. E.g. if
citizens fél to regard political participation with the appropriate severity it
deserves, this could lead citizens to act carelessly when executing political power.
If citizens do not take their responsibility serioydlyere is a chance they will
make political deisions on a whim, or allow themselves to be directed mainly by
their immediate passions, possibly leading to suboptimal and simply harmful
policy outcomes. They may vote for or otherwise support morally bankrupt
political candidates, or they may suppodrdidates without taking enough time

to deliberate on the consequences of these candidates winning. Further, the
wrongs of the state are in many cases passed on to the citizens of the Bgte
when a state is sanctioned for breaking certain internatiocanventions, the
burden will almost surely be passed on to the citizens of the state, e.g. through
increased taxation, or reductions in social goods. Giving an account of individual
responsibility may at least in part explain and help justify imposich sanctions

on the relevant morally responsible citizens. This is particularly relevant when
questions of citizen liability in war are raised, where this may depend on
answering the question of their moral responsibility for the unjust war that has

been lrought about in part due to their political participation.
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On the other hand, a negative answer to the overall question may support the
notion that we are usually actually fully justified in a casual stance towards our

political support and politics asvehole. If this is the case, then a conclusion from

(KAa Ay @SadAalrdizy YIe adall2NI | ONXRGA I dzS

0KS GAff 2F (KS LIS2LX S¢3x 6KAOK Ylye
particular system comparatively superior deal. Further, it may support the case
that citizens are not liable to attack in war. Therefore, it will be beneficial to clarify
what is at stake in terms of policy outcomes, and determine whether individual
citizens are indeed morally responsible for seeoutcomes. As noted, many, if not
most people have an interest in political matters. Unless thinigly apastime
interest, it seems odd that people would care for these matters, if they
acknowledge that they are completely detached from them and Umab do
anything to affect whether the policy outcomes actually comes about. Indeed it

seems plausible thabne reason people are interested in politics and policy

outcomes, is because they actually believe they can impact them, at least in some

sense. Tis project is then an attempt to examine how the individual can impact
policy outcomespr can otherwise be tied to them, artd examine whether this
relationship is one that can ground moral responsipifior policy outcomes. As
noted, | will ultimatelyargue that it is appropriate to hold the individual citizen

morally responsible for policy outcomes.

Regarding the philosophical landscapthis project examing the moral
responsibility of the individual, in light of two fairly distinct approaches to moral
responsibility, namely\irectQand YhdirectQ | LILINIA I-ditekt Sappproach
attributes an outcome to the individual in light of her direct contribution to the
outcome. Interms of direct moral responsibility, | am unaware of anyone who has
tried to justify an ascription of moral rpsnsibility for policy outcomes. | imagine
that this is because it considered an obviously futile effothdeed,on the face

of it, that certainly seems to be the case. This is presumdéelgause it is
implausible that the individual can makesafficiently strong conribution to the
voting outcome, for thipolicy outcometo be attributed to her. Stijithough Iwill

eventuallyagree, it is important to examine precisely where such a project breaks
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down. This will help both motivate an indirect account, as well as highlight those
challenges an indirect account needs to respond to, in order to give a positive
verdict to the overall question. RegardingdhdirectQ approaches to moral
responsibility, the core notion here is that the individual can be morally
responsible for an outcome beyond her direct contribution to that outcome.
However, it is still distinct individuals acting asliiiduak who are the main
agents for an ascriptio of moral responsibilityl will examine and discuss such
approachesfrom chapter 6 and onwardsAs perhaps expected, there has been
some attempts to try to account for theoral responsibilityof the indviduals on

this approach. Howevethe central question of this thesis remains more or less
untouched, with a few notable recent exceptions which | will examine in more
detail in later chaptergPasternak, 2011, 2012bdelNour 2003 May 1992 Kutz
2000 SeumasMiller 2001, Gregory Mellem&2006. These accounts are quite
varied in how they justify an ascription of moral responsibility. Soangue that
individualsmay stand in a client/agent relationship with the state, where they are
in a position toauthorize the state and thbarms that states bring about, where
doing this confers responsibility on the individu@thers focus on how the
citizens identify with the outcomes of the nation, to an extent which can also
make us responsible for these ootoes Further, and as | will argue, most
promising,others’ focus on whether what we do as citizens can be construed as a
responsibilitygrounding joint action. The particular account will construct is
most clearly related tahis last category ohpproaches. Such accounts tryo
ground the individuall anoral responsibility for a given outcomdn her
participation inwhat can appropriately be characterized as a joint action, where
the morally relevant outcome is then brought about through this joint atti
These accountsare distinct from direct accounts because it is usually not
necessary that the individual herself makes a direct contribution to the outcome

in order for her to at least share in the moral responsibility for that outcpoase

6 E.g. Pasternak (2011, 2012), Parrish (2009), Young (2004).
"E.g. AbdeNour. (2003), May (1991) and Jaspers (2000)

8 In this project, Kutz (2000) specifically. But relevant to this view are e.g. also Gilbert (2006),
Tuamela (2010), Bratman (1992).
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long as she&an appropriately be said to be an inclusive part of the joint action.
Though my account is clearly reminiscentagbint action account it is not an
account of joint action proper. It is e.g. less demanding with regards to the
cooperative attitudes oflie participants, allowing decédly adversarial attitudes
among the participants, to the extent that they can incriminate themselves in
SI OK 2 KS s\arif theyNd ® Sdbditange each other, or would if they
could. Further, | give a novel account lbow the individual can be said to
contribute to the joint project, where we contribute to a joint project if it was
likely that we werea foreseeably interdependent part of the set of causes that
actually brought about theroject. | incorporate this ndon of contribution into

an account of indirect moral responsibility, which is applicable to the voting case,
and in light of which we can hold the individual citizen morally responsible for

policy outcomes.

Lastly, hough there has not been a great amaursf work done onindividual
moral responsibility for policy outcomes specificatlygre isrelevant tangential
work which connects to my projecParticularly one group of views are especially
relevant for this project, namely so called reductivist acdswf norcombatant
liability. These views are relevant tthis project, because they hold that the
criterion for individualliability in war,may depend orthe moral responsibilityof

the individual (e.g. McMahan 2009, andPrimoratz 200k Here one view
suggests that notombatantliability to attack in war can potentially be grounded
in the nonrcombatantsmoral responsibilityfor the harm which justified military
intervention in the first place if this attack can be justified akefensive Killing
After having produced auccessfulaccount of moral responsibility for policy
outcomes, | wilapplythis account to thejust war scenarioThis will allow me to
show that moral responsibility potentially grounds quite severe moral evaluations,
to an exten where it may be appropriate to attack the citizen because of her
voting act This then adds to the discussion of mRoombatant liability by
supporting an important part of the argument for n@mombatant liability, i.e. the
GY2N}f NBpatlzyaAroAf Ale:é
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1.5 Summing up

In the following Iwill approachthe overall question by resolving the tension
documented earlier between notion that the will of the people is represented in

the policy outcomes of the state, and our apparent reluctance of holding our
fellow citizens morally responsible for these outcomes. | will do ltlgisxamining

how we can justify holding the individual citizen morally responsible for policy
outcomes. Specifically, | will firstly examiaedirect control accounbf moral
responsibility, whicH will show fail in this regardecause the individual fails to

make a significant direct contribution to the policy outcome, and would even be
excused for doing to if she didhen | use this failure to motivate looking towards
indirect accounts of regmsibility, which Ireview. Eventhough they are
unsuccessful, | will build ainem, and ultimatelyconstruct anaccount2 ¥ & Y 2 NI f
Y S Y 6 S NJvKich lciin besuccessfullyapplied to the overall question. After

this, | will present the conclusions of this project, and draw some further
implications oftheseO2 y Of dzaA2y as alLISOAFTAOIff& gAGK NB3II
combatants) liability to being attacked in wdrwill show how he developed

account can in some cases ground the defensive killing of civilians.

2 Direct individualist moral r esponsibility

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, | introducand examinavhat roughly falls under the heading of a
Wirecttaccount ofmoral responsibity.® The aim in this chapter is firstly to specify
and elaborate the particular broad concept of responsibility | will apply to the
voting case in the first part of this projeath@pter 2-5). The second aim is to
develop the particular strategy | willngloy in order to test whether the
individual is directly morally responsible. In order to reach these two aims, | will
firstly present this responsibility concept, and distinguish it from other
responsibility concepts. After thi$ will examine how we aght to interpret this

concept in a more substantive sense with regards to what it meate taorally

%) say roughly, because there is an overlap between direct and indirect moral responsibility.
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responsible, and what it means twld someone morally responsible. This will be
important in order to clarify the specific conditions for moral respotitisih and
attaining the second aim of developing the noted strategy. At the end of this
chapter, | will have set out a clear strategy for the next two chaptdrere | test

whether the individual citizen directlymorally responsible for policy outcomes

The structure of the chapter is as followswill firstly introduce and examine the

notion of direct individualist moral responsibility | will discuss andhap the

subsequent two chapters. Specifically, in section 2.&idtinguish moral

responsiblity from other concepts2 ¥ WNBRLEBYIAAPABRNRSNI (2 aAy3f:
particular concept of interest to this project. Then in 2.3 | elaborate the relevant

notion of moral responsibilityn greater detail. Here | highlight two common ways

of understandinghis notion, namely in accordance with a Strawsonian account of

Y2 NI f NBalLlyairoAftAde FTyR Ay fAIKG 2F GKS
responsibility. After this, harrow my approackeven morein section 2.4where |

F20dza 2y contracoudt of nioGIRespdnsibility in order to derive the

specific necessary and sufficient conditions for moral responsibility. In the last

part of this section | set out the strategy for testing these conditions which | will

do in the next two chapterd wil sum up in chapter 5.

2.2 Responsibility concepts

¢KS G4SN WNBALRYyaAoOAtAGEQ Aa 1ljdzZAGS | YOA Idz2 dzi
at least four distinct notions of responsibility gH 1968:211 and Tognazzini

2013, and other writers have identified as many as six (Vincent 20hEyefore,

it will be important to provide some clarification of the particular broad notion |

gAftf 0S RAaAOdzaaAYy3I FYR FLIWIX @Ay3a G2 GKAA LINE:
drunkensea captain, and use it as a backdrop for clarifying the broad notion of

direct retrospective moral responsibility. | will not give a complete account of all

responsibility concepts in the parable, since they are quite well known, and not all

relevant tothis project.

Drunken sea captain
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and crew. But on his last voyage he got drunk every night and was
responsible for the loss of the ship with all aboard. It was rumoured that
he was insane, but the doctors considered that he was responsible for his
actions. Throughout the voyage he behaved quite irresponsibly, and
various incidents in his career showed that he was not a responsible
person. He always maintained that the exceptionahter storms were
responsible for the loss of the ship, but in the legal proceedings brought
against him he was found criminally responsible for his negligent conduct,
and in separate civil proceedings he was held legally responsible for the

loss of lifeand property. He is still alive and he is morally responsible for

0KS RSIFI{iKa 2F Ylye 62YSYy YR OKAf RNBY®é ¢

Wa 2 NI f NS Aslgasyirisated by Atgran@ence in the thesis title the
main responsibility conceptwill apply inthis project. It is indicated by the last
sentence of the parable, namely he is morally responsible for the death of the
women and childrenMoral responsibility is retrospective. This means that it
concerns past events. Specifically thasgtionsthat have been performed, or

outcomesthat have been brought aboutthrough some direct contribution

CdZNII KSNE WRANBOGQ Y2NIf NBas®eyndividbadl t A 1& O2yOf

has brought aboutis an individual as opposed to the actions outcomes that

have keen performed or brought by a groufivhat makes aR® A N&Quib@ion

to an outcomedirect, is that the individuals here exercising somstrong control

over that outcome, or part of itl will elaborate what control meas in a
subsequent section, butote that itat least presupposes that the outcome was to
some extentcausallydependenton the action of the individual herself, and that
she was awardour ought to have been awar®d ¥ G KA & RSLISYRSy OSo®
moral responsibility isndirect, becauset usually does not rely on the individual
exercising control over the relevant outcome. E.g. she can arguably (chapter 6 and
onwards) be indirectly morally responsible for an outcome by merely participating
in a collective project that brings about theitcome. As | will show, there are

potentiallyvarious ways in which she can inélirectly morally responsible
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Moral responsibility concerns actions and outcomes which can be attributed to us
as agents, which we are at fault for having produced, at lestn these concern
harmful events? When someone is (directly) morally responsible for an action or
outcome, this entails that the action or outcome is someththgy individually
have brought about in a way where the action or outcome is representative o
who they are. Michael Zimmerman puts Moral responsibility under the broader
KSIFRAY3I 27F LIS NERGAke, MeKEBnad, )2 $niith, @015: A5 ® ¢
indicate that this concept implies that the outcome is representative of who the
person is, aparfrom merely being representative of her bodily movements. In
order to be representative of who the person is, the person should also have been
aware, or ought to have been aware, that he or she brought about the outcome.
Further, for an ascription ofnoral responsibility, the action or outcome in
question at the very least has to have some moral relevance, i.e. be harmful.
Lastly, it is often assumed that if someone is morally responsible, some blame,
and potentially punishment is appropriate. This is hoaeva matter of
contention. As | will note in the next section, this depends on the particular
substantive interpretation one adheres to. Safe to say however, moral
responsibility is often associated with our blaming practices, and other moral

sanctions.When a person is also an appropriate target of some moral sanction,

some will refer to the individuahs beingk OO2 dzy (i I 0 A f Jelg@VatdeB & LI2 Yy AA 0t SC

1996).

As noted, moral responsibility is retrospective. Moral responsibitian be
contrasted toprospective NS a L2y aAoAf Ade O2yOSLIia a
|y Bole Hsponsibility.Virtue responsibilityusuallyimplieswhat we meanwhen

we refer to someone asm@sponsible persqras opposed to being an irresponsible
person.Being virtue respornble then means that the person ihe type of person
who we can rely oprospectivelyto do theright thing, e.g.because theipersonal
history can attestto thisL & A & A ywaiau®incidéni in g caréer showed
that he was not a responsibleersoé Ay (GKS LI NI of So

0 will ignore positive, or beneficial events entirely in this projeith regards to retrospective
moral responsibility and thus the question of whether we can be morally responsible for positive

outcomes. | will focus entirely on harmful actions and outcomes.
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the safety of his passengers and céew ¢ K2dzZaK NRfS NBALRZYAAOA

retrospective, it can be derived from an ascriptiai retrospective moral
responsibility. E.g. if | am morally responsible for dumping chemicals in the local
water supply, | may in light of this, havele responsibility, i.ean obligation to
clean it up. Further, the fact that | have dumped these chafmjcmay indicate
that | am lacking in virtue responsibility. | am the kind of person who would do

such a thing

Summing up this short exercise: the individual is directly morally responsible for a
harmful event thathas obtained, when it depended on hexction and she was
aware of this dependence. In the next section and through this chapter, | will
elaborate this in greater detail, and specify the individually necessary and jointly
sufficient conditionsAt the end of chapte#, | will conclude that théndividual

fails to be morally responsible for policy outcomes on this accdarthapter 5, |

sum up and round dthese chapters of direct moral responsibilifyhis motivates
moving on to chapter 6 and the subsequenitapters to examine whether the
individual is then morally responsible oan indirect account of moral

responsibility.

Having distinguishethoral responsibility from other responsibilityponcept | will

in the next section focus on the detad§this notion of responsibility.

2.3 Substantive accounts of moralr esponsibility

¢ K2dzZAK WY2NIf MOERABRYAYNBALAKER DNBY 20KSNJ
concepts as shown in the previous section, what the concept itself mdars

more substantive sensegeserves further attention This will be helpful in

establishing the conditions for moral responsibilitywill firstly examine two

different substantive interpretations of moral sponsibility ¢ the Strawsonian

view, and the Ledger view. | will then contrast the two. Then | will introduce a

plausible further distinction between attributability and accountability

responsibility, which will help in clearly distinguishing the specific necessary
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conditions the individual has to fulfil in order to be directly morally responsible for

policyoutcomes.

Strawson, P.F(2008) observes that when we acknowledge that someone
produces certain benefits or harms, or that they act admirably or badly, we are
often LINR Yy S (i 2NBO ONUIR /S y2004: 6) NtieskRnSlddé a wide range
of positive ornegative attitudes, including but not limited to gratitudshame,
pride and indignation(Watson, in Schoeman, 1988: 257 for an extensive Wst)
central claim in Strawson's account is that these reactive attitudes are not just
associatedwith moral resmnsibility, but are in factconstitutive of it. For
Strawsonholdingsomeone morally responsibla this way,is a fundamental part

of being human because it is fundamental to ounterpersonal relationships
Doing away with such practices woudcesumally impoverish our lives to a great
extent (ibid: 14) Further ¢ baring certain pathologieg we cannotavoid having

these attitudesgeven if we wanted to.

Though our reactive attitudes are constitutive of moral responsibility, Strawson

acknowledges thatwe can still to some extenthold other individuals morally

responsible even if we lack the reactive attituddismay e.g.be appropriate to

praiseor blame someone for instrumental reasons, e.g. admonish them because

we aim at affecting their behaviour gspectively. However, doing that involves

KIgAy3a 6KIG {GNrgazy Oltfa Iy a202S0O0GA@S i
see [that person], perhaps, as an object of social policy; as a subject for what, in a

wide range of sense, might be called treatmea something certainly to be

taken account, perhaps precautionary account, of; to be managed or handled or

OdzNBER 2NJ NI AYSRT LIS NK [Halingespofisiledn this2 6S | @2 A F
sense, is e.gvhat we do in many cases when vpeaise oradmonish a child for

her good or bad behaviour in the hopes that it will hawe positive effect

prospectively. We act as if we have the correspondimgactive attitudes towards

her, but such an actiordoes not require the existence of genuine reactive

attitudes. The objective attitudeis special, and it is not something which is

feasibly kept for extended periods of timBven ifit could, it would be a shallow

experience Susan Wolputs thismost poignantlywhen shestatesy @& ! G2NI R AY
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which human reldabnships are restricted to those that can be formed and

supported in the absence of the reactive attitudes is a world of human isolation so

O2f R YR RNBIFINE GKIG lye odzi GKS Y2adG Oe@yAac
(Wolf, S. 1981: 391).

In order to urerstand why Strawson focuses on our reactive attitudes like this,
one has to look atvhat heis responding to, namely the threat of determinisith.
everything inthe universe is determinedsome believe this rules out the
possbility of moral responsibily. One line of reasoning is thatve cannot be
responsible for something if wlack some degree of freedom of choice regarding
whether the action or outcome we angurportedly responsible forromes about

If the universe is determinedand thus if all evets are already fixedthat
seeminglyundercuts| y & 2 ¢hSi€eén the matter of how the events we are
seeminglymorally responsibldor unfold, and whether they obtain or notn that
case, we can seemingly not tie these events to the individualheis doing
{GN}Ygaz2yQa I O002dzyi A& Iy | Braadyyspadking,2 OA NDdzY
his claim is that whetheeverything inthe universe is determinedr not, it will

not constitute a reason for u® give up our reactive attitudes, and thus not our
notion of moral responsibility (because that is what moral responsibility amounts
to).

The argument builds upothe insight that there arewo possibletypes ofpleas

with regards to moral responsibility, and the observation thhe thesis of
determinism fals to adhere to fit with any of themA plea is a reason to modify
our reactive attitudes, i.e. a reason to adjust our ascription of moral responsibility
somehow.(McKenna 2012: 74jhe first typeof plea (excuses)koncerns when
something makes us readjusour reactive attitudes, e.g. in light of new
information aboutthe agent and/or her circumstancesl may be resentful of
Jones because he kicks his dog, but if | come to know that it was just a cardboard
cut-out of a dog, my attitudes will most likely ahge. The first type of plea
concersS ®Ad |y 26t SRISm, Brihe infir@atidishbl fepsghdad
access tp or other things which might lead us to acquire a different

understandng of why the person acted alse did. If the person e.g. had good
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reasons to think it was a cardboard euit, but it in fact was not, this will

presumably affect our reactive attitudes, from when we thought Jones knew

perfectly well that it was a real doge. we may excuse him, at least to a degree

The secondype of plea (exemptions)is one thatundermines the moral agent as

an appropriate recipient of reactive attitudes altogether, either in the current

situation, or entirelyl may again see Jones kicking his dog, but if | come to know

GKIFG KSQa asSs nfSidhpped® and dhgbie Itd dordrol Kd actioos

unable to understand that dogs are not simply playthintgs may lead me to
O2yaARSN) KFG KS Aa y2d4 Fy LG OFYyRARIFGS 73
outside the scope of themln this case, it is at new information about his

reasons for action which affects nydgment. t is information about his overall

moral status.The second type of plea undermsine agenf@ moral status, e.qg. if

the person has a mental illness, or is a child,jsonnder hypnotic suggestion

(Strawson, P. 2008: 8). Whateube case isit makes them inappropriate targets

of reactive attitudes. In this case, weften instead shift to the objective

perspective, and relinquish our reactive attitudes, at least idedg at best

consider them arobjectof treatment. Regarding thesecond type of pleaghough

it may in some cases be perfectly appropriate to take on the objective

perspective, our attitudetereOF yy 2 i aAy Of dzZRS G KS NI y3aS 2F NE
attitudes which belong to involvement or participation with others in inter

personal human relationshipsfthey] cannot include resentment, gratitude,

forgiveness, anger, or the sort of love which two adults can sometimes be said to

feel reciprocally, for eack® ( K §Sha@wsm, P. 2008: 10). The reasads, this

LISNB2Y Q& FAfYSYyd Kra RAYAYAAKSR 2dz2NJ FoAfAGe

relationship with that person.

The question is thenwhether determinism constitutes either type of plea.
{GNI g6a2y Qa thethesks Yf dateiminisri Hogs not undermine moral
responsibility because it does not fit into either typef possibleof plea, i.e.
excuses or exemptionfkegarding the first type of plea excusesg they only
apply to particular local actionsand ther application rests on the assumption
that moral responsibility is possiblé&Sincedeterminism is a global thesihat

applies to all phenomena all the timét does not apply to these particular
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instances Determinismis always in plgyso it cannot constute an excuse If
determinismis moral responsibility undermining, fibust pertain to the second
type of plea. Howeverthe claim that the acceptance adeterminism would
constitute an exemption to moral responsibility all togethercisaccording to
Stravson¢ implausible.The reason is that the acceptance of determinism will not
lead us to give up our reactiagtitudes, and since they are constitutive of what
moral responsibility is, determinism will not make us give up moral responsibility.
Now, we may simply disagree with himand object that descriptively, if we really
did accept thehesis ofdeterminismwholeheartedly we in fact would give up our
reactive attitudes. Strawson tries to convince us of the opposite when he writes:
GL  Adzld)2 &S thatSit isyndedabsoluiely 8nconceivable that it should
happen. But | am strongly inclined to think that it is, for us asavee practically
inconceivablé& (2008: 13). The reasas that he believes our praising and blaming
practices are ¢dtoo thoroughgong and deeply rooted for us to take seriously the
thought that a general theoretical conviction might so change our world that, in it,
there were no longer any such things as ifpersonal relationships as we
normally understand them; and being involvedinter-personal relationships as

we normally understand them precisely is being exposed to the range of reactive
FGdAGdzZRSa | yR FSSt Xibid & is dfkcbuise dnZemphiigal 1j dzSa G A 2 v .
question whether this is true or not, andaiill not try to challenge it heré! The
further question is then whether wehouldgive up our reactive attitudes in light

of acceptance of theleterministthesis.With regards to thisStrawson claims that
GGKS OGNHMzZGK 2NJ FrtaAade 2F | DEay&MNdef GKSaAAE 2
rationt f A (& 2 F (2008 143 Rathé¢\@henQalying up the pros and cons of
whether we should give up our reactive attitudes, it is rather quality of life
considerations which are central to such a judgement, not the thesis of
determinism at all, i.eit is whether it would make our lives better or worse. But
the fact that it is a reasonable question to ask, and the fact that an answer cannot
hinge on the truth or falsity of the thesis of determinism, indicates again that

determinism is not any relevant concern with regards to whether moral

™ This is exactly what Knobe, J. and Nicholglo$n their 2007 paper, where they show empirical

data which may suggetttat these intuitions can be challenged.
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responsibility is undermined by deterministh.So Strawson leads us to the
conclusion that determinism will not, and oughbt undermine our reactive
attitudes, and thus not our practices of holdiegch other mordy responsible
because it does not fit with the second plea either. Because it will not undermine
our reactive attitudes, it does not undermine the thing that is constituted by
them, i.e. moral responsibility. Thus, determinism does notstitute an
exemption In that sense, his position is compatibilidhstead of giving a
justification for why we should hold someone responsible, Strawson tries to show
us that it is simply an inescapable part of human practices, and in practice, it does

not hinge on the truth of determinism at all.

Strawson's view haBeen extremely influential, and hded to a naturalistic turn

in the debate of moral responsibilittKkane, R 2012: 200ocus has shifted from
the abstract metaphysical question of enquiring what a morally responsible agent
is, to instead enquiring intavhat is actually involved in thpractice ofholding
someone morally responsible, and the moral psychology of examining the
associated constitutive attitudes. A point of contention here is that if our moral
responsibility is simply the practice ®lding responsible this seems to run
contrary to the obseration, thatin many cases, when we praise and blame
someone, it is still an open question whether thaye morally responsible.
Specifically, it seems clear thaur judgements can be wrong, because our
psychological dispositions are malide. Fischer ath Ravizza.g. point out that if

a societyin g K A O K sevefélfretadded or mentally disturbed individuals are
resented, blamed and harshly punished for theiture to adhere to the norms of

GKS O2YYdzyAiléé ombddpoY my O dateljditicisehé&seya G KI O

™
(s}

practices for being wrong. According to McKennawever (2008: 118) this
conclusion is however too hasty. Our reactive attitude#l have a internal
criterion regarding their appropriateness, so if we e.g. wrongly judge another
person to be rude, e.g. because we are prone to hasty judgements from too much

caffeine and too little sleep, and in light of this judgement feel resentful towards

2 Interestingly enough, hison, Galen Strawson disagrees with this and claims that when we have
reactive attitudes, and make judgments about this person being morally responsible, we also have a

built in assumptia that the person in question is not determined (Strawson, G. 2008: 88).
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the person in question, this is actually a misapplication of our resentment,
according to theinternal standard of theattitude itself. We felt resentful, but
inappropriatelyso. The person may be morally responsible per se, but the person
will also have a valid excuse. Though our reactive attitudes are constitutive of
moral responsibility, and maf responsibility here is nothing more than our
reactive attitudesaccording to the noted interpretatiorthis does not entail that

our reactive attitudes are always appropriately applied, ascaugid by the first
type of plea | may be compelled to forra reactive attitude because | think my
friend is stealing from me. But when | see that | was mistaken in my judgement,
e.g. because ¢ome tounderstand that it wasactuallyhis own thing, | naturally
adjust this attitude because it becomes clear thadlid not correspond with the
facts as they really areTherefore, his account still allows for specifying the

relevant conditions.

A different substantive view of moral responsibility, and closely related to the

{G0NI ga2yAly @ASHI RSeed Kischek Ravicxh, ME 1998, af SRISNJ
Zimmerman 1988, 2002). Those who favour this viepresumablyagree that

when we hold someone morally responsible, this implies that we are usually ready

to treat them in certain ways. But they either disagree witha®son that reactive

attitudes constitute moral responsibilityor they believe that we shouldoosen

the connection between reactive attitudes and moral responsibilitiyey suggest

that it is appropriate to say that someone is morally responsible as a factual claim,

even if this does not thereby make a reactive attitude appropriate, or even if the

agent is undeserving of being the target of any positive or negative attitude or

action (e.g. retibution or reward). On the ledger view, an ascription of morally

responsibility idogicallyindependent of our reactive attitudes. On this view if we

consider someone morally responsible, this implies merely their moral value has

been affected (Fischer,M. & Ravizza, M. 1998). However, with regards to desert

it is silent, and anyoldingresponsible requires further giification. Any reactive

attitude or moral sanction such as punishment depends on reasons aside from the

ascription of moral responsiiji. ' & W2Sf CSAYOSNH NRGSaY ac¢
NEalLlRyairotS wX6 Aa yz2a G2 o0S tAlLotS G2 lFyeé |
AYTF2NXIEE NBalLkRyaSa adzOK Fa FOda 2F ofF YAy3Ae
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to the Strawsonian view. The directiomthe other way around than for Strawson
(Watson, G. 2004: 222) with regards to our attitudes. On the ledger view, a
common way of thinking about the issue, is to imaginenetaphoricalmoral

f SRISNI 62N a2YS ARSIt NBGhR 1070:130)Af AGe (2
When a person then is morally responsible, this means that they fulfil the
conditionsg whatever they areg to get a mark on their metaphorical ledgérL i A a
as if, when a morally responsible agent does something praiseworthy or
blameworthy, a newli NHzi K Sy iSN&R (GKS a0SyS: IyR
Y2NI f af SRISNE {2AFF SEK I olla CLIFSNGAY, \it 31am epery n o 0

0 KSNB
question whether reactive attitudes are appropriatdloral responsibility is

strictly an intellectuallybased assertion, rather than an interpersonal experience,
Fa Ay {{iNlIgazyQa OFIasSo

Comparing the two substantive interpretatign do not think there are any clear
necessanydistinctions with regards to answering the overall question whether

one takes thd_edgerview or the Strawsonian view. On the Strawsonian view, it is

an open question whether our reactive attitudes (and practices) correspond to

0KS LI NIAOdzZ I NJ NBFOGAGS | dldnisdaR& Ed ONR G SNR?2
guestion whether a given reage attitudeis justified Supporting the notion that

they are comparable in their applicatioRjscher and Raviz£4998: 910) argue

that one couldindeedenvisiona mixed account of these twsubstantiveviews.

On such an account, someone is @t canddate for reactive attitudes, iff one

KFa | LRaAGA@S 2N yS3al GAT@Sledgel iely theny 2y SQa Y
specifies the internal criterion foour reactive attitudes which matches the

conditions for an asgtion of moral responsibility.

Whether ane subscribes to the Strawsonian view, or the Ledger view above, a

further questionconcernswhat the actual conditions for moral responsibility are

(or what the internal criteriafor our reactive attitudes js In relation to this, a

development afterStrawsorhighlightsthat Strawson and othexbefore him seem

to conflate two distinct notions of responsibility. One is responsibility as

Witributability Yy R 0 KS 20 KSNJ Aa NBa(Wats6rs &.2008:A G& | a Wl
265). Attributability responsiblity does not in itself ground or justify the actual act
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of holding someone responsible, i.e. it does not in itself make praise, blame or
punishment appropriate. It can simply be an insulated judgement about the
person character, or a judgement about wthe person did, through whaGary
Watson calls thearetaic perspective (1996: 231) Plausiblysuch judgmentsio

y2i KI @S G2 NBOSIt | ye&iKAyasl dbes modriply i K S
that holding her responsible is appropriatAs an exampleof attributability
responsibility, wecan e.g. imagine performing some mundane action with no
clear moral significance, which does not seem to be any reflection of tHeS y' (i Q &
character, such as putting the left shoe on before the right shoe. In the Horma
case, where this is done consciously, it is clearly attributable to the agent as
something she has done, and an outcome she has brought about. It seems clear
that there is some not just causal responsibilitysense in which it is appropriate

to say, hat this agent is responsible for this action and outcome.

When someone is attributability responsible, this at least implies that the
individual in question is an appropriate candidate, in principle, for some further
attribution of what Watson calls actintability. Accountability responsibility is the
GKAfYRé (GKS AYRADA R dzpracticdNd araiddny, Dlandirfg &nd | &
punishing her.®* ** Accountability responsibility presupposed an ascription of
attributability responsibility, but not vice vers&o when Strawson identifies
moral responsibility with our piaing and blaming practices, he ¢onflaing at

least these two notions, i.éhe practice of holding responsible, arabcribing an
action or outcome to the individualThe implication Strawson makebat the

activation of the reactive attitudes constitute moral responsibility, seems to

3 An exception here may be that an outcome can be attributable to an agent, even if that agent can
never meet the further conditions for moral responsibility, e.g. due to that agenbeing sensitive

to moral considerations.

“e¢KSNBE FNB INBdzofd Ffaz 20KSNJ a7l OSag¢ 27
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does not use theecific term himself, but others attribute it to him, e.g. Shoemaker 2011), which is
a notion of responsibility related to attributability responsibility, but where even though it does not
in itself justify sanctions, other parties are justified in demagdthat the person answers for the

particular action, trait or outcome, where the response (answer) from the relevant party may then

justify accountability if it is unsatisfactory.
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overlook the significance of this conceptually gprinotion of attributability
responsibility and tre fact that a different criterionor different conditions, apply

to attributability and accountability respectivelyIncidentally then the
attributability/accountability distinction of responsibility se¥s closer to the
ledger view of moral responsibilitHowever, instead of holding that therare
conditions for moral responsibility andjustifications for praise and
blameworthiness, we would say that there arecertain conditions for
attributability responsibility, and further conditions for accountability
responsibility In the rest of this project] will assumethe distinction between
attributability responsibility and accountability responsibilisyappropriate.This

will simplify the task ahead. Whetesting whether the individual is morally
responsible for policy outcomes, we can simply test whether she is attributability
responsible first, and if she fails, ignore the question of whether she also fulfils the
conditions for accountability respondliy. If we cannot attribute an outcome to

the individual, she shouldot be held accountable for 1.

2.4 Conditions for moral responsibility , and the proposed

strategy

In this section Will briefly specify theconditionswhich are usually considered
necessay for attributing an outcome to the individuallhis will be helpful in
proposing a strategy for examining whether the individual is directly morally
responsible for policy outcomes, in light of these conditiongill explorethese
conditionsin greaterdetail in the next two chaptersThis section will progress in
adherence with the attributability/accountability distinction from abovie will
mainly focus on the former and only briefly touch on the conditions for
accountability in the last part of thisection.In the subsequent chapters, | will
discuss what is further required for someone to &ecountabilityresponsible.l

will argue that in order to attribute an outcome to the individual, the individual

should have been able to exercise control over that outcome. As bugtjest

!5 Of course | have to note that if some argument can be presented, suggeakfit accountability
does not necessarily presuppose attributability, then this will potentially affect the conclusions |

draw on the matter.
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control requires firstly that the action was produced voluntarily, aadondlythat

the adion actually broughtabout the outcome or contributed to it An action is

produced voluntarily if itfirstly was not physically forced by someone or
something elseand secondlyif the individualfulfils a cognitive conditionsThe

cognitive conditiongoncerns whether she is aware that her actions contribute to

a given outcome, and whether she is aware of the significance of that outcome. It

also concerns when she may be excused for being ignorant of her contribution

and the significanceAn action brirgs about an outcome, or contributes to it, if

0KS 2dzi02YS RSLISYRa 2Rt tagehsr, theye Rue gherR dzI £ Q&
three individually necessary and jointly sufficientonditions for direct
attributability responsibilityd 2 dza &  WI G (i NOAaoAdalAlf GAAGERAQ &F 2N\B AlLB2S

chapter)for an outcome, which can be stateoughly as such

a) The action that produced the outconieunforced
b) The individuafulfils a cognitive condition

c) The individual brought about the outcome

| will specify the conditins in the rest of this chapter, howevemgain, | will not
provide a wholehearted defence of the claim that these conditions are
individually necessary and jointly sufficient in this chapter. | will simply show there
is some plausibility to that claim, drthen defend it to a greater extent in the next

two chapters.

2.4.1 Attributability as  control

Among many writers on moral responsibility, it is assumed that for an individual
to be morally responsibléor an outcome she hago haveexercisel some form of
cortrol over that outcome'® Put differently, and in line with the current

exploration, we may say that in order for an outcome to be attributable to an

%A consequentialist account of moral responsibility would be the exception here, since the
question of whetherthe individual had any control is not necessarily relevant to whether praising
and blaming the individual will lead to best consequences (Usually attributed to J. J. C. Smart 1961:
302). Blaming someone for an outcome, even though they lacked controltioaepoutcome, may

e.g. lead to that person acting in ways which will bring about best consequences, down the line.
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agent and thereby potentially makéhe individualmorally responsibldor that
outcome, the agent has to at least haseme control over whether or how that
outcome comes about, or fails to come abdlfThomasNagel (Nagel, 1979)
famously asserted that control was necessary for moral evalutioand
according to Neil Levy, this is indeed the most commonly held view of moral
responsibilitytoday (2014: 109) Though there are exceptions to tfisit will in

most ordinary cases seem plausible that the distinguishing aspect of whether we
should attibute an outcome to the individual, is that she actually was able to

bring about that outcomeor could have avoided bringing it about

The idea that control is central to moral responsibility is compatible with both the
Strawsoniarview and the Ledger ew above It isthus not a further substantive
view of moral responsibility, but rather a further specification of how to interpret

a central aspect of these views, i.e. how to appropriately attribute an action or
outcome to the agent in question. E.ga reason why someone on the
Strawsonianview may not be an appropriate target for reactive attitudes, could
be construed as a lack of control e.g. because they are acting under strong
abnormal psychological compulsion. Or, on the ledger view, an explanttion

why the agent deserves a negative moral evaluafmmark in her ledgemgould

Y1 LINBOAAS RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F 4O02yiGNBfé Aa RAFFAOMA G G2 F
58yySGiiQa FT2N¥dzZ | (A28 3FA0KAHSOENI PHIdzBY 46! O2y (i NRf &

NEflFdAaz2zy o068SG6SSy ! +tyYyR . Aa &adzOK GKIFIdG ' OFy RNR@GS . A
gyitia . G2 068 Ayé omdbpynY pHOd® hT O2dzNBESSE (2 GRNARGBS . ¢
howS@SNJ adz33aSada GKIFIG GKS Wy2NX¥EE Nry3aISQ LISNIFAya G2
WRNAGSQ LISNIIFAya (2 GKIG 6KAOK ¢S OFy |OGdzZ tte AyAGALl

my actions brought it about, and if | foresaw that my actiamsild lead to it.

8 But he nonetheless shows that almost everything we do and ascribe to the individual, is beyond

our control, since it is susceptible to some kind of moral luck.

%) am getting ahead of myself here. But | should mention, that aside from the more famous issues
pertaining to moral luck, there are issues pertaining to culpable ignorance. Arguably (I will discuss it
in chapter 4), we could not exercise control over amtcome which is the result of a literally

thoughtless action, where we are not responsible for our thoughtlessness. However, some will argue
that we can be morally responsible for such an outcome. If this is the case, then we can attribute an

outcome an otcome to the individual which she we had not control over.
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in part be because it is true that the person was actually able to prodhee

harmful outcome, i.e. was in control regamd whether that outcome obtainedr

not. Theview that control is necessary fanoral responsibility can historically be

traced back to Aristotle who argues that a person is only an apt candidate for

moral responsibility fi the person acted voluntarily (Aristotle, 1998: Bk 3)

G+ 2t dzy ( | Nidydo thbskdhihgs & which the person is the cause or origin,

and in Aristotlés case it refers to an action and an outcoroea trait (which | will

ignore here).Thisplausiblyd A Sa Ay G2 WO yhé Névid@abto ieS O dza S
able to exercise control ovesome outcomeO, it plausiblymust at leasthave

been the case that O was produced uatarily. It however alsorequires more

than that

For an actionto be voluntary, it has to fulfil two conditian which are stated
negatively Firstly, the agent must not be compelled by an extal physical cause
(e.g.Broadie, 1991: 142 and Glover 1970:-21) to produce the relevant action or
outcome. | will denote thisupstream control. The reasons for thisabel is that

this condition concerns whether the individual is in some way determined by
antecedentexternal physicatauses, i.esomething thatis upstream from the
individual. A clear example would be a gust of wind pushing someuneas a
consequenceuncontrollably ends up harming someone elg@r it could be
someone whdorces our handn the literal senseln thesecasesthe cause of her
action is clearly external to the person in a way which inhibits 38 N& 2 y Q &
capacity for voluntary choicand ter ability to exerciseontrol over an outcome
Further, it also concerns manipulation, e.g. psychological or chemical
manipulation, e.g. druggingrdiypnotization wheresomeone isnanipulatedto
perform some action in a way whiamdermines heroriginal will. We can also
imagine a morellustrative case:rhaginee.g. persorA walking down the street.

All of a suddera dog comes from out of nowhere, and runs ouffriont of her.
Unable to react in time, persoAtrips over the dog andfallsinto personB, who
loses balance and falls to the groymsgtraping her knees. Ignoring certain details,
we wouldnot attribute the outcome ofpersonB scraping her knees to persay

as something persor did. There was no voluntary act, and persardid not

clearly execise control over the noted outcome. It was seemingly just an
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unfortunate accidental occurrencéVe could arguably also include something like

the thesis of determinism here. | s&jirguabl\Q because whether determinism

falls under this condition, will gsumably RSLISY R 2y 2y SQa (KS2NB
commitments with regards to the debate dinree willand determinism. If free will

is e.g. assumed to beompatible with determinismi.e. if the individual can

perform the morally relevant sort offree action even if th universe is

determined,i KSYy RSGSNXAYAAY R2Sa y20 ySOSaal NAfe
control. However, a noted elsewhere, | will have very little to say on the topic of

free will and determinism in this project.

Secondly an action or an outcoméras not been produced voluntarily the
person fails to fulfil certain cognitive requirementse. I coghitive conditiorQ
Thiscondition as noted concerns whether shad the intention to contribute to

an outcome, in the sense that skesaware that fie contributed to an outcome,
and whether shewas aware of the significance of that outcome. Further, it
concerns when she is excused for lacking said awaréhéssheat the time of
performancewas unaware that her action would produce said outcomss, ihen
appropriate to say the outcome was not brought about voluntarily. Imagine e.g. a

person walking out the door as she does every day. However, on this day,

21 GSNNMAY2t23A0Lt y238 NBIINRAYI WHsl NBySaaQs wizNBa
W gl NBySaaQ yR WF2NBasSSIoAfAGEQ | NB &aey2yeévyzdzar o6KSy
obtainild® L @gAfft Ffaz2 dzyRSNERGIYR WAYy(dSydAazyQ & YSIyAiy3

WLYGSyGA2yQ A& KSNB dzyRSNEG22R +Fa gKIG {OFyft2y o6wmHnnyyY
opposite ofunintentional. Again, as foreseeability. Another notiohistention, is intention in the

Gy NNBg aSyasSéd ¢KAA A& o6KIFG ¢S dzadzatte YSIYy o6& al AYEd
FOGA2yZ YlI& LXlte | NRtS Ay FFFSOGAYy3a K2¢g ¢S SOlLtdz GS
that personalsoforesees K & KSNJ | OdA2y gAff LINRPRdAzOS | OSNIFAY KI NJ
obviously a necessary condition for moral responsibility, assuming one can have an aim without

foreseeability. If | drive on the sidewalk with the exclusive aim of getting to work mac&lgul can

still be morally responsible for the destruction | cause, even though | never aimed for it. | can,

60S80FdzaS L T2NBalg GKIFEG Yeé OGA2y ¢g2dd R ONARy3I | o2dzi (K
actually expected to cause this harm. On thbeethand, we would perhaps feel justified in an even

harsher reactive attitude, if we came to know that | actualsowanted to hurt people. So intention

in the sense of foreseeability or awareness is necessary for moral responsibility, but aim is not

clearly necessary, though it may affect our evaluation nonetheless.

41



unknown to her, her closing the door stadsin a subtle butterflyeffect kind of
way ¢ an extremely unlikely chain reaction which results in a car crash on the
other side of town two weeks from now. This outcome was not something she can
be said to have produced voluntarilgnd by some stretch of the term, it was
outside her contral She was uaware that the outcome would obtain, and she
was unaware that her action would bring it aboRegarding the voting case, this
pertains to whether the voter understasdhe significance of th@olicy outcome

in question,and thuswhether it is plausible tat the voter could foresee the
consequences of a particular candidate winning. It also concerns whether she has
sufficientreasons to expect that her vote willtimately make a contribution to

the policyoutcome i.e. whether she was aware that her votewid contribute If

she was completely ignorant of a given outcome being a consequence of some
political candidate winning, that outcome can presumably not be attributed to her
(unless she ought to haveeen awaré. Further, and more complicated, if she is
unaware that her voting action brings about or contributes to the outcome, the
outcome can presumably not be attributed to heither (unless she ought to have

been awarg. Again, it is not something she has brought about volunt&fily.

Thethird andlast controlconditionwhich does not relate to Aristoti& discussion
on voluntarinessis opposite to upstream control. It thke notion ofdownstream
Wausal responsibilitgXoriginally stated as a necessary condition by Joel Feinberg

(1968: 674¥). Cawsal responsibilitgoncerns whetter we in certain circumstances

AZwSOFtft FALAYS WO2YGINREQ O2yOSNYya sKSGKSNI (KS
an action was produced, or an outcome came about. To say that the cognitive conditiompéaa
whether the outcome came about is perhaps a stretch of the term. However, the idea is that if we
did not expect, or had no good reasons to expect that our action would bring about an outcome,
then we were unaware that the outcome depended on usvdfwere unaware that it did, we were

also unaware that we ought to act differently to avoid bringing about the outcome. Therefore, we
were unable to avoid the outcome coming about. Again, it may seem like a stretch to say the
individual could not exerciseontrol over the outcome, but the substantive concern still applies.
Because of our ignorance, we had no reason to change our behaviour, because we did not know it

would lead to the relevant outcome.

2| am sure the idea can be traced back to much farther. But | am not aware of anyone using that

term.
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actually did affect some outcome directly through otnodily movementsor in

the case of an omission, whether we coubthysically have prevented the

outcome (though causal responsibility armnissions are a contentious issue: see

chapter 3) Thisalsorelates to what in common law is referred to #stus Reu@

or the external or objective elemeft.Ilt concerns what the agent causeick. it

concerns whether a externalcausal relatioship obtains between the agentor

her body)and the action or outcome. Regarding #ttionQit concerns whether

the agent infiated the physical bodily movements.eBarding the'dutcomeQit

concerns whether the individuactually initiated thecausal chain oéventsthat

produced the outcomel will in this projectignore the formerentirely. | will

assume that the agent in question, i.e. the citizexphysicallythe author of her

own actionsin the causal sensdf we return to the doorclosing example from

before, imagine instead that the persdras a reasonable belief that closing the

door will actually lead to this car crash on the other side of town, two weeks from

now. We can e.g. imagine that closing the ido I & | &LISOAFTFAO GAYSZI A
I KSIFRE aAadyrft G2 | KAGYIYyS gK2 g¢gxfft Odzi GKS
car two weeks from now, in order to kihe personin the car crashlf she closes

the door, but the hitman forgot their appointment, but ¢hcar still simply

happengo crash at the same time, this outcome is not attributable to her. It was

not within her contro] becausethat causal chain broke dowreven though the

outcome obtained Now, we may still consider her a very bad peréamtrying.

Indeed, theactionof closing the door with the reasonable expectation that it will

lead to a car crash, may be sufficient for putting her in jail. But, it would be

inappropriate to say that theutcome is attributable to her, and at least for that

reaon, it would be inappropriate to hold her morally responsible that

outcome. Causal responsibility pertains to whether the individoalld actually

make a difference to the voting outcomié.shecould not then she is not causally

responsible, and theutcome cannot be attributed to her directhA note on

& R A NBoQusdrespgonsibility is what makeR A NBOG Y2 NI f NBAaLRYyaAoAf A

It concerns whether the outcome depended on the action of the individual. In

2 Actus reuss generally referred to as the 'external element' of a crime in law, which is usually
interpreted as causal responsibility (G.R. SullivaB3)19The other component is thi&lens rea,

which then is the guilty mind, i.e. the mental/cognitive component
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chapter 6 and onward, | will examiniedirect accouns. These accounts can be
distinguished from the direct account, in that they try to ascribe rhora
responsibility to the individual for an outcome, in a way that does not rely on the

outcome depending on her contribution.

For the sake ofthis project, upstream antrol is the least interesting. The
individual citizen who votes at a general election is usuallyphgsicallyforced to
do so. Further,whether determinism is problematics a matter not directly
pertaining to this case of appli moral responsibilityThe discussion of free will
and determinisnconcerns globally whetheanyonecan be morally responsible at
all, i.e. dl cases of moral responsibility. \ould be outside thescope of this
projectto engage with that debateasidefrom notingits relevance | will for the
sake of this project simply assume thdte individual fulfils the necessary
freedomrelevant conditio* for moral responsibility If it e.g. turns out that
moral responsibility is impossibleecause of determinig, this will constitute a
problem for applications of thenoral responsibility to all casesot just with
regards to policy outcomesThe®ognitive conditio@and the individuad cadsal
responsibilit®2 however concerns whether a particular person, arouyp of
individuals, are morally responsible in specific (or local) circumstambesefore

these will need to be examined in greater detail, and applied to the voting case.

2.4.1.1 Preliminary strategy

In light of the above, an obvioyseliminarystrategy seempossible Specifically,
examine whether the individual fulfils the individually necessand jointly
sufficient conditions for attributabilityin turn. If the individual citizens fails to
fulfil any of the conditions, then she is not directly morallgpensible.Recall,
direct morally responsible for an outcomerequires both attributability

responsibilityand accountabilityresponsibility for the outcomelf we cannot

“¢KAA Aa CAAaOKSNI FYR wik@AaliTtrQa GSNY o0So3d mphoY yovd L
make ¢ what should be considered a free tioice. Whether that is then the ability to have done

otherwise (discussed in Frankfurt 1969), whether there has to be some hierarchical alignment with

our first order and second order desires (Frankfurt 1971), guidance control (Fischer and Ravizza

1998), o libertarian free will is less important for this specific project.
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attribute an outcome to the individual, she is not accountability responsible

either. Therefore, the strategy can be restricted to focusing on the attributability
NBalLRyaArAoAftAde FTANRIGEZT |yR GKSy LRadlLRyS (GKS
accountabiliy responsibility till it is clear that she is actually in the running for

such an ascriptionThe individuals attributability responsible for an outcome if

she fulfils three individually necessary and jointly sufficient conditions, namely if

she(here nore specifically stated than in the beginning of the chapter

a) Has upstream control
b) Fulfils the cognitive conditign

c) Is causally responsible for the outcome

As noted, | will simply assume the individual has upstream control. So in the next
two chapters,| will discussthe causal responsibilitgondition and the cognitive
condition in greater detail. filen | will apply theseconditionsto the case of
political participationg specifically the voting casgeto see whetheiit is plausible

that the individualcitizen fulfils these conditionst shefulfils both, and assuming

she has upstream control, it is appropriate to attribute the outcome her. This
opens her up for a further ascriptiorf accountability responsibility and thus an
ascription of direct moratesponsibility for policy outcomesConversely, if she
fails to fulfil either condition, then she cannot be morally responsible on a direct

account.

Before moving orio the analysis in the next two chaptersneed taobriefly touch

on the accountabilityresponsibility of the individual. So far | have merely stated

the conditions for attributing an action or outcome to the individual. A further

question is when the individual is accountable for that outcome. when we

should hold her responsible for theutcome In order forthe individualto be

accountable, she needs to fulfil the conditions for attributability responsibility.

However leyond this the outcomeplausiblyhas to at least constitute a harfwe

cannot be accountable for neutral outcomesyhat ¥ K | NJY @eaidsKwiliyften

be a matter of disputE F YR RSLISYR 2y 2y SQFhedf&t&2 NBGiA Ol f (
the conditions for when the individual is accountable, pertains to a larger

discussionThankfully, we can ignomaostof this complexityif we simply focus on
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clear cut cases. A cleaxample could be a person shootiagd killing an innocent
person. This is clearly a harmful outcome. So, if that outcome is attributable to the
shooter, among other things because the shooter was causally respefgitihe
outcome, and fulfils the cognitive conditidis aware of the consequences bér
action), then it would seem she is accountable for the outcome, perhaps insofar
as blaming her, or punishing her serves some further purpose (if we accept the
ledger view§>. In the current context, we could then focus on unambiguous
harms, such as the outcomes of unjust wars, or racial discriminatomnever,

this is presumably still notsufficient. If the shooter was e.g. coerced into
performing the action, this my at the very least excuse her. More generally, it
seems the cost of defection should bepected to beeasonably lo’. What that
means in specific cases, will of course be a matter of debate, and | will for that
reason avoid fringe cases the shootercase, this coul@é.g.mean that someone
threatened to killmy family if | did not kill someone else. The fact that such a
threat exists, would presumably affect my accountability compared to a situation
where there was no threat#\gain, as noted, | will&orate this in the chapter on

the cognitive conditiorand throughout the whole project

2.5 Summing up the chapter

In this chaptel firstly disambiguatedhe concept of responsibilityand centered

my focus on direct retrospective moral responsibility.,Iraoral responsibility for

an action or outcome that has happened, which the individual brought about or
made a significant contribution to, directly then examined two important
substantive interpretations of moral responsibility, namely the Strawsowxiaw

and the Ledger view.noted that with regards to their application, they ageiite

similar, and that they lend themselves to matural distinction between

= Recall, on the Ledger view, our reactive attitudes and further moral sanctions such as punishment,
depend on further justification. On the Strawsonian view on the other hand, our xeaattitudes
are constitutive of moral responsibility, so here they cannot be distinguished from an ascription of

moral responsibility.

% Or in cases of omissions, the cost of performing the relevant action that would have prevented
the harmful outcome, Isould also have be reasonable low. | will elaborate discuss omissions in the

next chapter.

46



Wttributability responsibilitfQand Hccountablity responsibilit@ Thisdistinction
allows for clarifying the conditions for either type of responsibility respectively.
With regards to attributability responsibilityl argued that a natural way of
understanding whether soe outcome ought to be attributed tehe individual
was in light of whether shéad been able teexercise control over the relevant
outcome. | then elaborated the particular conditions for contrdlhey were
upstream control, the cognitive condition, andausal responsibilitylf the
individual fulfils theseonditions then she has control over the relevant outcome.
If she has control over it, it is attributable to her. If it is attributable to her, she
may potentially be held accountable for ,iif she § aware that the outcome is
harmful (or ought to havéeen awar¢ and if the cost of defection is sufficiently
low. If she is both attributability responsible and accountability responsible, then
she isfully fledgedmorally responsible for the relevant mome. However, as |
will showin the next two chaptersandsum up in chapter Sn the case of voters
and policy outcomeghe outcome is pt clearly attributable tothe voter. $e is

not directly morally responsible for policy outcomés.the next two chapters |
will examine he causal responsibility and cognitive condition in further detalil

(while ignoring upstream control)

3 Causal c ondition

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter | will examine whether the individual is causally responsible for

policy outcomes by way of votingirst(3.2), | document thatcausal responsibility

plausibly is anecessary condition fatirectly attributing an outcome to the agent,

and thus a necessary condition fdirect moral responsibility for outcomedn

doing KA &3 L KAIKEAIKG GKIG WwW2YAaarazyaQ Yleé 02
introduced at the end of chapter,2and propose a possible ways to respond to

this. Then (3.3) | examine whether the individual citizen fulfils the condition of

causal responsibili for policy outcomes, when she participates in the political

process by way of voting. Yy R2Ay 3 G(GKA&AX L KAIKEAIKEG &l faAs

causal responsibility can be undermined. | single out the problem of
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overdetermination as the most significacihallenge to causal responsibility the
voting caselIn section 3.4. | focus on the problem of overdeterminatiwhich is

a problem due to the particular threshold structure of the voting case. | propose a
solution to the problem, but then show that ihsolution leads to counterintuitive
results. In3.51 sum up this chapter, and conclude that we lack clear grounds for
holding the individualvoter causallyresponsible and thus for attributing the
voting outcome to the citizenlf we accept this, this underminedirect moral

responsibility for policy outcomes.

3.2 Causal responsibility as a necessary condition for direct
attributability responsibility , and the problem of

omissions

In this section | will examine whether causakponsilility for an outcome is
plausibly a necessary condition fattributing an outcome to the individual
directly?” ?® | will start out by arguing that there seems to be an implicit
acceptance of something like this condition in many of our judgments about
mora responsibility which seems to indicate that causal responsibility in part
grounds moral responsibilityl will then cast doubt on the necessity of this
condition, by highlighting the problem of omissionsastly, | propose how to

respond to this problem

%" Recall, under the current framework, moral responsibility should be understood as composed of
two necessary components, namely attributability and accountabiliyhen an agent is
attributability responsible for an outcome, the outcome is tied to the agent as something she e.g.
voluntarily and knowingly did. If she is attributability responsible, this opens her up for an ascription
of accountability responsibilitylf she is accountability responsible, it is appropriatehwd her
responsible for what she did, e.g. blame and punish her. Obviously then, if she is not attributability

responsible, she is not morally responsible.

8 Recalldirectmoral responsibilityrivolves that the outcome is also attributed to her directly, i.e. in

fAIKG 2F KSNJ RANBOG O2yiNRo6dziAzy (2 (GKS 2dzid02YSd 2 K¢

GFrGGNRoOdzi oAt AGE@E Ay GKAA OKI LI SNE A (ionoKiedz R

concepts, unless | state otherwise.
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When an indiidual is causally responsibléor an outcome, this means
straightforwardly thatthe individualbrought about that outcomeThisis usually
interpreted asa certainrelationship obtaining betweea person (or a thingand

the outcome, in a way where it is appropriate to say that the person caused the
outcome How this relationship between the individual and the outcome is then
appropriately spelled oumore specificallyis a matter of debate which | will
examine throghout this chapter. Concerning why causal responsibilitihés

often assumed to be a necessary condition fooral responsibilityfor an
outcome,seems perhaps just agraightforward This goes hand in hand with the
concept of attributability responsibility highlighted earlier, where an action or
outcome has to be tied to the agent in some way, in order for the individual to be
morally responsible for that action or outcome. If we accept that moral
responsibility presupposes attributability, wsal responsibility can then be
interpreted as partly constitutive of thig/iing the outcome to the agents e.g.

Joel Feinberg suggests (D97L.30%°. Outcomes are things in the actual world, a
subset of which are moral outcom@sand if the agent is morgl responsible for
something in the world, we could then see causal responsibility as part of what
ties the agent to those outcomesaking her attributability responsible for them,
and potentially morally responsihl€arolina Sartori@lso mirrors this entiment,

and proposes thamoral responsibility entails causal responsibilig007: 750)

and in part grounds moral responsibility, because causal responsibility tells us
a2YSOKAY3I AYLRNIIFIYyG Fo2dzi GKS AYRAGARIZ £ Q& |
causal responsibility is necessary fattributability responsibility, and moral
responsibilitg.  Y2ald ¢2dz R 3ANBS (GKIG a2ySsS aagNey3a Ol
behaviour, and a harm, is insufficient for an ascription of moral responsibility (e.g.
as documengd by Szigeti, A 2014 and Sartorio, C 280T)e such a relationship
can e.g. be entirely accidentalo give an obvious example of this, say e.g. that
future scientists establish with absolute certainty, that my writing this sentence

causes the near extction of the human race 200 years from ndWt is doubtful

% As | will elaborate later on, it is not the only possible interpretation of this link.
VeKS aY2NIfé¢ LINL A& y2a ySOSaalNRfte Ay GKS 2NIR AY |

* Joel Feinberg and H.L.A. Hhave both given an account of the centrality of this condition both

for moral responsibility, and its legalistic application and rationale (Feinberg, J. 1970 and Hart, HLA.
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that anysurvivingfuture reasonable person with this information in hand, would
consider me morally responsible for this outcome lhselelyon this fact about
the causal relationship betweenearand that outcomeMore is needed” If | am
merely causally responsiblehdt outcome is not attributable to me as an agent,
but merely attributable to me as a thing (e.g. my fingers punching kBgsause

it is insufficient for attributability responsility, it is thus also insufficientof

direct moral responsibility.

In order to shed light on whether causal responsibility is a necessary condition for
moral responsibility, | will need to examine thmarticular notion of causation
which is at the heartof that condition. The most common understanding of
ocausé& with regards to moral responsibility todais the counterfactual analysis

of causan®. On the counterfactual analysis, its simplest form, one event
causes another event, if the latter event depended on the former (Lewis, ¥973)
To give an example of this analysis in action, we might imagine the following: the

lightning struck the thatch roof and the house burned down. tithghg had not

1968). For a more recent discussion of this conditions see Sartorio, C. (20618.a8count of
causal responsibility can be traced all the way back to Aristotle, in his deliberations on voluntary and

involuntary actions. (Echefiique, J 2012).

¥ As 1 will argue in the next chapter, part of what is needed is some degree of awarenegspantm

that my actions will make a causal contribution to such a harm.

% originally sketched by Hume (2003: 122), but thoroughly developed by Lewis, D. 1973.
Further, its popularity is documented by e.g. Bennet, J. 198d6ldman,A. 1999 and
Sartorio 2004 An alternative theory of causation which is the regularity analysis. However, the
regularity analysis has fallen out of fashion lately, and is certainly less pervasive in writings on moral
responsibility. Further, there are various substantive criticissgainst (e.g. it fails to distinguish
between causes and mere correlates (Kutz, C. 2007)), which | will not go into here. Further, since this
analysis shares the same drawbacks as the counterfactual model of causation with regards to the
voting case, | wihot give it any significant attention due to lack of scope. But, if someone were able
to give a positive account of the causal responsibility of the individual voter, based on this account,

this could of course potentially affect the verdict in this case

* This is stated in its simplest form, which is not without problems. There are other ways of stating
this, e.g. probabilistically, where th@obability of the consequent event obtaining would vary if the
antecedent event obtaine@_ewis, 1986: 12Q). | will however focus on the simple account here for

purposes of clarity.
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struck the thatch roof, the house would not have burned down. Or to take a
clearly morally significant example: Paul shoots Susan, and Susan dies from the
injury. Had Paul not shot Susan, Susan would not have died from the injury. In
these xamples, the lightning strike caused the fire, @all caused the death of
Susan, because these outcomes were dependent on the relevant acfibes.
counterfactual analysiis by no means unproblematibut | will not attempt to
engage withany of the prdblemsin any great detaif® However, at least two
features of this analysimakeit a relevant candidate for an account of causal
responsibility. One, it does seems to capture our ordinary way of thinking about
causes in many instances, both with regardsagents, and with regards to
outcomes inthe physical world. The reasdsthat it attempts to pinpoint the
exact cause of something in a clear wasyindicated by the previous examples
Two, it seemsas notedthat the counterfactual model of causatioor at least
something close to it, is implicitty accepted by many writers on moral
responsibility when accounting for moral responsibility for outcomeswhen

highlighing problems with doing so.

If something likehe counterfactual analysisxplainswhl & ¢S YSIy o6& WOl dzal f
causal responsibility, causal responsibiliag a necessary condition and a

grounding claimmay be problematic right off the bafThe problem relates to

omissiors. The problem is thait seems clear that we caattribute outcomesto

individuals,which comeabout in light of omissionsHowever some argue that

omissions are not clearly causds they are not causeshut we can attribute

outcomes of omissions tagents then causal responsibilitannot bea necessary

condition forattributability. If causal responsibility is not a necessary condition for

attributability, we need to revise the assumption from chapter 2, that causal

responsibility, upstream control and the cognitive condition are individually

necessaryand jointly suficient for attributing an outcome to the individu&.If

Bitis simply outside the scope of this project to defend the counterfactual analysis and it would get
in the way of actually applying causal responsibility to the case. Sededyee, Hitchcock, &

Menzies, 200%r a comprehensive overview of the discussion.

¥ 80 YS adzy dzd GKS lFaadzyLiiAzy FTNRBY OKFLIISNI Ho ¢KS AYyR

outcome, presupposes that an outcome can be attributed to the individualrifatability

51



they are not individually necessary and jointly sufficiemg have torevise the
overall applied strategy for this proje@t some waySo far the strategy was to
simply assume that the individugtad upstream contrdl, and then examine in
turn whether she fulfilled the other two conditions$t she did, then we could
attribute the outcome to heropening her upto an ascription of accountability
responsibility, and thus moral responsibility shefailed on just one of the two
conditions, then we could conclude that she was not morally responsible.
However, i omissions are not causes, but we can be directly morally responsible
for the outcomesin light of omissionsthis means that causal respob#ity is at
best apart of a necessary set of disjunctive conditioffsthat is the case, we
cannotexclude her moral responsibility for policy outcomes by simply ruling out
her causal responsibilitf.herefore, we need to examine omissions in more detai
to see whether they indeed constitute a problem for the claim that causal

responsibility is a necessary condition for direct attributability responsibility.

Firstly, it does indeed seemtuitively clear that we can attribute an outcome to

the individwal in light of an omissionExample | have promised to watch my
YySAIKo2dzZNRa OF G F2NJ I Y2yGK gKAES aKSQa | gt &
too lazy to feed the cat, which then @eadfrom starvationwhen my neighbour

returns from holiday.lt seems clear that | can be morally responsible for the

outcomeof that omission, i.ewe can attributethe horrible condition the cat is in

to me, even though it is the result of an omission, amd a positive action on my

part. However, he idea that enissions can be causes is contentiod$he

contention e.g.documentedin Sartorio 2004andBeebee, Hitchcock, & Menzies,

(2009)) Some will claim in the cat example from before, that there is no obvious

action or outcome which actually occurs and origewatin me, which has the

Ol dzalt f LR SSNI 2F LINRBRdzOAY 3 G(KS @itladz2YS 2F GKS

responsibility). As suggested in chapter 2, causal responsibility, upstream control, and the cognitive
condition are individually necessary, and jointly sufficient for attributing moral responsibility to the

individual.

$'Recall, to have upsteen control means that one is not forced by antecedent circumstances (e.g.
physically pushed) and fulfilled the freedenelevant condition pertaining to the discussion of free

will and determinism.
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not done it ¢ the outcome would not have obtainedThis rests on the
understanding that only events can be causes (have causal power), where events
aNB RS ¥ Apgsiive odcurrendes withdefinite spatiotemporal locionse
(Sartorio 2007: 752). An absence then does not conform to that definjDBonve

2001) If we acceptthat absencesare not causeswe may still be able t@ive

some counterfactualexplanation forhow the cat died, or how droader causal
pattern of eventsobtainswhich bring about the outcome of the cat dying, and
where the cat would not have died if that pattern of events had not obtaifd
What we lack however, arelear groundsdr claiming thatmy omissionwas the

cause of that outcome.

In spite ofomissions seemingly lacking causal paweany will still share the
intuition that the outcome of the cat dying can be attributed to mdowever,if
omissions are not causes, aifccausal responsibilitis a necessary condition for
attributability, thenthe cat example, and other examples like it, se@mule out
attributability responsibilityin omission casesindeed since our intuitions in
omission cases strongly suggest that wan attribute the outcome to the
individual Thishasled some writers to conclude thatausal responsibility is not a
necessary condition foattributability at all (See e.g. Driver 423 in Sinnott
Armstrong 2008) This conclusion, though tempting, comigs conflict with the
intuition that there is a significarmnoral differencebetween attempting to bring
about O, and actually briging about O. Imagine thremughly sketchedcenarios

involving me and an innocent target

1) I shoot my gun at someoneyédmiss the target.

2) | shoot my gun at someone and hit the tardetlingthe target

3) | shoot my gun at someone, miss the target, but they die of an
unrelated heart attack at the same moment the bulleasses by the

target

% Lewis e.g. holds this view, and argues that though weeoaain the relevant omissierelated
outcomes in terms of certain patters of positive events, it is inappropriate to claim that any non

eventcausedhe particular outcome (Lewis 1986: 188)
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Assume the only diffemce is the causal component. Presumadnly intuitions

will vary across cases. In case 1) | @early not morally responsible for the
outcome of thedeath of the target, because the targetssnplynot dead. In2) |

am clearlymorally responsible for the death of the targetnd the most obvious
explanation is that this is simply becauseaused her deathin case3) | am not
morally responsible for the death of the target, even though she is dead. The
distinguishingfeature with regards to when | am morally responsible for the
outcomeof the targetdying seemsntuitively to be that I actually bring about the
outcomei.e. my causal responsibilityVe may find it appropriate to throw me in

jail in allthree cases, because | am dangerous person, who tries to do bad
things. But only in one case does it seem appropriate to say that | am morally
responsible for theoutcome Only in one casé the outcomeattributable to me.
Causal responsibility seems, at least in some casggptmdmoral responsibility.

This suggests that actually causing the outcome makes a clear moral difference to
when an outcome can be attributed to the agemit.we accept this, it seems
appropriate to examine whether omissions can be incorporated intocthrecept

of causal responsibility.

One proposal of how tdancorporate omissions into causal responsibiiigyto
include what Phil Dowe calls 'Quasiusation’ as a sufficient condition for causal
responsibility To be the quasiause of something, instel of a fullyfledged
cause, then suffices for causal responsibility for it. We should understand this as a
supplement to the counterfactual model of causation, and not an alternative
model as such. This supplement then attempts to explain the intuitianfave in
omissiontype caseghat the individual produces the outcome&uasicausation
obtains, where the mere possibility of causation is a kind of causd®bih Dowe
claimsthat in many casethis grounds our intuitions of causation with regards to

a nonevent. With regards tattributability, quasicausationand causation are
then disjunctive necessary conditions for causal responsiblligy, ax agent is
then attributability responsible for O, if thegent is causally or quasausally
responsible for O(Sartorio, C, 2005A3). On this account, if it is true that had | fed
the cat, it would still have been alive, then | am qeemisally responsible for its

death when | do not feed it. The problem withis view is that quastausation

54



and thus causal responsibility overgeneralises as it is simply too easy to come by,
which thus seems to trivialise causal responsibility it as a grounding claim. The
queen of England is quasausally responsible for tH&/11 attacks, because if she
had called the CIA a week before the incident and explatoethem in detall
about the impending attack, presumab(pr let usjust assume), thencident
would have been avertedlhe cat not spontaneously developing the akilib

shop for food at the local pet storis causally responsible fas starvation Pol

Pot not coming back to life, breaking down the door, and feeding the cat is also
casually responsibldn this case, causal responsibility is too easy to come by, and
thus loses its significance as a grounding claim for moral responsifitigy
inclusion of quastausation under causal responsibilihardly salvages causal
responsibility as a necessary condition for moral responsiiilitytrivialises the
condition because it is too easy to fulfiilThe assumptions that causal
responsibility in part allows us to sort through which outcomes should be
attributed to the agent loses its appeal when almost anything can be a causally

responsible for an outcome.

The problens with accounting for causal responsibility in omission type cases, has
motivated animportant response Instead of focusing on metaphysical causation
as a basis for causal responsibility, the strategy should instead be to try to link the
omission to a nomative aspect of the agent in questipspecifically our intuitions

of moral responsibility as a way of tracing out the relevanausesfrom the
irrelevant oneqThomson, J. 2008nd Smiley, M1992) The reason the queen of
England is not causally resggible for the 9/11 attacks, is because appropriate
ascriptions ofmoral responsibilitytrace out the normatively relevant notion of
causing somethingSo ifl promise to wateryour expensiveplants while you are
awayand the plant diesthis outcome ilearly attributable to meeven though it

is an omissionlt is attributable to me because that particulamissionshouldin

this case actuallye understood & a cause. The reasons it should be understood
as a cause is because our intuitionsnudral responsibilitytrace out the moral

significance of this particular omission as sometHibgought about. As Marion

% A version of The Queen of England case is not mine, an@dshysquite a few different writers

(Beebee, Hitchcock, & Menzies, 2009)
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Smiley writes, when determiningausalNB & L2y aA 0 Af Al é X aiK2dzaK

ourselves as discovering the objective causes of harm, wecirinfgort into our
causal analysian assortment of more puregonventional attitudes about tnose
interests count in society(Smiley 1992: 255Fxpanding somewhat on this view,
the question of what an appropriate causal relationshipgthen takes a bdcseat

to other aspects of our analysis of moral responsihiltyleast in some casekllot
necessarily to the extent that lets us attribute causal relationships where there
clearly are none, but the particular relevant notion afcausal relationsip
necessary fomoral responsibility, may to an extent be a matter of convention,
rather thanmetaphysical causatiorAndc this is the claint, since our normative
intuitions in a given cassuggest that some omissions damportant causes, this
lends credene to such a claim based on this type of analysis. This then removes
the fear of potential omissions overgeneralizing, because namaissionscount,
Soad y2i GKS Thddbéey i®dot nolly dedpbraiylepthus she is

not causally responsiél

Though this sounds promisiniy,causesa potential problemfor the strategy of
this project, and thus with answering the overall questioau§al responsibility
may still be a necessary condition for attributability responsibiltgwever if we
have to rely on intuitionsof moral responsibilityto determine what it is the
individual is causally responsibtar, it becomes difficult to ascertain whether the
individual is morally responsibi@ the first place, in cases where we lack clear
intuitions of moral responsibilitygoing in as in the voting caseRecall, the
strategy was to examine whether the policy outcome could be attributed to the
citizen via voting. If it couldhis would then open her up for an ascription of
moral responsibility? Speifically, in order to test whether she was attributability
responsible, the strategy was to examine whether she fulfilled the individually
necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for attributability. But, if one of those
individually necessary conditis canonly be ascertained if we already have a
clear sense that she is morally responsible, that undermines this strébeggpuse

we do not have a clear sensé) cases where/e have unclear intuitions going in,

0 Recall, moral responsibility plausibly had two parts: attributabilignd accountability

responsibility.
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such as in the case of individual momasponsibility for policy outcomes, we need

a strategyfor deriving a verdictlt would be helpful if we could focus on the
guestion of causal responsibility, artden use any conclusions regarding the

O A (i AchuSaf r@sponsibilitto shed light on the werall question of whether the
citizen is then morally responsiblelowever, this is not possibli@ the current

case, because we have no clear means of ruling out her causal responsibility.
There could always be some omissighich could be traced out iive had clear

intuitions of moral responsibility.

A possible way to save the strategy isstmplyconcede that our moral intuitions
are instructive in sorting through all the possible omissions which are possible
causes of the outcomeHowever this doesnot rule out that wecan thenstill hold

that in cases of positive actions 2 NJ O | pasgide agedc@asVFischer and
Ravizza calls it, 1998: CH&k canstill determine the cause without clear moral
intuitions going in, in light of theounterfactualanalysis of causatiorin cases of
positive actions, therés usually not an extreme range of possibétevantcauses

to choosefrom, so we do not need our intuitions of moral responsibility to sort
through themall. In light of this, we can then for thgake of this project, focus on
case where the individual performs an actual positive action, and see whether
she is then causally responsible for policy outcomes via vdtingccordance with

the strategy proposed in the previous chaptdfr.is however still important to
highlight that this constitutes a limitation to the strategRecall againthe
strategy was to examine whether an outcome was attributable to the individual. If
it was, then she was open for an ascription of accountgbilftshe was then also
accountable she would then be morally responsible for the outcome. So the first
step was to examine whether the outcome was attributable to herséggested

in chapter 2 it would be attributable to her if she fulfilled three indiually
necessary and jointly sufficient conditionSpecifically the freedomrelevant
condition (assumed fulfilled)the causal responsibility conditipand the cognitive
condition Therefore, if we can show she is not causally responsible, then we can
rule out her moral responsibility, because the outcome is then not attributable to
her. However, if we are unable to evaluate whether she is causally responsible for

the outcome in light of an omissipsince we lack the moral intuitions to sort
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through dl the possible omissions, then we cannot rule out her causal
responsibility, even if we can rule out that she#@isally responsible in light of a
positiveaction. Any negative conclusion about her direct moral responsibility will

then contain thecaveatthat it only pertains to positive actions, not omissions.

Summing up this section: causal responsibility is plausibly a necessary condition
for moral responsibilityfor outcomes and causal responsibility seems to ground
moral responsibility. Furtheratisal responsibility can presumably be understood
in accordance with the counterfactual analysis of causatiorcoAtention in
relation to thiswasthat omissions or rather absencesre not clearly causest
howeverstill seems clear that we can be mbyaresponsible for outcomes in light

of omissions. If this is true, and if we accéipat we can be morally responsible
for outcomes of omissions, then causal responsibility is not a necessary condition
for moral responsibility. The solution to this was dccept that omissiongere
gquastcauses, and then accept that causation and ggasisation are necessary
for causal responsibilitglisjunctively. The acceptance of omissions agpe of
cause produced a problem for the strategy introduced in the previohapter.

This strategy was to test whether the individually necessary and jointly sufficient
conditionswere satisfied in the voting case. Howevbecause quasiausation
overgeneralized, we needed some wal/sorting out the relevant causes. The
suggestion adopted from Thomson and Smiley, was to employ our normative
intuitions to trace out the relevant causes for testing. However, since we do not
have anyclearintuitions of moral responsibility in the current case, we cannot
trace out any relevant oragions, even if there would be some if we had clear
moral intuitions. Sosimply showing that the individual does not produce the
outcome through her voting action, does not principlerule out her causal
responsibility in light of this analysis. The as#& can however still be applied to
produce a positive verdict. If the individual voter is causally responsible for policy
outcomes, thenthe condition is satisfied, potentially grounding an ascription of
moral responsibilityFurther, it can also be afpl to examples of positive action,
and we can at least potentially rule out that she is causally responsible in those

cases.
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3.3 How c ausal responsibility can be undermined

Assuming causal responsityilin positive action casds a necessary condition for
attributability responsibility, there aréwo obviousways causal responsibility can
be undermined.The first pertains to whether the outcomeven obtains. If e.g.

the policy outcome never comes abouhe citizen can clearly not beausally
responsible foit. There are many reasons why an outcome does not come about.
E.g. the relevant policfor relevant candidateinay simply have failed tacquirea
sufficient number of votes. Or perhaps no political candidate wanted to make it
part of her base. Or, as ithe case in proportional representation systems, the
relevant party or politician may try to get elected with the promise of
implementing a given policy. However, due to these systems tending to produce
minority governments, she, or her party, usuallyshia broker alliancewith other
parties. In that case, it is not given that she will be able find agreement on that
particular policy. The secondobstacle is more interesting. This obstacle
constitutes a challengevenif the outcome obtains. It pertain® whether the
individual can be said tdhave madea contribution at all, in votingtyle

& G K NB @déesmBré on thresholds later). This last obstacleoncernsthe
problem of WverdeterminatiorQ Overdetermination occurs when more than a
sufficient nunber of causes are in play. When they are, it is not obvious that the
outcome depended on any of the causes, takedividually If the outcome did

not depend on any of thindividualcausesthis seems to lead to the conclusion
that none of them causes theutcome. Applied to the voting case if no
individual voter causes the outcome, then nmndividual voter is causally
responsible for it. If causal responsibility is a necessary condition for direct
attributability responsibility, then this leads us toetlconclusion that the voter
cannot bedirectly morally responsible for the voting outcomand thus not the
policy outcome of which the specific voting outcome was a precondifidme
second problem is more interestingnd requires a more expedient soluti since

it concerns whether we can be causally responsibleoting case$ principle |

will focus entirely on the problem of overdetermination, and whether it
undermines causal responsibiliffhe previous obstacles narrow the field of what

particular outcomes a voter can be causally responsible for, if she can be causally
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responsible in principle, but they do not undermine her causal responsibility in

principle.

I will firstly elaborate what s meant by overdetermination, and why
overdetermination is a problemfor an ascription of individual causal
responsibility Then | will show how overdetermination is a problem in the voting
casespecifically Lastly, | will show that when the voting casenterpreted as a
specific type of overdeterminatiocase namely as a premption case, this allows

for an ascription of causal responsibility. Lastly, | will conclude ¢batrary to

first appearancesthis solution isnot at all promisingWe therefae seem to have

to conclude that the voter is not causally responsible for policy outcomes, due to
the problem of overdetermination, at least, if we ignore the possibility of some

omission being a relevant quasause.

3.3.1 Introducing symmetrical and asymmetri cal

overdetermination

Overdetermination comes in two varietiegymmetricaland symmetricafiand
whether we should interpret the voting case as one or the otheay affect
whether we can ascribe causal responsibility to the individual vofgymmetrgal
overdetermination occurs when a particular event is caused by two or more
causes, and where more than enough causes are active and thus sufficient for
bringing about the event, and where tlevent had not obtained if none of the
causes had been in effe An example of this is the classiing squadcase of
multiple (e.g. 10) shooters all hitting at the same instarineghe same plagebut
where asmallersubset (e.g. three) of them hitting would have been sufficient to
kill the victim. Because morghan the required number of shooters hit, the
outcome is symmetrically overdetermined It did not depend on any single
individual (even though it depended on a group)Asymmetrical
overdeterminationon the other handoccurs when more than enough causes are
active, and thus sufficient for bringing about the event, but where there is a
discrepancy between the causesghich allows us tsingle out certain causes as

more or lesssignificantto bringing about the outcomeThiswould e.g be the case
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when some ofthe shooters have bigger guns, or where there is a temporal
discrepancypetween the individual shooters (Lewis, 2000: 182)he following |
will examine whether the voting case should be interpreted as onthe other,

and why this is relevant.

On the counterfactual analysis of causatiotie individual does not obviously
cause the outcomén cases ofymmetrical overdeterminationThe reason idjad

she not fired her rifle, the victim would still have been kill&tis does of course
not meanthat a conjunction of ausesdid not bring aboutthe outcome (Lewis
1986: 199 and 2000: 182. a sufficient number of shooters had not fired, the
outcome would not have come about, so we can clearly conclude that the
outcome depended on a number of shooteiriniy their weapon at the targeBut
since we are trying to account for the causaspensibility of theindividualsas
individuals this in itself does nostraightforwardly mean that theindividual is
directly causally responsible, just becaube group is, or a subset of the groupf
individualsare. The problem is that it seems we are forced to say that the
individualparticipantis not causally responsible for the outcoragan individual

The outcome did nbdepend on her contributionThe exact same outcome&ould

have obtained whether she participated or notlf the voting case is then an
example of symmetrical overtiermination, that is a problem. It is a problem
because if causal responsibility is a necessary condition for direct moral
responsibility in cases of positive actions, then the individuaimplg not causally
responsible. If she is not causally responsible, we cannot attribute the outcome to
the individual. If we cannot, then she is not morally responsible in light of the

strategy specifiedin chapter 2.

As noted, i the case oisymmetricabverdetermination contrary to symmetrical
overdetermination (Lewis, D. 1986: 171, Moore, M. 2009: ,88pmething
separates the causes. | will focus on one such notiosepfration namely the
temporal. This is also known afre-emptionQ precisely becausene cause
temporally preempts another Here we have two or more potential causes,
where one actually causes the effect, but if it had not, some other cause would

have (Lewis 20082) A case ohsymmetricabverdetermination could then be
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where there is a small temporal discrepancy between the shodtetbe firing

squad o6dzi S6KSNB 2yS &aK220SNN&a odz £t SG NBI OKSa
the other bullets arrivalbut where insofar as she had missed, someone else

would have hit the target and dealt the killing stiotin the pre-emption caseg it

assSya 4 FANRG FEILyOS taz2 G2 06S 6KS OFasS (K
matter. The reasons, the individual eventhough her bullet reached the victim

first, can still claim that the outcome would have obtained eveshi& had not

fired her rifle.It did not depend on her shotHowever,though this would have

been the casainder symmetrical overdetermination, it is maecessarily truen

the preemption caseAccording to e.g. David Lewtkere areclearer grounds for

the claim that at least some of the participants arediindually causally

responsible on the premption case, than in the casef symmetrical

overdetermination.

The reasompre-emption cases are less problematic cases of overdetermination, is
that we are permitted to understand causation in terms of a whole causal chain,
not just a single cause and a single outcome. In theepnption case, though is

true that if the first shooter had not killed the victim, the second shooter would
have, it isg or so the claim goesnot true that the same causal chain would have
obtained. It would have been a different causal chain altbgethat would have
obtained. Because of thisf would have been a differenevent or rather, a
different compound event altogether. David Lewis refers to this permissible
B NRAFOAfTAGE Ay (GUKS RSAONARLIIAZ2Y 0SG6SSy S@Syi
accept thisthen someshooters can still be the cause of the everspecifically the
first x number of shooters sufficient for bringing about the outcoriet took
three shooters, but 10 actually shot, then we may be allowed to say that the first
three are causally respons$ih Specifically, imagine | am a shootertle firing

squad.Assume that it took three hits to kill the victim, and assume that | was

! Overdetermination may be asymmetrical in other ways than in the temporal aspect. E.g. some
causes may be stronger than other causes. E.g. in-a-tugr, the number of people pulling on one
side, and the force they transmit to the rope may be more thaough for bringing about the
outcome of their side winning, but presumable some of the rope pullers are also going to be

stronger than others, meaning that they will have a different effect on the rope.
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shooter number three. Assume also ththere is a temporal discrepandgetween

the shooters. In this casé(and the otter first two shooterslam the cause of a
specific causal chain obtaininghis is the caséecausethat chain had not
obtained if | had noshot Had | not shot my gun at the victim, event A, or causal
chain A, which among other things includes hiting the target and the victim
dying, would not have obtainedhstead aother event B, or causal chain B wauld
instead have obtainedl'hateventwould have contained a different configuration
of shooters.| am thus causally responsible for event/causal ciaihecausehat
event dependedon me shooting® If the voting case is a case of asymmetrical
overdetermination, then we may have grounds for holding the voter causally

responsible.

Symmetrical overdeterminatioron the other handdoes not clearly allovior such

a liberal description of the event. I to the symmetrical nature of the case, there

is norelevantdiscrepancy (e.g. temporal) between the causes which allows for an

alternative counterfactual construal of the whole causal chain as a separatg, eve

which includes the outcomdt is exactly defined as a case where all the causes

are symmetricallf construed as a whole chain, that is it. If that chain does not

obtain, then the whole causal chain fails to obtain. So the individl@htribution

has to be evaluated withirthe particular chain of events that obtainand goes

through the individual! Y RX Ay GKFG LI NOAOdzE I NJ OKIFAYy 27F
contribution is overdetermined. Thus the outcome did not depend on the

contribution of the indvidual, and she is not causally responsible.

2 A point to note here, is that not every asymmetryllwdount as relevant, and events can be

individuatedtoo fine-grained, as e.g. Moore, M.(2009) points out, when he asserts that it generates

GSYy2N¥2dza LINBYA&AOdzAGE&¢ OG6AOARY nmMoO® 93 ¢S OFy AYIFIA
which seemingly oweletermines some outcome symmetrically, e.g. it only took five to produce the

outcome. We then come to know that one of the individuals as the only individual wore a hat. So

seemingly, if he had not participated, it would have beeooapletelydifferent event, because it

would then not have been a compound event which included one hatted participant. So the hatted

person actually caused the whole event, right? Clearly not. The hat is intuitively inconsequential to

the description of the event.
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3.3.2 Voting T athreshold case

The question is now whether we ashld understand the voting casas an
overdetermination case at all. | will argue that we should. The question then
becomes whether it is acase of symmtrical or asymmetrical overdetermination
(pre-emption). If it is a case of symmetrical overdetermination, then we seem
forced to conclude that the individual is not causally responsible, since the
outcome does not depend on her contribution. If it is e@mi a case of
asymmetrical overdeterminationthe individual may potentially be causally

responsible.

In order to answerwhether it is an overdetermination casé first need to

elaborate the voting case itself. In order to do this, it will be helpfudigtinguish

between two different types of cases. Voting is a case of collective action in the

plain sense thattiinvolves more than one persoiiollective action cases can

roughly be sorted in to two categories (Tuck 2088). Firstly, there are variadl

outcome cases. These are cases where the outcome is contingent on the

contributions of many, but where every individual contribution has sanifeonly

minute ¢ effect on the overall outcome. So if we take global warming as an

example,we can say that th amount of C®the individual contributes to the

atmosphere, will theoreticallg everything equat have some very minute effect

on the global temperature. Secondly, there are threshold cases. A threshold case

is one relating to the proverb of the strawK I & o NBXIF1a GKS O YSEt Q&a o
sense, there is a certain threshold which has to be filledlwstdme specific

outcome obtains. Aything short of that, orbeyond that threshold, does not

contribute to the outcome. If the threshold is not met, the oaime of the back

breaking does not obtafil IfitisYSG 2 GKS OFYStQa o6lQ®1 oNBlF{1axz
let us assume break to a larger extent, or once more (assuming it is a binary
NEfFdA2y0d {2 6KSYy ¢S styid G2 GAB GKS | 3Syl

collective action casest may in some cases relate to the first category (variable

“BTheexamp S Aa y20 SyGdANBte LGS o680Idesabually dlsoli KS dzy T2 NIi dzy
contribute to the strain on its back. In a regular threshold case in the sense | am using the term, this

is not the case.
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outcome case) in the sense that it is a part (e.g.maalk part) of the whole

outcome. In this casdt is then at least this small part the agent is causally

responsibé for (and potentially morally responsible foriy it is the secondype,

ie.al KNBakK2f R OlaSs Al Aa + YILGGSNI.2F RSol GS
l.e., it is a matter of debatevhat the individual is causally responsible for.

Overdeterminaion does not occur in the variable outcome case, but it can occur

in the threshold case. It occui§ more than enough contribute tdilling the

threshold. Questions of who is causally responsible for what, seem immediately

easier to settle in variable oobme cases, because we can see the direct effect of

the agents conibution to the relevant outcome. Even if theontribution is a

minute contribution, it is at least something she cau$es.

Because the voting case is a threshold case, it is an apt eaedior being an
overdetermination case, precisely because in all but the most unlikely of
scenarios, the number of votes that are cast, exsabd threshold. There is one
extremely unusual scenario in which the threshold is met, where it is not a case of
overdetermination. This case is one where the threshold is mectly So
assume 40 people vote for candidate axd 41 people vote for candidate B. In
this case the winning threshold is met. But, only by one vote. The interesting thing
to note is that he outcome is here dependent on all of the voters. Taken
individually, holding the acts of the othepters constant,the outcome depends

on each voter actually voting. Tlease is thus not an overdetermination case at
all. The outcome depends on each widual voter contributing, individually. The
threshold requirement is exactly met. Counterfactuallygrify one of the voters;
Paul¢ had failed to vote, the voting outcome would have been a draw, and B

would not have won. Therefore, Paul, taken in igola is the cause of the

** As Jonathan Glover (1975) argues, the vagiahitcome case can seemingly be construed as a
threshold case of sorts. Specifically, it can be construed as a threshold case in the sense, that there is
a threshold to be met before a discernible difference in the outcome obtains. If e.g. a cubic inch of
CQ is expelled, the impact to this on global warming will presumably be so small that no person or
animal alive now or in the future, will register the harmful effect of such a minute increase in global
warming. So in that sense we may talk about a thoddleven in variable outcome cases, i.e. a

threshold of compound significance.
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outcome on the counterfactual analysis of causation. But not just Paul of course.
This is also true foof every single voter who supported, Baken in isolation,
holding everythingequél 9 ASNE 2y S A& | ¢hinghisoeddrise, @2 G SNE & ¢
that had just one more voter, Tim, decided to vote fortHat day instead of
staying home in which case the division had been 40/42, the outconwuld

have been overdeterminedIn that case the outcome does not depend on any
individud contributor (though it does depend on group of individuals,
obviously).This is odd, because in the 40/41 case, all are pivotal voters, ame all a
clearly causally responsible. They are causally responsible $®dau each we

can say that theoutcome depended on them. In the 40/42 case, none of them
were causally responsible, because the outcome did not depend on their
individual contribution. This should indeed strike us as odd, especially if an
ascription of attributability responsibility and ultirely moral responsibility,
depends on whether there were 41 or 42 people who voted in fav&ar.the
voting case is almost always an overdetermination case. Only in the smallest scale
voting cases, is the winning outcome unlikely to be overdetermined. Scam
safely assume overdeterminatidiolds The relevant question is simply what kind

of overdetermination occurs in the voting case.

3.3.3 Voting - a pre -emption case

| will nowtry to argue that the voting cas@erhapscontrary to first appearances,
canbe described as a casd asymmetricabverdetermination, i.e. a premption
case. Recall, a pmmption case is a case where there is a temporal discrepancy
between the individual agents in question. This discrepancy lets us treat the
counterfactual scenarias a diferent causal chain all together. Specifically, if Paul
was part of the necessary set of voteghe case in which Paul fails to vote, is a
different compound eventBecause it is a different event altogether that obtains

if he does not vote, theoutcome in the scenariavhere Paulactually votes
thereby RSLISY R& 2 Yy Therettre, OPauis deré &dsally responsible

assuming the counterfactual analysis of causation. Ind@ed,not just Paul who

“.e. the first x number of votes required to make the candidate win.
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is causally responsihlé&veryonewho is partof the causally efficacious st
Specifically, everyone the set of voters who were necessary for winning the day,
is causally responsibl&or each and every one of them, it is the case, that had
they not voted, thetotal compound evenof which the outcome is a panyould

have been different. Therefore, they are each causally responsible for the event

that actually obtaing’

A large scale election proceeds very roughly along the following progression.
People cast their vote in various places, at various times within some previously
specified timeframe, usually oa single day, with variations depending on time
zones. Furthersome voters cast their vote days in advance and vote by mail. The
votes are then counted locally, and the results are reported centrally, and the
overall votes are tallied. At some point a clear winner has emerged, and the
winner is then declared, usualbefore the last votes have been tallied. This is a
rough picture, but the fine details are of less importance here. The important
thing is that when we think of the voting scenario, we perceive of the voting result
as an abstraction where all votes courqually, andare counted at the same
instant. At first glance thiseems to support the notion that this voting case is an
example of symmetrical overdetermination. A somewtlatecdotal piece of
evidence of this ighat we tend not to rush to the voting bdle in order to
increase the likelihood of having a causal say and it is not the case that people
rush to mail in their votes in an attempt by fill the causally efficacious set. Further,
people voting in later time zones, do not tend to complain that theg leing

cheated, or that the process isfair. However,contrary to first appearances,

“* Note: theWausally efficaciod®et is the set of votes required to beat the threshold. If 100 people
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took to win.

47 E.g. imagine that voters A, B, C, D and E voted for the winner ipotaisuccession,

who won by five to two votes. The outcome is then overdetermined, because it only
required three votes to beat the threshold. The causally efficacious set was three, i.e. A, B,
C. And the compound event was A, B and C caused the out¢tomesver, because there

is a temporal discrepancy between them, it is a case of asymmetrical overdetermination. If
e.g. B had not voted, then the causal chain would have been A, C and D. This is then a
different causal chain, or a different compound eveft.B, and C causing an outcome is
different event from A, C, and D causing that outcome. Therefore, the event that actually
obtains, i.e. the one where A, B and C constitute the causally efficacious set, depends on
each individual.

67



there is an actual matter of fact about which votes were actually cast first. All the
votes have actual names attached to them, in the metaphorical sense of being
castby actual distinct individual§? So we can e.g. imagine that Paul was the first

of the voters who voted for the winning candidate, Susan was the second, Tim the
third and so on and so forth. The main point here is that even though the results
are presenéd as an abstract symmetrical threshold case, there is actually a
temporal discrepancy between them as causally efficacious set filling causes. The
outcome is not simply determined when the computer tallies the results. The
outcome is determined when a didient number of votes are cast, votes that are
individual contributions to the voting outcome. Therefore, the outcome is actually
pre-empted, not overdetermined in the symmetrical seriSeThis allows us to
AYy@21S [So6AaQ V2 tepaae comErfactudllcalgal dhais. | Yy R
Therefore we can say, that the particular causal chain in which Paul voted, would
not have obtained if Paul hadhvoted, as long as his vote was among ththes

filled the set.Therefore, Paul is causally responsitilethe event which includes

the voting outcome

An obvious question is then whether all those who voted in favour of the winning

candidate should be considered causally responsible. | would argue that the

' yas SN aK2dZAZ R 0SS Wy2Qd tKdcepudhd téngpofal A a G KIF G &
discrepancy between the voters, we also have to accept a temporal cut off point,

where it is true that the winning thresholdas secured. Beyond that point, i.e.

beyond the pivotal voter (the voter who secured the outcome), no vbiEs any

causal say in the outcom&hey have no causal say because elent does not

depend on themlf Ben (the pivotal voter +1) had not voted, teentwould still

have obtained, or put differently, the causal chain that actually obtained, would

8 Of course voting is uslly done anonymously, so we do not know which ballots represent which
specific voter. But there is an actually fact of the matter, that every vote represents a unique

individual.

“tis preempted, because if we imagine that the threshold was 41 vates, Susan was the #1
voter, then it is true, that if she had not voted, then someone else, say, Allan, who in the actual
sequence was the 42 voter, would have been the A1voters. So Susan p@Y LIi SR !t | y Q&

contribution.
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still obtain. This leads us to conclude that any voter beyond the pivotal voter is a
superfluousvoter, and not causally responsible for the outcome. And if we
assume that moral responsibility entails causal responsipgityeast in cases of
positive agency, then we will also have to conclude thiie voters who happen

to cast their votes after the threshold has beecured are not morally

regponsible for the voting outcome at all.

Though this account of causal responsibility seems initially promising, there are
reasons for doubt. Firstly, the causal efficacy of the individual voter is implausibly
strong. If we accept that the whole causal chain including the ultimate policy
outcome (which is included in the compound event) is dependent on the vote of
the individual this seems like an incredibly significant evewhich can be
attributed to the individual. It seems absurd to say that Paul brought about the
voting outcome In an ordindl® @2iGAy3 Ol asSs>s ale (GKS
referendum regarding whether to leave the El&iaglevote then plausibly has an
effect of staggering amounts of utilityr disutility (or let us at least assumehis

for the sake of argument)lt seems that we @& permitted to say that the
individual caused the entire outcomand is causally responsible for tleatire
outcome We are allowed to say this because they whole compound event
depends on our contribution. Thisill seem implausible to mostand it shoid

leave us to doubt the particular account of causation.

Secondly, it wilto many seem extremely unintuitive that the time a vote is cast is
a plausible cut of point in terms of an ascriptionattributability responsibility In

order to make this objetion clear, imgine a small scale voting case.

Tribal voting

Atribe deep in therainforestis voting on whether to sacrifice the child of
an innocent tourist, or set her free. Assume for completeness sake that
they are all aware of what they are doiray)d what the moral stakes are.

Also, no one is coercing them or manipulating them. The voting is done

®As opposed to omission cases.
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anonymously, where the voters put a piece of paper with their vote in a
bowl, which is then counted at the end of the vote. Further, none of the
voters rad anything to do with capturing the tourist or the child, and none
of them are going to do the actual deed. They simply vote, thadll.
Someone else will count them, and carry out the de&ssume then that
three people vote against, and seven peoptgevin favour of sacrificing
the child. In this case, the required votes to make the threskhace four.
This then means that the thre@hosevotes happened to be cast last, are
not causally responsible for the outcome imght of asymmetrical

overdeterminationinterpretation of the events

I OO2NRAY3 (2 [SsArAaQ &aLISOATFAOIGAZ2YS 4S
dependent on the first four voters, because the particular causal chain which
actually obtains, would not have obtained if eithertbem had decidechot to
vote. The last three voters are howevsuperfluous Assunng we do not know
which votes were actually the first four which were cast, most sull have the
intuition that we can attribute theoutcome of the innocent child getig
sacrificedto all of them even though we know that only a smaller subset could
have beercausally efficaciousl'his may of course in part be digeour ignorance

of the actual sequence of the event$erhapswe are justimplicitly concluding
that for each of the participants, the probability thahis agent was part of the
first four votes, is fairly likely, or at least more likely than unlikely, given the fact
that the majority voted in favourPerhaps ti is not that we consider them
attributability responsible per se, rather, we consider likely that they are
attributability responsible However,| would imagine that even if we at some
point after the voting was done&ame to know with absolute certainty the actual
sequence of events, this would nbe sufficient to lead us to conclude thtte
outcome can only be attributed to thérst four. In fact, it is plausible that our
intuitions will be the same across both scenarios. our intuition will be that the
outcome is attributable to all of themln terms of a full ascription of moral
responsibility, | would imagine that we also have the intuitions that they are all
morally responsible.This seems to undermine that it is a commitment to

counterfactual preemption that isat the heart of our intuiions of attributability.
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If voting is an unclear case, wan insteadmagine aother simple firing squad
example Imagine then thathe only difference between the shooters is anuie
temporal, to the shootersunobservable discrepancy.lf we assume th firing
squad consists of seven shooters, but it only takes four to kill the innocent child, |
imagine almost everyone will share the intuition titae outcome is attributable

to all of them. | imagine this is segardless of the shooting order. Butcéusal
responsibilityis a necessary condition for attributabilitand if the last three
shooters are not causally responsible, that seems to contradict our strong
intuition about theattributability responsibilityof the shootersand a fortiori, the
voters, which is at least a serious blow for the idea that there is something special

about the temporal order of the votes.

If our intuitions contradict the counterfactualnalysisof causation in theseases

this may of course hint at the possibility tht our intuitions need revision.
However, as showrtheseintuitions are quite resilienacross cased\lternatively,

it may simplyhint at the possibility that the counterfactuahalysisas here stated
with regards to preemption, is simply wronglt istoo inclusive, because it allows

us to attribute extremely significant outcomes to a single individual, even where
she is one out of millions of contributors. Further, it is too exclusive, because it
rules out attributing the outcome to individuals who siid clearly be included.
For at least these reasons, it seems that the-@neption solution to the problem

of overdetermiration is unsatisfactory. The problem of symmetrical
overdetermination still stands, and sinee lack clear grounds for saying thatth
individual in all but the extremely unlikely case where the voting outcome hangs
on a single voteas causallyresponsible, we also lack clear grourids attributing

the outcome to the individual. Of course, this does not rule out that the individual
canbe morally responsible, but it may rule out that she candirectly morally

responsible.

3.4 Summing up the chapter

This chapter has proceeded in line with the strategy outlined in the previous

chapter. Recallg the strategy was to assume that there were three individually
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necessary and jointly sufficient condit®rfor direct attributability. In the
beginning of thischapter | added credence to the assumption thedusal
responsibilityis a natural way of tying an taome to the agent, i.ethat causal
responsibility is a necessary condition fodirect attributability responsibility.
Further,| assumed that aatural way of understanding O | dzésSrQlight of the
counterfactualanalysis of causation. Heen eventcauses another, if the latter
depended on the formerl then argued that a problem with this assumption was
that omissions are not clearly causé&ather, theyseem to beabsence®f causes.
However, since it seenausiblethat we can attribute outcome® individuals in

light of their omissions, this seemed to undermine causal responsibility as a
necessary condition for attributabilityfhe suggestedolutionto this problem was

to treat omissionsas a typeof causeanyway i.e. as quasicauses Thishowever

leads to an oversaturation of causes, which required another solutidre
problem is that causal responsibility is simply thwap andan extreme range of
omissiors can be said to be the cause of somethirgen plainly ridiculous ones

If causal esponsibility is supposed to tell us something important about when we
can directly attribute an outcome to the individual, and hold her directly morally
responsible, this is a problem. It is also a problem for the analysis. The reason is, if
causal resposibility is not an individually necessary condition, and not part of a
set of jointly sufficient conditions, then we canniolly i S& (0 G KS dilegf RA @A Rdz £ Qa
attributability responsibility in the voting case by examining these conditions.
Since the votingcase is one where we lack clear intuitions going in, this is a
problem. A response to this problem was #&wcept Thomson and{ YA f S& Qa
suggestion that we should import our normative commitments into our analysis
of causal responsibilityn order to pick at the relevant omissions & & Oindza S & ¢
particular caseThe problem with this solution was however thatweakens the

role of causal responsibility as a meansdavundingattributability responsibility.
Causal responsibility isow subjected toour moral intuitions instead of being a

way to uncover when someone is attributability responsible, and potentially
morally responsibleThe solution was then tset aside omissions, and merely
examine whetherpositive actions can ground causal responsibilitiie problem

with this is then that we canndully test whether the voter is direct attributability

responsible, i.e. we canndt principlerule outher attributability responsibility by
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ruling out her causal responsibility in cases of positive acfib8sll, we do have
enough resources to say that my voting action, or my voting omission, is an
insufficient path for an ascription of causal responsibility. If | am causally
responsible via an omission, it has to be in light of some other causal chain.
Srecifically, even if do not vote, the absence of my vote would not have made a

direct difference either.

| then examined whether the individual was causally responsible in the voting
casespecifically If we understandt O | deilight of thecounterfacual analysif
causation, there is then he problem of overdetermination. Specificallthe
problem that the number of causd€goters)in play, entirely undermine the causal
significance of any individual caus@ter), taken individuallyThe voting outome
does not depend on the actions afyindividualexcept in the extremely unlikely
scenario where the threshold is exactly m€@verdetermination is a significant
challenge in cases like votibgcause of the particular threshold structure of such

a cag®. In such a case, certain number of causeme necessary to produce the
outcome, where any number of causes before reaching the threshold is
inefficacious, anény causdeyond this point is superfluougé\ possible response

to the challenge of overdetemination isto understand thewhole causal chain
that actually obtainsas dependent on the specific individual. This is possible if the
relevant scenario constitutesa case of asymmetricabverdetermination
specifically a case opre-emption. | argued that the voting caseould be
understood in this waybecause there is actually a temporal discrepancy between
the voters, and there is an actual set of votes which obtains which causes the

outcome. The main problem with this solution is thaséems to entail that each

L An example of such an omission could e.g. bynoefabricating an extremely convincing fake

news story, disparaging the actually winning candidate, which would have resulted in a significant
number of people changing theiroting habits, to the extent that the actual winning candidate

would have lost. My omission is then the quést dza S 2F GKS I Oldzf SAyyAy3
Clearly the outcome of the candidate winning is not thereby attributable to be in light ef thi

omission. However, the reasoih is not, is not clearly that | lack causal responsibility for the

outcome. More plausibly, it is because | am unaware of the significance of this omission, i.e. | did not

know how to write and spread this particular newsrstoThis pertains to fulfilment of the cognitive

condition, which is the topic of the next chapter.
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voter in the causally efficacious set,tigen causally responsible for thehole
outcome which seems quite implausible in cases with millions of voters, and large
amounts of utility or disutility at stak&Ve are e.g. forced teay of any individual,
that sheis causally responsible for the entire polmytcome.Another problem is

that this understanding of causation implies that the succession of votes is
important for whether we arecausallyresponsible If our vote is castaly in the

day, we are causally responsilbte the whole outcomelf it is cast very late in the
day,we are not causally responsible for the outcome at all. This seems to place an
implausiblesignificance on the voting successidtfurther,that the suce@ssion is
relevantalso contradict the behaviour of actual votevsho do not seem to care
about thetemporal sequence of the vote$>® Therefore, this is an unsatisfactory
solution to the problem of overdetermination Therefore, the problem of
overdetermnation still stands. If we accept that causatesponsibility is a
necessary condition for direct attributability and if we accept that
overdetermination undermines causal responsibility in the voting case, then we
have to accept that the individual votes not directly morally responsible for

policy outcomes in light of her actio.

All'in all, we lack clear grounds for holding the individu@kr, as an individual,

causally responsible for the voting outcona least in light of positive actions.

*2Unless e.g. their expressive reasons for voting are sufficiently strong to override their instrumental
reasons for voting. However, we should assume thdhe entire outcome was ascribable to the
individual, she should indeed care a great amount about the succession of the votes, and people by

and large simply do not.

8 of course, if it can be shown that this intuition is misguided, i.e. that we shoudatsout the
temporal sequence, then this would constitute a partial vindication of the causal responsibility via

pre-emption. In that case.

> Unless we can give an account of some omission grounding our causal responsibility in such a

case.
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4 Cogniti ve condition

4.1 Introduction

In this chapter | will examine the cognitive condition, and explain in greater detall
how it relates to direct attributability responsibilignd moral responsibilityl will
then apply the cognitive conditionto the voting case and test whetheit is
plausible that the individudulfils it. 1 will argue that she does noAs suggested

in chapter 2, an outcome can only be attributed to the individuathe direct
moral responsibility grounding wayf she fulfils a cognite condition. It is
plausible that thiscondition isfulfilled if the individual was aware that the
relevant outcome would follow from her action, drsheat leastought to have
been aware Further, it requires that she is aware of the significance haf t
outcome, or ought to have been awarkwill of course elaborate this below.
Applied to the voting case, it concerns mainly whether slzes aware that her
vote contributedto the outcome and whether sheunderstoodwhat a given
candidate winning signéd. Further, it also concerns whether she can be excused

in case®f ignorance pertaining to both.

As noted,the preliminary strategy presented in chapter 2 was the following:
Assume direct moral responsibility has two components, namely direct
attributability and accountability. Thensaume that upstream control, causal
responsibility, and a cognitive condition, were individually necessary and jointly
sufficient for directattributability responsibility’® Then assume the citizen fulfils
the upstream control condition, and test whether the individual citizen fulfilled
the causal responsibility condition, and thegnitivecondition. If she fails to fulfil

one of them, then she is not directlattributability responsible for policy

%5 Awarenessls used in the factive sense here, such that if someone is aware of x, x is true. | will be

dzaAy3 Al AYUGSNOKFy3IStHofte 6AGK aly2é6f SRISEDP ¢KSNB Yl & ¢
to each concept, but I will in this project assume tharenot.

% Recall, if an individual is attributability responsibility for an outcome, then that outcome is

representative of that individual as an agent, and it opens her up for a further ascription of

accountability. If she is both attributability and accountallity responsible for an outcome, then

she is morally responsible for that outcome.
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outcomes and thus not a candidate for direct moral responsihilitythe previous
section, | cast doubt on whether the individuehscausaly responsible Indeed, it
seemed shavasnot.”’ In this section | will show that the inddual does not fulfil
the cognitive codition in the voting caseeither. This then rules out direct moral

responsibility for policy outcomes.

With regards to the voting casspecifically the cognitivecondition concerns
broadly what the individual voteris aware ofwhen performing the action that
brings about thevoting and policyoutcome, and what sheught to have been
aware of As | will argue,tis can be pt into two related questiors pertaining to
the current part of the project of directly attributing policy outcomes to the

individual voter

1) Wasthe citizen awareof what the overall policy outcome of the election
would be, andif not, is shethen excused for her ignorance?

2) Wasthe citizen aware thashewould make a relevant direct contrition
to the policy outcome when she votednd if not, is she excused for her

ignorance if she actuallyid make a contribution? >°

Regarding question 1), this relates to tideathat we cannotdirectly attributean
outcome to a person if she did not know that this outcome would be a
consequence oher action or omission. When | donate money to a charitable

foundation, | may have good reasons to expect that this money will be put to

*" Though, it was not possible to entirely rule out that some unspecified omission constituted a

quasticause, which could ground causal responsibility, at least in principle

*8 This can also be stated as an omission. So again (assuming the same belief as before), If she fails to
vote at all, or if she votes for a different candidate than the candidate who woiildhe had worg

lead to the morally optimal state of affairsan she then be morally responsible for the voting
outcome that obtains, if she did not believe her contribution would have made a difference to the
ultimate outcome, if that outcome at least in part; would have been different had she voted for

the optimal candidate?

* Note that as far as | am aware, no one believes that the individual can be directly morally
responsible for an outcome just because she believes she will bring it about, if it does not actually
come about. She can be blameworthy for tryitegbring it about, but there is not outcome in the

actual world, which can be tied to her.
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good usee.g. because | have done extensive resedtichivever,| may ke entirely
ignorant of the actual fact of the matter, namely that this money will end up in
the pockets olsome warlord, whowill use it tocause large amounts of harrif |

was unaware of this fact, it seenmgppropriate to attribute this outcome to me,
unless | shouldomehowhave known better. Theame reasoningan be applied

to the case of political participation. If | vote for a given politicahdidate
because | believe this will lead to an overall good state of affairs, then | am not
attributability responsiblewhen it in fact leads to overall bad state of affairs,

again,unless | should have knaovwbetter when | voted.

Question?2) relates to the first, but instead of concerninghether | shoulchave
been aware of the significance of the policputcome it concerrs whether |
should have been awar¢hat my actionwould contribute to the particular
outcome. If | perform an action whidram unawarewill lead to a giveroutcome

it isinappropriate to attribute the outcoméo me, unless | somehow shld have
known better (which is often the case!) will discuss this in detail, butt should
seemplausible.If Ilend my new phone to my friend, aridexplodesin his hands

due to an extremely unlikelybattery malfunction it seems inappropriate to
attribute this outcome to me as expressive of who | &hleast if | was unaware
that it would explode. We car.g.imaginel had researched the phone prior to
buying it, and were aware that there had not been reported any isslibss
outcome is still somihing | am causally responsilier, because it depended on
me lending him my phondut, for it to be attributable to me in the attributability
responsibility sense, | should plausibly also have been aware of this being a likely
consequencef my actionsRelating to the current project, this question concerns
whetherthe voting outcomeand policy outcome depended on my vofessuming

| actually make a contribution to the voting outcome, | may be excused for this, if |

was unaware of this when | cast mytepand if | am excused for my unawareness.

In order to respond tothese questiors, | will in 42 examine tle necessary
cognitive conditiorthe agent needs to fulfiin greater detaill will cortinue to do
this in section 4.3vhere | will focus on answering when an agent is culpably

ignorant i.e. when sheshauld have been awareln section 4.31 will alsog
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somewhatin brief- examine the voting case with regards to questionl Iill not
give a full answer tdhis question, sincedoing that sufficientlyis unfortunately
outside the scope of thigroject, as it is mainly an empirical question whether the
individual knowsenough and it will depend on the particular voting contekvill
however highlight the significance of answey the questionand propose what is
required for answering itFollowing this, | will in 4.4nswerquestion 2). | will
ultimately conclude that the individualsuallyfails tofulfil the cognitive condition

in the voting scenariobecause the individuas not aware that her contribution
contributes to the outcome when casting her vote, even if it actually does

contribute to it further she is excused for this unawareness

4.2 Cognitive ¢ ondition

In this sectionand its subsections] will elaborate anddiscusswvhy the cognitive
condition is a necessary condition fdirect attributability responsibility for an

outcome

Concerning fulfledged moral responsibility, amy contemporary philosophers

hold the view, that in order for someone to be morally pessible for an

outcome, theyneed to have some awarenesabout the significance of that

outcome, andthat their actions willcontribute to that outcome®® Ficher and

wkt@ATTE K2fR | AAYAfLFNI LRAAGAZ2Y |yR O02yiSyR
R NR& @)8hdback his car out of his garage unaware that a tiny kitten is snoozing

0SSy Sk UK {KSmoratlylredporsibldiB NJOX K& (1 AGGSyQa dzyiAYSH
(1998: 12). The idea is, even if we fulfil the causal responsibility requirement for

attributability responsibilityfor an outcome, our lack of awareness regarding that

which we are causally responsible for, underngirtee attribution in the fuller

sense of the outcome being tied to @as an agent, rather tharasa thing The

reasonit cannot beattributed to usin a way that potentially makes us morally

responsible for it, ishat our lack of awareness limits our capacity to engage with

relevant aspectf the situation even if ourbodily movementsproduced the

60 E.g. Levy, N. 2011, 2013, Zimmerman, M. 2008 occupy this position explicitly, but according to
George Sher (2009) and Haji (2009), this view is widely accepted.
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outcome (Levy 2011 182. The facts are epiemically and thus cognitively
unavailable to the agentand the outcome can then not be an expression of our
agency This ties into moral responsibility, because in the caseve the morally
relevant facts are not accessible to the drivEor the drier, it was simply not a
scenario with clear moral relevance with regardghe life or death of the cat, so

in a real sense, the scenario was not one with those moral implications.

That ignorance undermines our ability engage vaéntain featuresof ascenariq
applies to both omissions and positive actions. Here is an illistraxample of

an omission caseith moral stakes involved.

Bike rider.

Imagine you aregoing for a bikeride in a local park. You have your
earphones on, and you are listening to your favourite music.
Unbeknownst to you, a small fgas swimming in a shallow pond

only meters away from your bike tratbehind some treesUnfortunately
while swimming, he has an epileptseizure, and loses his ability to stay
afloat, and drowns in the shallow water. Saving him would have la@en
easy accomplishment for any adult persaearby, since the boy was
small, and the water was only kneleep. However, because you had your

headplones on, you were unable to hear that he was in need.

If you had seer heardhim in need, andtill just continued to drive on, it seems
clear that wecould have attributed the outcome of him dying to ypat least in
part.®* However, because you werenigrant of the boy being in need, and
because yolhad no goodreasors to expect that anyone would be in negde
canrot attribute the outcome to you This ignorancerules out you being

accountable for his death, and thus your moral responsibility.

* Even though most people distinguish intuitively between killing and letting die with regards to the

severity of the act.
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The abwe example was an omissfBitase, but it is also clear in cases of positive
actions thatfailure to fulfil the cognitivecondition canundermine attributability
responsibility even in cases aflearcausal responsibilityBelow is an example of
this.

Bridgecollapse

Imagine you drive over a bridge of seemingly high quality, but which has
some hidden structural deficiency. Assume the bridgenknown to any
reasonable lay person is close to meetingts incremental collapse
threshold®® When you driveonto it, the combined weight opreciselyall

(say) 50 cars and trucks, plus the addition of your car, makes it collapse.

Further, it would not have collapsed if you had not driven onto the bridge.

Now, in line with the previous chapter, you are causadlgponsible for the
disaster this is the case whergou are exactly the pivotalriven®. However, we
would notattribute the outcome to you aside from the causal impact you made.
Surely you are nomoraly responsible for the collapseven though the Lidge
collapsing depended on youwaction of driving onto it. The reasoou are not
morally responsible, seenst leastto be that you lackhe relevant awareness
about the strength of the bridge vs. your weight never enters your mind that
there was anyserious contingency which should have been avoj@ed from the

scenario, nothing indicates that you should have been aware dhdugh there is

2 As | noted in a footnote in chapter 2, some readers may have reservations about the term
omissions in this context, and would simplgfer to it as an absence. They may hold that for
something to be an omission, the individual needs to fulfil some cognitive conditions, and actually

be aware of what they are omitting to doing.

63 E.qg. it looked as fine as any bridge to your layman ey everyone else was also using it at this

point.

% Recall, if you are the pivotal driver, then you are the driver that fills the thresholds. In that case on
the counterfactual analysis of causation, you are causally responsible for the collapse. #dynath

driven onto the bridge, it would not have fallen (assuming no other driver would have filled the
threshold instead). In cases of positive actions, as opposed to omissions, we can ascribe causal
responsibility without a verdict of moral responsililito sort through the possible causes, and

highlight the morally relevant ones.
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a sense in which you could have avoided the outcgneone was forcing you)
the fact that no red flagever arose, means you never had a chance to take them
into account when crossing the bridge. Therefore, we cannot attribute the
outcome of the bridge collapsing to yotYou could not have avoided the
outcome, becausgou wereunaware of certairrelevantfacts about the scenario

which were necessary fonaking a morally relevamtecision.

The mainindividuals in theawo above examples are natttributability responsible

for the outcomes Seemingly, this isecause they could nptn a real sensdjave
avoided the outcomes. Even so, there are reasons to doubt that it is merely
because they could not have impacted the outcome due to the epistemic
constraints of those scenarios. The fact that someone could not have avoided an
outcome, or could not have done lwrwise, does not clearly excuse someone or
undermine their moral responsibility for a particular outcome, as Harry Frankfurt
has famously showe@Frankfurt H. , 1969His examples are well knovao | will

only present one faly simple version of them:

Paul the wife killer

Imagine Paul who wants to kill his wife. After a night of drinking with his
unscrupulous friend Fred a strugglhg neuroscientist; he professesis

aim. Fred encourages Paul to kill her, with the hiddeotive of testing a
new actionmonitoring/brain-control -device he hagust invented. All
liquoredup, Paul falls asleep at the bar, and Fred takes him outside to do
a bit of backalley brainsurgery, where he implants the device he just
happens to haven him. Paul wakes up in his bed the next morning with a
headache, but attributes it to a night of heavy drinking, and is none the
wiser. The way the device works is that if Paul has already decided to do
some previous specified action (or inaction/omissitnad the scenario
been different), the device starts to monitor whether the person changes
their mind in regards to that action. If the person does change his or her
mind, it will automatically block the decision, and thus make sure the
personrevertsto the previouscourseof action The next day Paul kills his

wife, and he never has the impulse to stragr that path. The machine
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is never activated. However, even though Paul could not have done
anything to avoid the outcome (sincany impulse to stray would have

been blocked in the counterfactual scenario), it seems clear that he is still
morally responsible for having killed his wife, and any condemnation and
punishment we would have directed at him in case he was not monitored,

would indeed still be fitting in this case.

Frankfurt casesupport the notion thatour reasons for excusing and exculpating
the driver and the bikeider, may be something else than the mere fact that the
individuals could not haveavoided the outcomesi.e. could not have done
otherwise® So we should look at the deeper reasons beyond the mere epistemic
aspect (what the agenis or is not aware §ffor why the fact that something
blocks our access to relevardspects of a scenaricseens to undermine
attributability responsibility, and potentiallgnoral responsibility. As | will show,
the deeper reasons for whihe agent is excused wheste is unawargis plausibly
becauseher mettle is not tested. It ibecause the epistemic circumstances do not

let the agent engage wit the appropriatefacts, e.gmoralfacts

4.2.1 Ignorance undermines reasons responsiveness

Ignorance doeseem to excuse in certain cases. Howevbere is plausibly a
deeper explanatiorior why ignorance mitigates or exculpates moral respoiligib
altogether, than themere fact that it blocks us off fronengaging with certain
aspects of the environmeni plausible explanation has to do with the individual's

reasons responsivenegbischer and Ravizza, e.g. 1998)e basic idea is, that if

® Note that various people have come to the aid of genciple of alternative possibilitiess a
condition for moral responsibility, most famously perhaps is flicker of feedomresponse. The

way a Frankfurt case is usually set up, there is some kind of tracking of the individual's deliberation.
In this particular case, the device is set to track whether the agent has an impulse to change his
mind. However, since such a tidng is necessary for the device to intervene, the example actually
does rely on an ability to do otherwise. Changing his mind is a necessary condition for the activation
of the device. So the Frankfurt example has not shown that we can be morally rédpossen if

we cannot do otherwise, because the ability to slamething,otherwise, even if it is only having the

impulse to diverge from the path, is built in to the example. (e.g. Fischer 2006: 10)
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the individual does not have access to certain relevant features of the scenario,
the individual cannot respond to those features. On this view, it is how we
respond to reasons which grounds our moral resporigibibr an outcome.The
explanation for why we are not morally responsible in cases where we lack access
to certain relevant considerations, is not just because we are ignorant, but in a
deeper sense because our ignorance means we never get to consider whether to
do the moraly right or wrong thing.Indeed it still seems that attributability
responsibility is an important part of an ascription of moral responsibility, but the
deeper explanation why it is important, is because if we fail to be attributability
responsible, we carot make a choice whether to act morally or immoralfye.g.

the person on the bikéhad knownthat someone was in troubleor if the driver
knew the weightlimit of the bridge would be exceedethey would then be open

to an ascription of moral respongiity. They would be open to ithbecause in that

case they would be able ta@onsider morally relevant reasons, anthke a moral
choice. If theperson on the bikehen decidesot to help thechild, or if the driver
decides to drive over the bridge anywalis tells us something about the kind of
person they are. Buin the cases aive, theird Y S (i (i fo Speak,ds2never even
tested. To reintroduce a substantive account of moral responsibility from chapter
2, their moralledgerhas never been revaluatel in light of how they responded

to those reasons.

A way to look at this in more detail, is by examining. Figcher'sand M. Ravizza's
(F&R) account of control, nametguidance contrdalong with their notion of
reasons responsiveness. R&oncur with Frankfurt that the Frankfeekamples
show that moral responsibility does not require control in the sense of having the
freedom to do otherwise, at least in some sense. The type of control which is
undermined in Frankfurt's examples, whidfey believe is not necessary for moral
responsibility, is what they call 'regulative contr@l'998: 31) What regulative
control is can be explained by an example, and by contrasting it with a type of
control they argueis a necessary condition for moraksponsibility, namely
‘guidance control(ibid). For an agent to have regulative control, it is required that
the agent has access to genuine alternative possibilisgecificallythe individual

should have been abl® have done otherwisein the act@al sequence of events
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that obtained. However, assuming determinism, or more locally, that we are
constrained in our course of actions by antecedent psychological conditions, it
may be implausible that we could have done otherwise in most or perhaps any
sufficiently similar situation. So if regulative control is a necessary condition for
moral responsibilitythis seems to underminenorally responsiblén the relevant

circumstances

In contrast, F&R argue that the necessary notion of control for moral
regponsibility, is instead guidance control. In order for someone to have guidance
control, their action has to be initiated by their own reasons responsive
mechanism. What that particular mechanism is, is kept vague. It could e.g. be
construed as certain meal faculties, but the important aspect is that whatever it

is, it is the thing which is taken to initiate some action which the agent reasonably
considersher own(1998: 39). Shaakesresponsibility- so to spealg for who she
considers herself to be (her mechanism), and the actions which are the

exemplification of who she takes herself to be (1998: Z41&R distinguish
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moderately responsive to reason to the extent that, holding fixed the operation of

a ktype mechaism, the agent would recognize reasons (some of which are

moral) in such a way as to give rise to an understandable pattern (from the

viewpoint of a third party who understands the agent's values and beliefs), and

would react to at least one sufficientason to do otherwise (in some possible

scenario). That is, a mechanism is moderately responsive to reason insofar as it is

"regularly" receptive to reasons (some of which are moral reasons), and at least

®¢KS y2iGA2y 2F adl 1 Ay Jor tdradcugt AtAindolvésiadcépiing dedtainA Y L2 NI |y {
dispositions, acts, beliefs, conceptions of self, tendencies and potentially more aspects of what is

usually related to selidentification, as one's own. It is historical, and two people who are identical

in the current timeslice, are not necessarily both morally responsible, because what they take

responsibility for, is their historical selves. So if one person in the currentdiice is only identical

to someone else, due to being the target of physitanipulation, then she is not the historical

owner of who she is, and she has not taken responsibility for who she is, according to F&R. (1998:

243).
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responsibility relying on the agents ability to do otherwise in the sense of having
regulativecontrol, it is on F&R's accouabntingent on a sensitivity to reaseand

a sensitivity to being able to act differently, had the=isario been relevantly
different from the actizl £ a4 OSy | NA 2 ds thatkv8 can liadelgddarice K S NB
control, even if the universe is determinéand regulative control is undermined)

while also satisfying our intuition that some type of control isnecessary
condition for moral responsibility. F&Rytto show us that thenecessarytype of

control is guidance controlWe had the freedom to act differently if the
circumstances had been different. If we had not had our headphones on and
actually head that the boy was in trouble, and if we had known that we were
exceeding the weight limit of the bridge, then we could have acted differently.
However, if wethen decided to ignore the child, and exceed the weight limit of

the bridge, then wanay bemorallyresponsible for those outcomes.

Their account thus seems to explain why we would hold the individual morally
responsible in the Frankfurt case where there is a counterfactual intervener, while
incorporating a notion of control as a necessary conditiomforal responsibility.

The reasormwe should hold the individual morally responsilikethat in the actual
sequence (the one where thatervenerdoes notintervené), it is the agent's own
mechanism (because happropriatelyrecognises it as his own) whichitiates

that action, and that mechanism is reasons responfeteus assume)An upshot

of this account is that iin line with our intuitionsyules out people who e.g. have
mental disorders, who have strong irrational compulsions, as candifiatenoral
responsibility at least in circumstances which are somewhat akin to the actual
circumstancesL ®S® A (0 NMzZ Sa 2dzi LIS2LX S K2 €01 ad
condition for attributability introduced in chapter Ihe explanation fowhy they

are ruled out, is that they would not have actedtherwise had the actual
circumstances beesomewhatdifferent, precisely because they would not have
been responsive tdhose relevantreasons. It also rules out some cases of those
who a morally deficient, e.g. peshopath, because their account requires
sensitivity tomoralreasons On the other hand, it still lets us incriminate ordinary

people with an ordinarily functioningnechanismi.e. ordinary reasonable people
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part of the cognitive conditionwhich most would find plausible@amelythat it is
necessary thatthe action is initiated by the agent herseklind that she is
sufficientlyresponsive to reasonsspecificallythat she isnot affected byoutside
manipulation. Further, and most importantly, it requires the ability to consider
and weigh different (moral) alternatives with regards to initiating an action and
making predictions about the outcomes of those actiosisnply, it equires they
are sufficiently responsive taelevant reasons Though lack of awareness
underminesattributability responsibility for an outcome, and thgsens to take

the individual out of the running for being morally responsible for the outcome
she prodices, the underlying explanatigolausibly isthat it makes the relevant
moral consideration inaccessible to the agent. Because these considerations were
inaccessible to the driver in the bridge case andhilk@-rider casethe agents are
not morally respnsible. But it is not just because they @gaorant;it is because;

Fd €SFad 2y - tees wibiancd M@@e tdggdis the relevant moral
considerationsfor their reasons responsive mechanigm engage with Again,

their mettle is not tested.

We have now come full circle. The reason the individuals irbtke riderand the
bridge case are not morally responsible, is because certain bits of information are
unavailable to them. Had they been available, they wdwdste beenable to test

their mettle, because in the particular circumstances where they have access to
relevant information,they could have reflected upon them, and acted in light of
them. If the bike rider then still fails tocome to the aid of the baythis tells us
something about thébike-rider, namely that he would ignore the suffering of the
child (which isclearlya morally wrong thing to do}zurther,if the driver continued

to drive over the bridge, knowing it would be fatal to many people, this shows us
that he would be willing to bring about this suffering. Again, a necessary condition
here is that the individual is responsive to reasons, becausteifis not, the fact
that she has access to certain facts about the situation is not enough to determine
what kind of person she is. If the individual is not responsive to reasbe is not

sensitive to the relevant factand cannot be judged by how shesponds to
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them. This rules out moraksponsibility and the fact that she failed tsave the
boy, or that she did driveover the bridge does not allow us to attribute those
moral outcomes of thdoy drowning and the bridge collapsing to her, i.ewias

not clearly her doingMaybe she knew that the bridge would fall down, but she
may simply have had a pathological compulsion to drive onto the bridge
nonetheless. It would be outside her control, it would be involuntary, and she

would thus not be mordy responsible for the ensuing outcome.

4.2.2 Summing up so far

We can conclude that at least two things are necessary for fulfilment of the
cognitive condition for attributing an outcome to the individual 1), the
individual's has to have access to theelevant facts. In the cases under
examination, these are usually facts about whether her action will bring about
some morally relevant outcome&), she has to have theapacity to engage with
the information in the right wayi.e. be responsive to reasqfhis ispart of the
upstream control condition from chapter 2) This is e.g. not fulfilled if she was
cognitively underdeveloped, if she was under the influence of some substance, or
if she was under the influence of hypnotic suggestiom the voting case
specifcally, we can assume 2) is fulfilled, i.e. the citizehyisand largereasons
responsive The question then is, whether she fulfils 1), i.e. whether she was
aware that she by her voting action would bring about the voting outcame
whether she was awar of the significancee.g. the moral significancef the

voting outcome, and the following policy obtaining

Before considering the voting cage greater detail there is however a further
significant nuance to highlight. An important thing to notetlve above is that a
case can be made, that ignorance only excuses if the individual isulpable in

her ignorance. In the next section | will examine when someone is culpably
ignorant. Establishing this, will let me build on this and examine whether th

voting citizen is sufficiently aware, and if not, plaustlipable in her ignorance

" From subsection 2.4.1

87



4.3 Awareness of policy outcomes and culpable ignorance

So far | have shown why ignorance can excuse the agent. It is because a
consequence of ignorance is that it blocke individual from responding to
relevant morally significant reasons. However, ignorance does not always
constitute an excuse. It may be the case that the agent is ignorant of certain
morally relevant facts in the current instance, but if her ignoranae loe traced

back to a prior instance where she by her action or omission became responsible
for her ignorance, she maylausiblystill be morally responsible for the action or
outcome in the currentnstance. In that casdyer ignorance iplausiblyculpable

In this section, | will examine when ignoranceigpablein this senseFurther, |

shed light on the first question introduced at the introduction of this chapler

the subsequentsection (4.4) | will answer the second questifnom the

introduction.

To recap, lte question of whethean agent has a sufficient degree of awareness
with regards to some outcome is an important matter, and for the casaafl
responsibility for policy outcomes specifically, it relatesas noted at the
beginningof the chapter- to two sets of questions pertaining tthe voting
scenario. Firstlywas the citizen awaref what the overall policy outcome of the
election would be, and if not, is she then excused for her ignorargeplied to a
historically relevanOl a SY gl a GKS OAGAT SY I gFNB 2F 1 AGTE ¢
she wasunaware of the harms that would follow from his rise to power?
Scondly, was the citizen aware that she would make a relevant direct
contribution to the policy outcome when she voteahd if not, is she excused for
her ignorance if she actually did make a contribution? Applied to the same
historically relevant case: was the citizen aware that her vote would make a
relevant difference to his rise to power, and if not, is she excusedhéwr
ignorance if she actually did make a relevant differeni¢eRe citizen is excusably
ignorant of the relevant harmful outcome, or if she @gcusablyignorant of
making acontributionto the outcome, then she is not directly morally responsible
for policy outcomes She is not directly morally responsible, becasie fails to

fulfil the cognitive conditiorfor attributability responsibility, which is necessary

for moral responsibility In order to see whether she is excusably ignorant, we
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have to lookat when ignorance does not excuse, i.e. when someone is culpably
ignorant.If e.g. the vote is ignorant of thesignificance of th@utcomeand ofher
direct contribution but is culpably ignorardn one or both issugghen she may

be morally responsiblaonetheless despite her ignorance.

4.3.1 Culpable ignorance

One way to understandutpable ignoranceis to understand it aattributability
responsibility at one remove, i.e. whether someoneaigibutability responsible

for an outcome they are ignorant of bringing about, because they are responsible
for their own ignorance.On this account, a seeming case of ignorance being an
excuse, is then undermined when the cause of the ignorance is attributable to the
agent.In ligh of the current analysis, this would then be a matter of whether the
agentwas aware that sheould have acquired awaress of what she is ignorant
off. It could also concern the very special casfe whether the agent had

deliberately managed to cau$eer own ignoranceAristotle, 2004: 46%°

In order to elaborate the idea of attributability responsibility for @énorance,

we can examine the following case.

Bushpilot:

Imaginethat you are a pilot whdlies people to remote wilderness areas.
Duringone of your flights, you are caught in a violent storm, and your
small plane goes down witteveral passengers on boaitbu are the lone
survivor.Had you read the local weather report for the day (which you are
awareof usually gives a good indication whether there are good flying

conditions), you would have known about the storm.

Even though you were caught by surprise by the storm due to your ignorance,

your ignorance is seemingly attributable to yoli. this is so, youare then

%8 E.g. someone tries to forget certain things, which would be reletasbme sceario in which
they would have been morally responsible, if they had been aware of that of which they are now

ignorant. By and large, it seems implausible that the general public can be accused of such a thing.
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attributability responsible for the outcome you brought about in light of your
ignorance. This then leaves you open for a further ascriptadn moral
responsibilityfor the outcome of your passengers dyingour responsibility was
seeminglyundermined with regards to theme-slice where you were surprised by

the storm, but it waglausiblynot undermined because/ou ignorel the news.

The reasonyour attributability responsibilitywas not undermined, we can

' 2adzySz Aa G Kdimplyagreedapgrdpivisly rgsnSivie @ deasons,

and you indeed had (we assume) gomeasons to check the forecaste.l you

were not blocked off from these reasons due to a deeper lying ignorance about
the forecasthavingrelevant information pertinent to your flightindeed, you

knew the weather forecast was pertinent to your fligi@dr in terms ofproximate

beliefs you at least knew there was a significant chancethat it contained
pertinent informationregardingthe risks involvedA line of argument similar to

thisc namely thatdzf LI 6 Af AGe OlFy ©6S aiGNI OSRé ol O
has also been defended by Holly Smith (1989), Gideon Rosen (2002), Neil Levy
(2009),Michael Zimmermann (2008)and the overall notion that ignorance can
exculpate can b&racedback to Aristole (Nichomachean Ethics, Book di$)noted

in chapter 2

One thing that is missing from the explanation above pertains to the cost of
acquiring said information. | specified in chapgthat with regards toa further
ascription ofaccountability, the cst of defection should play a part. llfperform

an action which foreseeably produces a significant harm, | may be morally
responsible for it. Bt, if the cost ofnot performing it is very high, this will usually
mitigate my accountability for performing it. Or, inversely, fifil to perform an
action (omission), in light of which some harm comes about, my accountability

may be mitigated if the cost of performirige relevant actionwas high.The cost

% As Zimmermann acknowledges, this kind olpable ignorance occurs much less often than we

G2

dzadz- ffe GKAYy1® {2 6S 2FGSy YAralLwLxe otlyS Ay OFasa

(Zimmermann 2008: 178). The reason is, that in most cases where we think the person should have
known better, they did not perceive any red flags. Thus, we will not be able to trace their ignorance

back to an instance aulpable ignorance.
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could e.g. be high if someone threatened to harm my fan8ly.let us tie this
consideration to theexample from before. Let us assuntigat consulting the
weather forecast was relatively costless, i.e. you did not hawyeosher pressing,

e.g. morally relevant concerns which were incompatible with checking the
forecast. Therefore, you are morally responsible for the crash, because you are
culpably ignorant of the risk involveth plain Englislt you should have known

about the storm.

Comparethe pilot to the voter who may be ignorant of the potential outcoroé
candidate A or B wiming, but who has not spent more than a few minutes seeking
pertinent information and deliberating over the relevant political issues. iShe
ignorant, but perhaps culpably ignorant. So assuming a Rresgonsibility
groundingcausalrelationship obtains between the citizen and the voting
outcome suchhat she is causally responsible. Here, eiféhe citizen is ignorant
of the harm that dtains in part due to her action, shmay still be morally
responsible fo it, or for contributing to it. The reason is that her failure to
educate herself can make heulpably ignorant and thus responsible for the harm
that obtainsdue to her culpable igprance.l.e., she is not excused just because
she did not know that her preferred candidate would start, say, srudedibly
harmful unjust war, if it was reasonably somethishe should have known about.
If it was relatively costless for her to obtainathinformation, she may be morally

responsible for the outcome.

4.3.1.1 Was the citizen aware of what the overall policy outcome of the

election would be, and if not, is she excused for her ignorance?

Whether citizens are ignorant ofthe effects of the policy owtomes of one
candidate, party or policy winning, compared to the alternative, is an empirical
question. As is the question of whether, in case of such ignorance, they are
sufficientlyaware of their ignorancéo an extent where their failure to educate
themselves plausibly makes them culpably ignordmegarding thdormer (the
awareness level of the citizgnthere has been done a good deal of research on

the ignorance of voters, and it does seem tothee that in many cases, the public

|t is of course also a theoretical question of what the standard they have to conform with is.
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is woefully ignorant of the outcomes ofie or the other options winning oSee
e.g. Fishkin, J. 2004, and Brennan 2011: 163 for recent overviehsigh of
course levels of ignorance/knowledge will vary acrggsups and individuals, and

across issug

The specifictime around the second Iraq war is a case in point regarding the
public® ignorance ofwhat the policy outcomes entait The Iraqwar and
aftermath has caused an enormous amount of deatid the destruction and
though it was never up foa formal nationwide vote, it is plausible that public
opinion did play a part causing the war, and it certainly played a role in its
continuation’® A large proportion of the US public were of the belief thia¢
leader of Iraq,Saddam Hussejrhad weaponsof mass destruction, and based
their support on this belief. With regards to policy outcomes, they presumably
supported an outcome they perceived as the disarming of a dangerous dictator.
However, since Saddam Hussein did not have these weapons, theyweang
about the policy outcomeOf course, there was no referendum on going to war,
and the war was not advertised prior to Geory¢. Bush winning the 2000

presidential election, so it is not a straight forward case attributing the war to the

n Regarding the time around the start of the war, a Pew Research Center (2003) poll found that 76%
of those queried favoured military action against Iraq if weajrmpectors found Iraq to be hiding
nuclear, biological or chemical weapons, while 63% wirectly opposed military intervention if

they could not find any. This is quite important, because 57% of the polled Americans were of the
belief there had been found proof that Irag were producing these weapons (Pew Research Center
2003). Further, publicupport in favour of the war on Iraq was at 72% at the time the invasion
commences of March 2003 (Pew Research Centre 2008), so we can safely assume that a large
proportion of those who favoured the war, based their support for the war on a false belief
regarding the weapons capabilities of Irag. This is thus important for what particular policy outcome
they are supporting. If their support for the war depends on their beliefs about these capabilities,
then they are presumably supporting what they perceifeae a disarmament policy. That is the
policy outcome that they base their support on. If they supported the examif Iraq did not have

these capabilities, then they are presumably supporting another policy, e.g. a war to merely topple

an evil dictator.

"2 E.g. one study concludedahthere had been more than 6am0 excess Iragi deaths as a direct
consequence of the Iraq war, where most of the deaths were due to viol@Bemham, Riyadh,

Doocy, & Roberts, 2006)
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Americanpublic. On the other hand, the Bush administration had to convince
Congress to go to war, and those congressional representatives would presumably
- this is all speculativehave an easier time justifying their support for the war, if
the public were also ifavour of it. Further,and more importantlyduring the re
election of George W. Bush, his opponent campaigned (and lost) on a basis of
withdrawing US troops from Irag, so it is possible that this the outcome of this
election depended on the false beliedg§a large proportion of the publi@ut this
seems to suggest that their ignorance undermines, or would have undermined
their moral responsibility. The question is then whether they are then culpably

ignorant.

Whether parts of the US public wereattributability responsible for their
ignorance is of course difficult to answer her@nswering that question depends

on whether the relevant information was actually retrievable, what the cost of
retrieving it was.t also ties into whether theyvere ignorant of their ignorance,
which is an extremely difficult question to answéram unaware of any work
done on this in relation to policy outcomes. Further, research seems to indicate
that ignorancein generali Sy Ra (G2 AyONBIF&AS 2ySQa A3Ay2NlyoO
(Kruger & Dunning, 199930 there are reasons to suspect that people would not
be reliable respondents on questions pertaining to their ignorabeeause they
would be prone tooverestimating their awarenessf their ignorae.”®. A further
question is of course whethepeople spend enough time acquiring quality
information, and deliberate on that information sufficiently. Depending on this,
they may beobligated to deliberate more than they already dimd thusthey

may be cipably ignorantfor failing to do soAll of this of course still relies on
whether they are responsible for bringing about the voting outcome and policy

outcome itself, which is the most important question for this project.

Summing up this subsection. Awted, | will not be able to draw any clear
conclusions on whether the individual is usually aware of the significance of policy

outcomes.This § an empirical question which is beyond the scope of this project

8 People nay be ignorant, but that doesf coursenot necessarily mean that further deliberation

would decrease their ignorance of these matters.
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and one which is difficult to answalt is particularly difficult becauseeven if we

are able to conclude that the individual is ignorant of the actual policy outcome,

this ignorance does not clearly exculpate the individual citizen. In order to answer

the question of whether she is excused ighti of her ignorance, it is also
important 0o SE YAYS S6KSGKSNI GKS OAGAT SyQa A3y2NI yC

whether she is culpably ignorant.

4.3.1.2 A note on involuntarist moral responsibility and culpable

ignorance

So far | have suggested that ignorarwa be culpable, if the individual to some
extent had control over her ignorangee. if she was aware that she was ignorant,
and was able to make a decision not to infohmrself However,not everyone
agrees that ignorance needs be traced back to sopmscious state about the
g NBySaa 2F 2ySQa A3y2NlryOS 62dzi LISNIAYSY
responsible for something done out of that ignorance. Wheregbdar examined
position can be considered¥oluntaristQaccountof culpable ignorancerecently

a number of writers have begun occupyiag involuntarist* position in this
regard.Involuntarists hold theview that individuals can be morally responsible in
cases evenwhere it seems clear that they did not have amyareness otheir
ignorance, as long as the action, and the following outcomeeflective ofwho

they are as gerson.

Proponents otthe involuntaristview include at least Angela Smiga008) Nomi
Arpaly (2002) George Shef2009) and Robert Adam$1985) The distinction
between voluntarist and involuntaristould have an in principleffect on the
application of a theory of responsiity to the current voting case hEe reason isit
means that voters who are ignorant, who are raftviouslyin control of their
ignorance m the sensef at some point being aware of itould stillg in principle-

be morallyresponsible for outcomes which are a consequence of actions based in
this ignorance. Robert Adams (1985) e.g. holds this view explicitly and writes that
a G KS G Kvedarke ®thidalk laccountable only for our voluntary actions and

AAAAA
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| am borrowing the voluntarist/involuntarist distinction from Holly Smith (2011)
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responsiblef 2 NJ 2 dzNJ & A §(®a5t 3)7yl the UXddd sankeytiiat we can be
blameworthyfor our feelings of ager, jealousy, hatred and contempt, even when
they are not within our voluntary control, either immediately, or when they are
the result how we have deliberately acted to develop our character. Part of his
reasons foholding this viewjs based in the akervation that it seems we may be
obligated to make positive change to our character even when we didause it

to bethe wayit is. This indicatethat there is something wrong about the feelings
and attitudes which were a product of that charactetthe first place. If they are

not wrong, we would not have an obligation to make a positive adjustment to
them it would seem. Further, the fact that we would praise someone for acting on
the aim of changing their attitudes more if the motivation was conati@us,
rather than if they did itg say¢ just to see if they could, indicates that what we
are in part praising them fdrseing conscientiougzurther, more importantly, even

if these character trais are clearlyunchosen,the praise is still appropriate
perhaps suggesting that moral responsibility does not presuppose voluntary
control. This is & in-principle distinctim from the notion of voluntarycontrol
examined so fanf we accepthis distinction, thisdloes not necessitate, but opens
the door to ascriptionsof moral responsibilityfor involuntary acts, traits and
outcomes In thatcase,it opens the door for ascriptions of moral responsibility for

outcomes which arén some waythe product of ignorance.

Angela Smith writes ithe veinof Adamst y R y2(Sa GKIFGY agKIFEG NBI T
RSOSNNAYAY I I LISNA 2 g is Wisthet JBaythifgacanbel (1 &8 T2 NJ a2
seen as indicative or expressive of her judgements, values, or normative

O2 YYRA (YSy:B6rg Soawithreyards to the voting ead Pauline votes for

policy O, and Gas a policy is close to a perfect match with regards to Pauline

values, then Pauline can in principle be morally responsible for that policy (and

the policy outcomes that falw) even if she was ignorant of the consequences of

it. The reason is precisely that these policies are reflective of who she is. Angela

{ YAGKQA 2 gis/of SoméoneEIR SIHESGGAY I |+ FNASYRQA o6ANI

foreseeing it or intending to do so, but stideing responsible for not calling her

and giving her best wishes. The reasons | can be responsible here, is that what |

am aware ofand failtobe awareof) | YR ¢KIF G L &aSS |a NBf SOyl
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The fact that | do not notice that is my friend® birthday, may be because | do

not value her as a friend, or because | am careless or perhaps have an egocentric
conception of friendshipsForgetting her birthday is thusttributable to me,
because it reflects who | am. This opens up for the same being applicable in the
case of voting. | may be ignorant of the ensuing policy outcomes, and | may be
ignorant of my ignorance. But if my ignoran@ my ignorance of my ignamnae,

is reflective of some fault which is expressed by this ignorance, | may still be
responsible for the outcome due to thfault ¢ even when it is an unchosen
character trait So if | vote for a harmful candidate, but | aeasonablyignorant

of my ignaance that she will produce harmful policy, I may still be morally
responsible for this if my ignorance of my ignorance is expressive of e.g. me
lacking sufficient civic virtue in the sense of taking my electoral diutgforming
myselfseriously. The kething to keep in mind here is that the agent in question

did not have the prerequisite awareness of her ignorance, neither rawat

some previous time slicddowever, she may still be morally responsible for an

outcome brought about in light of this ignance.

Nomi Arpaly argues for the samdistinction between voluntarism and
involuntarism when she arguethat people can be appraisable not just for their
reflectively held views, but also for the type of person they really are (2002: 78).
She examines the story ¢fuckleberryFinn who frees a slave, even though he
himself under one construal considers this anmoral act.Finnis reflectively
ignorant of the fact that this is really a good act (he thimksat he & doing is
tantamount tostealing). However, we still praise him for his #gatugh it is based
on ignorance. It is here aignorance of moral factsHis ignorance does not cut
him off from praise, because he s&eminglystill a good personHis action is
expressive of him being a good persd@onversely, the person who catches a
runaway slave would not necessarily be excused even though he thbeghas
doing good, if his catching the slave is indicative of his madrd#yior character.
The reasorArpaly gives for why we have this intuitids, that the moralfibre of
the person is actually action guiding here, even though it is aaitsciously

recognized by the person herseife. even though Finn is ignorant of Tthis can
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be considered an in principle justification fattributing outcomes to someone

due to their unconsciousental states

We can apply the abovimvoluntarist consideratios to the voting casePart of

the reasonl vote for Hitler, may be because of deep seated hatred towards the
Jewish population whom would like to see harmed. It may also be because |
failed to really listen tothe actual content ofhis speeches becauseof some
character trait, e.g. my lazines#/hen people ask me, and even when | reflect on
matters, | may respond and consciously believe that | support him due to him
representing good conservative values aadonomic prosperity. | may even
consciously dislieve that he would ever do such a thing as harm the German
and EuropeanJewry®. However, | do not challenge this view,seek out relevant
information. @ | am incapable of interpreting information in the relevant way,
because deep down at an subcomass level, | do not want to find,isincethat
would perhaps force me to take a socially unacceptablecgtan the issue, andl
would have toforce myself to accepthat | heldimmoral views. Therefore, | am
guilty of both being reflectively ignorant afiy own motives,while | am also
ignorart of being ignorant. | am theattributability responsible for both. Further,
the policy outcome that follows from my voting actiomay also be attributable to

me, assuming again | aadsocausally responsible. Impamtly however, | am not

in a clear sense in control of my belief, due to them being cognitively suppressed.
Thus, i we acceptthat | lack control, while maintain that | can be attributable
responsible for the abovethen we seem to deny that moral responsibility

requiresawareness

Summing up this subsectiohi:seems that ignorance (and ignorance of ignorance)
does not always excuse attributability responsibility. Thedeedseems to be in
principle reasons to sygort this. Therefore, it is not necessarily enough to
ascertain what people knew, and even whether they were ignorant of their
ignoranceln the case of the German citizen who voted for Hitler, she bedigve

she isexcused for heignorance about the hotaust. However,whether that

® And people belonging to all theltger groups that died in the holocaust.

97



individual is actually excused may depend on the person she is, and/or whether
the person she is played a part in her failing to see the deptheoignorance.

The point is, any conclusion | will draw in light of whetheritidividual fulfils the
cognitive condition, can be affected by whether the individual was ignorant,
whether she was ignorant of her ignorance, and if so, whether this is excusable or

not.
4.3.1.3 Summing up the sections on culpable ignorance

| have documented an@rgued that there are two interpretations of when a
citizen fails to be excused for her ignorance of #significance opolicy outcome

she actually contributes to. On the voluntarist view, the individual is culpably
ignorant if she had some awareness @&r hgnorance, and was aware that she
could remedy that ignorance at a relatively low cost. On the involuntarist view,
the agent may still be culpably ignorant, despite her ignorance, or her ignorance
of her ignorance, if her ignorance, or heecond orderignorance is.g.due to

some morally bad character trait.

In this section | havexamined whether the individual can be excused for having
false beliefs regarding thaignificance of thepolicy outcomes of the voting
process | will in the next sectioexamine whether the individuas aware of her
contribution to the policy outcome, and whether she is excused for her potential
ignorance about this contribution. will conclude that she is not plausibly aware

of making a contribution when she does.

4.4 Cognitive ¢ onditions and voting

After havingexaminedthe condition for attributability responsibility, it is time to
exanmine how the cognitive conditioncan be undermined with regard$o
something else. Specificallhhow it can be underminedvith regardsto the

A Y RA @ dirBotiztoftrididtion to voting outcomeRecall, even if the individual
fulfils the upstream control condition, and the causal responsibility condition for
direct attributability responsibility, she also needs to fulfil the cognitive condition
l.e. she may be sufficiently free from constraints, and her bodily movements may

actually bring about the outcome. But she is unaware of making a contribution
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to the outcome, and is excused for her ignorance, we cannot attribute the
outcome to her. filwe cannot, this rules out direct moral responsibility for policy

outcomes

Assuminghe citizenis fully aware of the significance of the voting outcome,
the policy outcomewhich will be a consequence heredfie question (introduce

in theintroduction of this chapter) is then

Was the citizen aware that she would make a relevant direct contribution
to the policy outcome when she voted, and if not, is she excused for her

ignorance if she actually did make a contribution?

| will examinetwo different interpretatiors of how the individual can understand
her contribution to the voting and policy outcomewill examine whether she is
aware of her contribution under one of those interpretat®nFinally, | will
examine whether she is culpablignorant if she fails to be aware of her
contribution. Theseinterpretationsmirror how her Wontributionwas understood

in the chapter on causal responsibilifghapter 3) If one of theseinterpretations

is indeed the correct account of how the voter a@lly perceives of her voting
action, or ought to perceive of.ifAnd, if we can assume thtie citizenwas not
aware that she would maka significant contribution to theolicy outcome by

her voting. And, if she is excused for being unaware of thiBhen we can
conclude that she fails to fulfil the cognitive condition for direct attributability
responsibility for policy outconge This thereby undermines an ascriptiondirect
moral responsibility Instead, the outcome should in that case simply be
considered anon-culpablyunforeseen side effect of her voting action. As already
discussed in the previous chapter, the causal relationship between the individual
and the voting outcome iproblematic However, | will for the sake of argument
assume that tk agent is in fact causally responsible for the voting outcome, or
part of it, in order to test the cognitive condition for attributability responsibility
more clearly. The cognitive condition concerns awareness of certain facts, in this
case facts aboutdr causal contribution to the voting outcome. However, if she is

not causally responsible for that outcome, then clearly she will not fulfil the

99



cognitive condition eithepn the direct account®{ A y 0SS WI ¢ NBySaaQ Aa Tl
cannot be aware of somethg happening, which does not actually happen.

Therefore, | will assume she actually is causally responsible.

Regarding whether or how the voters ought to perceive their contribution: As |
hawe already noted in chapter 2 and @oting is relevantlyifferent from other

types of collective venturesn that it concerns a threshold, rather than a variable
outcome which varies with every single contribution (Tuck 2008: 38). To recap
this, in an example such as anthropogenic global warntirege is e.ga variable
outcome Presumably eery person who expels CQOdoes in fact contribute to
worsering the greenhouse effect, however slightly. Thus in the global warming
case, it is not simply a small chance that the agent contributes to the amount of
greenhaise gas in the atmosphere. It is in fact a certainty (insofar as a person
expels a net positive amount of CO2 or alternative greenhouse gasses) that an
agent will always be contributing something, though usually only a small
amount./” From this an ascriptio of direct attributability responsibility for an
outcome is fairly straightforward. The individual is at leastributability
responsible for her specific contributiof@ssuming she is aware of what she is
doing) In the voting case, which pertains talaterminate threshold, this is not
200A2dzat e GKS OFLaSe LYyRSSR:Z Ad asSSvya Gkt
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outcome, or it ientirely superfluous to that outcomé’ As noted in the chaptes

"® This does not rule out that she fulfils the cognitive condition with regards to an indirect
moral responsibility. Indeed, | will argue that she does in chapter 8.
"9GPSNEGKAY3 SlidzZ f 27F OGr2mzNgt Sodrselbe reifral Bvaryadifatime) ary ( NA 6 dzi A

even negative. According to John Nolt, the average American Citizen is e.g. causally responsible for a
significant amount of Greenhouse gas emission, to the extent where the consequences of this in
terms of dobal warming, is equal to the death of two future people (Nolt, 2011). If he is right, that is

then something we in principle can attribute to the individual citizen.

8 A determinate threshold is the exact number of votes which is required to win rekatitree total
number of votes for the alternative candidate(s). In an election between two candidates A and B,
insofar as it is true that A receives 2,000 votes, the threshold for B winning, is 2,001 votes. All votes

above 2,001 votes are superfluous.

" Note, that the voter is of course responsible for thet of voting, as in putting a piece of paper in

a box.
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on causal responsibility, there were different waysni€rpreting theindividu- £ Q a
contribution to the outcome. Howevethe point remained, that one is either part

of the threshold, or not. The outcome of a given candidate winning or losing does
not vary a little by every vote, making the policy outcome eetir worse With
regards to this there are two possible ways the individual can makdiract
contribution to the outcome. Again, | have already highlighted these in the
chapter on causal responsibility, so this discussion will mirror it. Specifically, o
the firstinterpretation, the individual can make a direct contrilzun by being the
pivotal voterthat exactlyfills the threshold. On thesecondinterpretation, the
individual can make a direct contribution by simply being part of the causally
efficacous setthat fills the threshold| will now examine whethett is plausible

that the individual fulfils the cognitive conditions in either case.

Firstly,is it plausible thathe individual fulfis the cognitive condition under the

first interpretation? Is the individual aware that she is the pivotal voter when she

casts her vote? Is she excused if she is unawasatted in chapteB, this can be

interpreted as the specific scenario where the outcome obtains, and where the

threshold is met by one votdn this scenaridt is appropriate to claim, that the

outcome depended on the individual voter (and all individual voters who voted

forthe winnepd® ¢ KA a KIF LILISya Ay OlFasSa oKSNB (KS NBa
be a real 50/50 split, that is, a situatievhere one's vote, given the votes already

OFadts g2dzZ R 0S5 adzFTAONSvyassuirgy thiglurikely 2y SQa aAl
scenario obtains, and the individual is actually causally responsible. Is the

individual voter then plausiblgware of this at the moment when she casts her

vote? In order to examine this, we can ask what the likeliheasthat we (the

individual) would be the pivotal voter. If it is too unlikely, it would be

unreasonable for the individual to expect to make anftribution. If we take a

country such as e.g. thenited States of Amerigahe likelihood of being the

pivotal vote in a national election like voting for the presiderisye.g. close to

1:100,000000 (Riker and Ordeshook 1968)This is extremelynlikely, clearly.

Assuming the individual is aware of thilselihood she almost never has reason to

8 This has led some (e.g. Caplan 2006) to argue that when people vote, they are actually being

irrational.
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believe shewill bethe pivotal voter, atéast in elections of this scafé will be in

the millions inmost largercountrieswhere itis a two candidate moff election)

In fact, it would seem entirely unreasonable to expect to make a contribution on
this construal of the voting scenaritf. we assume people are fairly reasonable,
and have some fairly accurate grasp on the probability of them being pivioisl,
indeeddifficult to imagine that they actually vote on the belief that it is likely that
they will bethe pivotal vote®! If they lack the belief about something, they cannot
be aware of it.Some empirical work has been done into this issue, and the
conclusion is that people by and large actually do heferly accurate grasp on
the probability that their vote will make a difference in this sense (Blais, A. 2000:
62-70). So it is extremely implausible that they vote with this aim in mind, and it
would surely be unreasonable to do do. the extreme unlikely scenario where
they are causally responsiblié,seems it should at best be seen as an unforeseen
side-effect of their voting action. It is not attributable to the individual, because it
is implawible that she was aware that the outcome depended on her in this way
when she voted. She is surely also excused for being ignorant of the fact that she
is the pivotal voter, because she knew it would be an extremely unlikely event
presumably, she codlhave done nothing to enlighten herself of the actual fact
Therefore the voter isnon-culpably ignorant in cases where they actually happen

to be the pivotal voterThe outcome is not attributable to her.

An alternative andat first seeminglymore plausible interpretation of hovthe
individual contributes is, as highlighted in chapter, & terms ofasymmetrical
overdetermination.Herethe voters who actually filled the threshold, were those
who were causally responsible for the outcom(section 3.3.1) On this

interpretation, whether she fulfils the cognitive condition, concerns whether the

8 There are other theories for why peoplete. E.g. there is the theory that we are motivated to a

large extent by expressive reasons. (E.g. Brennan, G. and Lomasky, L. 1985: 195). On this account the
larger part of why we vote has to do with expressing feelings such as (but not limited to):
sdisfaction for performing ones duty, the satisfaction from complying with the ethics of voting,
ArdAaTrOdA2yY FNRBY FFFANNAYI 2ySQa FitSaAALyO0S G2 GKS
33) and even the satisfaction from the prestige obtainegi ¥ &G LA O1 Ay 3 GKS GAYYSNE 0b
Cloutier, E. 1993)

102

I R

L.
S



individual is awarethat she is part of the causally efficacious set, when she
actually is.Sq is the individualaware ofthis? Yespresumably. Tis is the case,
since we have reasons to expect that most ordinary voting scenarios are going to
be fairly closedue to the vote seeking nature of political parties. So the voter is
usuallygoing to be part of this set, as long lagr candidate winslt is indeed a
reasonable expectation that she would be part of the causally efficagets
Therefore, it seems appropriate to say that she will be aware of this, even if it is
not a certainty.lt is a reasonably justified belief to hold when voting, assgmin
the preferredvoting outcome actually obtainso it is not a stretch to claim she is
aware of her contributionUnfortunately, as argued, it is not a plausible account
of contribution. She is not plausibly causally responsible in akgmmetrical
overdetermination case, i.e. the premption case. On this view, we are supposed
to understand the whole policy outconasattributable to the individual, because
she caused it all, which is implausibkurther, it is also contradicted by actual
behaviour,becaise we simply do not care whethere are the first, or the last to
cast our vote So while it is plausible that the votisraware that she is part of the
causally efficacious sét,is just not a plausible account cbntribution thatthisin

itself matters. If this was really something people cared about, they would rush to
the voting booth to be one of the individuals wha part constituted the

threshold or at least, they would try not to be orod the last superfluous voters.

Summing up this short &gection. If we interpret her contribution as being the
pivotal voter, then it is inappropriate to say that she is aware of her contribution.

It would be an extremely unreasonable expectation, and she would clearly be
excused for being ignorant of her coifution in this sense, when she casts her
vote. The alternative interpretation of her contribution oweversimply not a
plausible account. She may be aware that she is part of the causally efficacious
set, but we should not understand this as a direontribution. Therefore, the
individual does not fulfil the cognitive condition with regards to being -non
culpably aware of her contribution to the outcome, even if she is djusa

responsible for the outcome by being the pivotal voter.
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4.5 Summing up this chapter

The cognitive condition for direct attributability responsibilityfigfilled, if the
individual is aware of the significance of the outcome she contributes to, and is
aware that she actually contributes to A plausible explanation for why
ignarance undermines hedirect attributability responsibility and potentially
direct moral responsibilityis because ignorance blocks off radgility to respond

to relevant reasonslf it had not been blockedshe would have been able to test
her mettle, i.e make a choice whether to perform an immoral actmmot. Even

if she is unaware in the above noted sense, she may still fulfil the cognitive
condition if she ought to have been aware of both when she performed her
contributory action.Her ignorancemay be culpable if it can be traced back to an
earlier point, where she had reason to enlighten herself, and could have done so
at a relatively low cost. Alternatively, her ignoranise culpable if itwas te

product of a, in some casesichosencharacter law.

With regards to the voting case, the voter is morallypassible for the policy

outcome, if shewhen voting,understandg what that outcomeis and thebroader

significance oft. As documented, thifar from always the case. Further, she may

not be excused for her ignorance, if she failed to enlighten herself to a sufficient

degree assuming this was relativetpstless for heto do. Whethersheusually is

sufficiently enlightened, and does enough to inform hersisldifficult to answer

However, the important thing to note, is that an ascription afttributability
NBalLR2yaArAoAfAde RSLISYRa 2y (GKS AngRAGARIZ f Q&
many cases where our intuitioauggeststhe innocence of the voter, this may

come down to theD A (i AignBayic@.a

Lastly, even if she understands the significance of the policy outcome, she may
still be excusd for her contribution, ifshe was unaware of her contribution,
assuming her ignorance is not culpablethe case she is nezulpably unawareit
shoud be considered an unforeseen side effect of her voting aciuen she
actually happens to make direct causalcontribution. As argued, out of the
examined alternatives, there were no clear grounds for assuming that the voter

should reasonably understdrherself as making significantdirect contribution.
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Mirroring her lack of causal responsibility, ifirstly unreasonable to expect to be
the pivotal voter. Secondly, it may be reasonable to expect to be part of the
causal efficacious set, i.e. the taal set of votersthat brought about the
outcome. However, it seems absurd that this should be the relevant
understanding of contribution central to an ascription of moral responsibility
because it is simply an implausible notion of contributidtiesumaly the
individual voterdoes see herself as makirspme contribution to the voting
outcome when she votes and when her favoured candidate wins. But that notion
of contribution is not captured by the direct account of moral responsibility. More
plausibly,it is captured by an indirect account, as | will show in the latter part of

this project.

All in all,because it does not seem possible to attribute the voting outcome, and
thus the policy outcome to the individual directiy,seems that a direct account
of moral responsibility is untenablin the next chapter, | will sum up the first part
of the project, and anticipate the last part, where | focus on indirect accounts of

moral responsibility.

5 Rounding off all the previous ¢ hapters on direct

Moral Responsibility

In this short chapter, | wiBum up andound off the previous three chaptern
direct moral responsibility. After this, | will briefnticipate the next chapters on

indirect accounts of moral responsibility.

5.1 Dire ct moral responsibility

In the last three chapters | examinadhether the individual citizen is directly
morally responsible for policputcomes | documentedthat such an ascription
plausiblyrequires that theoutcomecan firstly bedirectly attributed to the agent

and secondly that the individual is accountable for tattibuted outcome If the
individual is accountability responsible in light of her attributability responsibility
for an outcome, she is then directly morally responsible for that outeohhe

strategy| employedwas then toset asideaccountability responsibility for now,
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and test whether the individual citizen was directly attributability responsible for
the outcome. 1 she was not, that would then undermine her direct moral
responsibity altogether, which would motivate examining indirect accounts of

moral responsibility.

Regarding the conditions for attributability, tee plausibly included three
individually necessary and jointly sufficient conditiofsstly,the individualhas to

be sufficiently unconstrained, i.e. she has to have upstream control. | did not
engage with this condition in any great detail, aside from noting that the agent
must at the very least not be physically forced or relevantly psychologically
manipulated in order to fulfil it. Further, in order to fulfil this condition, the
individual also needs to be free in a deeper sense pertaining to the discussion of
free will and determinism. What kind of freedom the individual needs to have will
depend on the paitular theory one subscribes to, and has been left almost
entirely untouched in this project. | will simply assume this condition fulfilled in
the voting case. Secondly, the individual needs to actually have produced the
outcome through her own action, iethe individual needs to be causally
responsible. Thisis 6 KI & YIF 1 S& RANBOG  Thiidiy,NtRed dzii 6 A £ A G &
individual needs to have been aware of her contribution to the outcome, i.e. fulfil
a cognitive condition. | will sum up the chapters ondhdatter two conditions

below.

In the chapter on thecausalresponsibility condition, | firstly discussed whether

causalkesponsibility shouléppropriatelybe consideredh necessary condition for

direct attributability responsibility i.e. for directlyattributing an outcome to the

individual . S82y R 0SAy3 20@0A2dza aAvyLit e a I YIGadsSN
attributability, | argued that causal responsibilisyindeeda natural wayof tying

an outcome to the agent | suggested that we should intengt causal

responsibility in light of the counterfactual analysis of causation, where one event

causes another, if the latter depended on the form€&his however highlighted a

problem for causal responsibility.n& problemis that omissionsseemed to

undermine the claim that causal responsibility grounds, and is a necessary

condition for, attributability. It seems clear that we can attribute certain
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outcomes to individuals which obtain in lightahissions However, it is not clear
that omissions are caesunder the counterfactual analysif we accept that we
canattribute outcomes to individuals in light of omissions, this means that causal
responsibilityis nota necessary condition for attributability responsibilifyhat
may not be a problem in it$le but it is a problem for the strategy of testing the

individually necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for attributability.

A possible response is to accept that omissionsideed not cause, but then

hold that we can still includethem within the general concept of causal
responsibility agjuasicauses. Unfortunately this leads to the problem of causes
overgeneralising which undermines causal responsibility as a grousténgent

of direct attributability responsibilityand moral responsibility. There is always a
extremelylarge number of omissions which quasaused any given outcomé
suggestion of how to narrow the field oélevantomissions, was t@accept that
relevant omissions which can constitute causal responsibifitgart are a matter

of convention. Specifically, ourclear intuitions of moral responsibility in an
omission caseshould then singleut the relevantomissionswhich should count

as causal responsibilityf | promise to casit for my neighbour, and the cdies of
starvation, even thouglit may be true that all manner of things can be said to
have quasicausel the death of the cat, w have a clear intuition thate not
feeding the cat, ishe morally relevantomission and thus the quasi cause that
fulfils the causal responsibility conditioherefore, it is also the relevant cause.
The problem with this solution, is that causal responsibility is no longer a
grounding claim, and thus no longer helpful in producing a verdict of moral
responsibility in caseahere our intuitions araunclear as in e.g. the case of the
moral responsibility for policy outcomekthen proposed the strategy of leaving
the problem of omissions to one side, and instead focus on cases of positive
actions. In cases of positive act®nit seems to be clearer that causal
responsibility is a necessary condition for moral responsibility and does seem to
ground moral responsibility. If we assume that causal responsibility is a necessary
condition for direct moral responsibility in casekpositive actions, this allowed

for testing whether the individual was morally responsible for policy outcomes in

light of her voting actionThe important caveat to note however, is that we
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cannot in principle rule out causal responsibility by merelyu$ing on positive
actions. There could be some omission which would constitute causal
responsibility, if we merely had strong intuitions of moral responsibiiéfe can

only rule out causal responsibility for outcomes of positive actions.

With regards toascribing causal responsibility to the voter, the most significant
problemwasoverdetermination Overdeterminatioris an inherent feature of the
particular threshold structure of the voting casgpecifically, when more than a
sufficient number of people vote for a given candidateseemstrue that the
outcome did notdepend on any individual voter. This isleastthe case ifwe
understand thevoting casd & | GymimStrical verdetermirtioné ® 2 KSy
we do,all votes are condered to be cast simultaneouslyh& outcome does not
depend at all on the contribution of the individual, taken as an individaialeast

if more than enough vote for the relevant candidaté voting is a case of
symmetrical overdetermination, thiseems to rule out her causal responsibidty

the counterfactual analysissxcept in the extremely unlikely cases where the

individualvoter isexactly the pivotal voter

Another way to understand overdetermination, and a possible solution to the lack
of casual responsibility, was in terms of asymmetrical overdetermination.
Specifically, we may be allowed to understand the voting casepms-emption
case If we do,the temporal succession of the votes matter. In this case, those
who cast their vote before the threshold was met, should then be considered
causally responsible for the outcombecause the particular compound event in
which they vote, depends on their individu contribution Unfortunately,
according to this interpretatioof overdetermination each individual who is part

of the causally efficacious sethould be considered causally responsible tfar
whole outcome In cases wire there is a great deal at @, e.g. in a typical
national election,t seems entirely implausiblhat the individual is the cause of
the whole outcomeof the whole compound eventFurther,understanding the
voting case as a premption case, goes against most pedplintuitions. Eg. it
certainly contradicts how voters actually perceive of their voting actibmthe

pre-emption case, only those who actually fill the threshold are allowed to be
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considered causally efficacioufor the whole outcome However, voters
seeminglyperceiwe of alltheir votes as counted equallat the same instanfthe
same is true in structurally similar cases, firing squad ca$ksy do not rush to

the voting booths to be among those who fill the causally efficacious set, even
though in that case they would cause the entire evaMe generally consider
votes cast late in the day as important (or unimportant) as votes cast edihg in

day.So itdoes not seem lika plausible interpretation of the voting scenario.

Because the conclusion from interpreting the voting scenario in terms of
asymmetricabverdetermination is implausible, it seems we have to accept that it
is a case ofsymmetrical overdetermination instead. However, on this
interpretation, the individual is not causally responsible aside from in the most
unlikely of scenariod.e. only in case the threshold is exactly met, and our vote
made the threshold. Therefore, the individual does not fulfii the causal

responsibility conditionn light of her positive voting action

In chapter 4 Ithen foaised on thecognitive conditionfor direct attributability
responsibility. This wasnotherindividuallynecessary condition, ich along with
upstream control, and causal responsibilitis jointly sufficient for direct
attributability responsibility. The cognitive condition concerned what the
individual has to be aware of, andwhen she can be excused for lacking
awarenessSpedically, in order for an individual to be attributability responsible
for an outcome, she has to be aware that she contributes to that outcome, and
she has to be aware of the significance of that outcome. Alternatively, she has to
be culpably ignorant of dth. The deeper reasomwhy ignoranceundermines
attributability responsibility and potentially moral responsibilityplausiblythat it
blocks the individual off from testing her mettle. When the individual is unaware
that she is making a causal contritmn to an outcome, we cannot say that this
outcome is expressive of who she is, because she never took a stand on
whether to actually produce said outcome&his pertains both to producing the

outcome, and the significance of the outcome.
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Though ignorance magxcusejt plausiblydoes notalwaysexcuseand undermine
attributability. One important exception i$ our ignorance can be traced back to
an earlier moment where we had control over our ignorance. Particuladgymay

be ignorant almut some outcome whit will obtain due to our action. However, if
we at an earlier point in timéad a clear opportunity to enlighten ourselves about
the potential hazards of that outcome obtaining, then our excuse may be
undermined. If we indeed had thepportunity to enlighten ourselves (and were
aware of that opportunity and our ignorance), arfdthe cost of doing so was
sufficiently low then we are plausibly culpably ignorafit.that case, the outcome

of which we are ignorant can still be attributéd us. An alternative view is that

we can be responsible for an outcome of our ignoramsen if we lacked control
over that ignorancelf e.g.our ignorance could be tied to a particular problematic
character trait we may perhaps still attribute the occtme to us We may e.g.
have been unaware that we were ignorant about the significance of some
outcome we contribute tp and we may indeed be ignoranf our ignorance.
However, if the reason we are ignorant of our ignorance is because we are
extremely arogant, maybe our ignorance and osecond order ignorancis not
excusable. In that case, perhaps we can still attribute the outcome to us, in light of

our arrogance.

With regards to the cognitive condition arlde voting caseyou may be ignorant
of the significance of a givepolicy outcome Eg.you may be ignorant of the fact
that an overalldyes vote on a referendum onvhether to increase speetimits
on highways by 50%, wilictually lead to an overall worse state of affairs
compared to anot vote. You thinkk & & S &vifl lead ® dverall better state of
affairs. So you are unaware of the facts of the mattBurther, imagine that the
information indicatingthe actual consequence of the votingnd policy outcome
was readily availableand accessibldy a cursory internet searctimagine also
that you were either aware of pertinent informatidmeingreadily available from
trusted sources, or alternativelyt was available, buyou were just too lazy to
look into whether it was availableln this case, assuming you actually brought

about the outcomethrough your voting actionwe canplausiblyattribute it to
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you. Indeed, it is appropriate to do seven though you were ignorant of the

actualsignificanceof the outcome in question.

Asidefrom ignorance pertaining to thsignificance of the outcomigself, there is

the further question of whether we are ignorardf actually making a contribution

to the voting outcome in light of our voting action. Even ifave actually causally
responsitte for the voting outcome, we may still be excused for this contribution
if we, again were unaware of making it, while being excused for our ignoralice.
we are ignorant and excused, irthe actual instance where we happen to
contribute to the outcome, isd O 2 y (i NIshbuwdiirstead be perceived as an
unexpected sideffect of our voting action, and notnaattributable contribution

at all. | examined the two interpretations d€ontributionfrom the chapter on
causal responsibilitto see whethert& A Y RA @A Rdzr £ O2dzZ R oS
making a contribution if she actually di®n one interpretation, it is simply
unreasonable to expect to make a contribution, even if we actually happen to do
so. This is the case where we are the pivotal vdtas simply so unlikely that we
actually are the pivotaoter thatit is inappropriate to say that wikave reason to
believe we will be. If we do not believe it, we cannot be aware.dhdeed, we
should expect thatthe outcome would be symmetrically @erdetermined in
which casewe would fail to contribute Alternatively, we should understand our
contribution as pertaining to a case of asymmetrimatrdetermination i.e. a case
where the temporal succession of the voters matter. Here, we were as noted
causally responsible if our vote was part of the causally efficaciousnsieied, it

is plausible that we are aware that we will be part of the causally efficacious set.
So we are aware of it, assuming that we reasonably expect our preferred
candidate wis. Unfortunately, this is an implausiblaotion of contribution. This is

in part due to the absurd conclusion that we are responsible for bringing about
the whole policy outcome ourselves, because we were a necessary and sufficient
condition for thatoutcome obtaining. It also contradicted how people tend to
vote, where the succession of votesedmot seem to matter Therefore, it would

be wrong to say that people are awarerbking a contributiorby being part of

the causally efficacious set, becaus is not plausibly a notion of contribution to

at all.
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Since causal responsibility and the cognitive condition are individually necessary
for direct attributability responsibility, the individual voter is not responsible in
this sense. Since we canrattribute the outcome to the voter directly, she is not
directly morally responsible eitheFor this reasonit will be necessary to see if we
can give anndirect account of moral responsibility, which can incriminate the
individual in the policy outcomof the state. will do this in the latter part of this

project.

5.2 Anticipating indirect accounts of moral responsibility

As noted in chaptell and 2,indirect accounts of moral responsibility can be
distinguished froma direct accountTheycan be distingished by nonecessarily
dependng on a direct relationship keveen the agent and the outcome.
Specificallyan indirect accountloes not require that the individual brings about,

or necessarilynakes a difference towhether the outcome obtainsin order for

that outcome, or part of it, to be attributed to heihat is then required is a
matter of discussionvhich | will engage with in the latter part of this project, and

it will dependon the specific accountdowever,as avery rough approximation
onaindirect accountthe relevantoutcome can be tied to the individual in light of
her mere participation in a collective ventur¢hat brings about the relevant
outcome.In chapters 6 and 7 | will examine different accountsf how citizers can
incriminate themselveshrough their participation.l will ultimately conclude that
none of themcan be applied to the voting casatisfactorily In chapter 8, 1 will
establish an account which can be successfully applied to the voting case. In the
last chapter (9), | will apply this account to the voting case, and conclude on the

whole project.

The main reason for examining accounts of indinexiral responsibility is the
plain factthe direct approachas turnedout unconvincingn accounting for te
OAGAT SyQa Y2NIf NBA&LZhEankigidudl Asindt marglly G KS GAGTE
responsible for her direct contribution to the voting outcomélowever,
examiningthe direct approachhas been helpful in highlightingertain challenges

an indirect accounhas to respond to, in order to ground a successful ascription of
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moral responsibility Firstly, quite obviously, it ha® ultimately account for the
moral responsibility of the individual in a way which does not rely orotiteome
depending on thedirect contribution of the individual l.e., it must rely on
something else than causal responsibiligecondly it will plausiby have to
adhere to something like the cognitive conditioBven if her contribution is
indirect, it has to be indicative of who sig She has to be able to test her mettle.
This carpresumablyonly be accomplished if she is aware of her participation in
some way, or at least ought to have been awdfarther, and related to these
two challenges, a challenge will be accounting fadagbility. l.e., if we cannot
attribute the whole outcome to the individual directly, we seem to lack a clear
8 NRaGAO] F2NJ YSIFaAd2NAYy3I GKS Y2NIf AA3IYATFAOL Yy
account of indirect moral responsibility needs to produce &araative account

of gradability.This last challenge will become more apparent in the next chapters.

Recall the structure specified in chapter Tlhe next three chapters on indirect
accounts will proceed as follows: In the next two chap{érand 7 | will examine
different accounts of indirect moral responsibility. In the subsequent chaBjet

will construct an account which can be successfully applied to the overall case
based on the preceding chapterns chapter 9, the conclusion, | wépply this
account tothe voting case, where the specific policy outcome is a just war
scenario.| will show that our intuitionssuggestthat the citizn is morally

responsible in light of this account.

6 Indirecta ccounts of moral responsibility

6.1 Introductio n

The overallaim of thisproject isto find the most plausible account of how the
individual citizen can be morally responsible for polizyticomes.After having
argued that a direct account of moral responsibility for policy outcomeis
untenable, | willin this chapter, and the next, examine accounts which fit the
category of4hdirectQaccounts ofmoral responsibilityThese accounts will prove

to be more fruitful with regards to the overall ainT.he chapters should be
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understood as continuous, and hawaly been broken into two chapteia order

to keep the discussion focusetdihe purpose ofhese two chapterds in partto
examinewhether any ofthese accountgan besuccessfullgpplied to the overall
question and in part toexgore what is necessarfor constructinga successful
accountof moral responsibility for policy outcome3houghl show that they
cannotsuccessfullyground moral responsibility based on they R A @poRical f Q a
participation in doing sol importantly alsoshow why theyfail. Thisallows me to
draw some conclusions concerning what is required of an account of indirect
moral responsibility, if it is going to justify holding the individual citizen morally
responsible for policy outcomds an extent which can justify sigrificant moral
evaluation. The approach in this chapter and the next, will toereview fairly
variedaccounts This will allow me to construct a successful account, basedeon
discussion ofhese, and theprevious discussion of direct @munts.In chager 8, |

will then construct such an account, based oithe conclusionsdrawn in the
previous chapters!| will call this account athoral membershi@account. In
chapter 9 | will conclude on the entire project, and apply the moral membership

account to the tile case.

Before introducing the accounts | will examine, | need to make a note about the
strategy so far employed. In the chapters on direct moral responsibility, |
distinguished between direct attributability responsibilitand accountability
responsibility. Here, the individual was morally responsibily if she fulfilled the
conditions for both. | then suggested three individually necessary and jointly
sufficient conditions for direct attributabilityresponsibility Spedically, these
were: upstream control, causal responsibility and the cognitive cond{gention

2.5). Thismotivated a naturalstrategy. Nimely, test whether the individual fulfils
these necessary conditions. If she does not, then we can rule out hectdir
attributability responsibility andthereby her moral responsibility. As noted, |
simply assumed upstream contrelas fulfilled. 1 thenexamined whether the
individual citizen fulfiled the other two conditionswhich she did not
Unfortunately, this stategy is no longer applicabléndirect accounts are more
varied, and the particular conditions the individual has to fulfil will vary with each

account.Sq instead ofspecifyinghe necessaryand sufficientconditionsfrom the
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outset, and testingvhetherthe individual fulfils themthe strategy wilinsteadbe

to examine and evaluate these accounts individuallyough the strategy from

the previous chapters i®i0 longer applicableit will still be appropriateto

distinguish betweerattributability responsibilityand accountabilityresponsibility

l.e., it will often be appropriate to distinguistbetweenwhen an outcome can be

attributed to the individual, and when the individual is then accountable for it, i.e.

when the individual is an approptetarget of our reactive attitudes and other

morally relevant sanctions (e.gunishment).However, often | will simply write
GNBalLRyaroAt Adee d 2 KnfoyalresporRiBilly specifigallyf f 0SS NI FSN

Regarding the different accounts | wikk kexamining,l will focus on fourfairly

distinct accounts The first type of account | will examirfeection6.2) is what |

will refer to as aimple reductionist account ofollective responsibilit This

accountby Sverdlik (1987§pecifieghat we @nin be morallyresponsible for the

outcome of a collective project, if thabutcome was incorporated into our

intention in the right way,when we perforned our contributory actionwith

regards to that projectThis means, roughlyhat if we are ten people who push

a2YS2ySQa Ol INin&dF éntirdlyresigdndible dokhR Bhble outcome

if that was the outcome intended. | am responsible for igven if | was unable to

bring about that outcome by myselife. even if | was natausally responsible for

it. On the other handif | only intended to push it as far as the edge, then that is

the outcome | am responsible for, even if it happens to go over the edge. It is a

reductionist account, because it reduces the questiomttfibutability andmoral

responsibility SY G ANBt & (2 FFOGa o2dz2i GKAsIO2yGSyd 27
will argue, his is however lao the weakness of the account. It is a weakness,

becausefocusing entirely on the intention of the individual, makdis account

dzy 6t S G2 RSEAYAG GKS &a02L)S,t@a&plaiskl8 Ay RA QDA Rdz
extent. Even in light of this, Sverdlik makes a convincing case thah#iidyfacts

about the individuaR & Y Sy { I vihich dolightiit§ &round our moral

responsibility in collective action cases.

The second type of account can lokescribedas an Wffective identification

accounf)(section 6.3). | will focus mainly orAbdetb 2 dzMdmsibn of such an
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account(2003) On his account, we can attributen@utcome to theindividual, if

an identificationallink can beestablished between the individual aride thing

that brings about theoutcome. Such aidentification is usually signified by the
individual having feelings of pride in that outcome. This notion of identification
establishes a potentially moraésponsibilitygrounding continuity between the
individual and the outcome. In the current case, if the indigidtitizen identifies
with the state or with certain outcomes of the state, the individual can then
potentiallybe morally responsible for these outcomes, even historical outcomes. |
argue that this account is implausible, both because it is too inclusndetoo
exclusive. | cam.g.be attributability responsible for an outcome, even if | cannot
help identifying with the particular outcome. Furtheit, is also too easy to
distance myself fronthese outcomesincethis requiresonlythat | failto identify

with the outcomes. However, again, there is something plausible on this account.
Namely that certain facts about the individuakhside from her causal
responsibility, can create a continuitybetween the individual anda given
outcome, even if it is notnere identification with an outcome,as AbdeiNour

suggests

The third accoun{section6.4) understand the citizen as being in a position to
authorize the state, and the outcome the state brings about, where the citizen
may then be responsible for thosritcomesif she actually authorizes the state

will focus mainly orAviat I & i S @10, R@1Aaccount because it ties most
neatly into the current project, due to it being more strongly individualistic and
participatory. On this account, the individucitizen can be said to authorize the
state, if she is aware of her membership of this state, aimther, if shefails to
perform certain acts to distance herself from it. | will argue that her acgount
though otherwise convincindails to give an accont of membershipwhich is
sufficient for moral responsibilitythrough authorization. This is important,
because it highlights that in order to be a member of something, the individual
plausibly needd¢o do somethingto qualify for that membership in someay. |

will build on this in chapter 8, where- s noted- construct an account of moral
membership, where insofar as the individual isegatain type ofmember of some

collective project, she is then morally responsible for the outcome of that project.
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In the whole ofchapter 7, | willexamine a account ofjoint action specifically

Y dzicdmlicityaccount (2000 and 2000b). On this accoumspfar as something
can appropriatelybe considered a joint actiorthe participating individuals can
then beattributability responsibleand accountabilityesponsible for the outcome

of that joint action, even when they fail tmake a tangible contribution to the
outcomeitself. | argue that though his account is promising, it is too demanding
to be applied to he case oindividual moral responsibility for policy outcomes
However, | argue thathis conditions for attributability and potential moral
incrimination can plausibly be loosendd fit the voting caseeven if this means
that it is no longer an accourtf joint action properL I f &2 | NHdzS GKI @
account fails to specify a plausibly condition for when the individaatributesto

the joint project, in a wawhich can potentiallyincriminate her in that project.
This leads up to chapter 8, where mastthat chapter concerns giving an account
of the relevant contribution the individual has to make, in order to be
incriminated in a group projecti.e. the contributory conditionThe account |

establish in chapter 8, is to a large extent a tweaked 2eysi 2 ¥ Ydzi|l Qo

6.2 Simple reductionist account of collective responsibility

On the simple reductionist account of collective responsibildy, individual is
morally responsible foithe outcome of a collective projectjf the individual
intended for that outcone when she performed her actioin that project The
main proponent of this account is Steven Sverdl{@987. His account is a
response to the problemsf ascribing moral responsibility in casefscollective
action, where no single individual is clearbausdly responsibility.l.e. it is a
response to the problems for a direct account of moral responsibility, applied to
cases of collective actiomhoughhis account doesnitially seempromising,| will
showthat this accounffails to adequately establishow the individual can be said

to make a contribution in collective action cases
¢tKS GLINROfSY 27F Oﬁ/ﬁichgvérdlil%a@r&tolﬁcﬁ/é,mzvy[a@}\ oAt AlGEE

we hold multiple individuals responsible for a singular outcome, when more than

enoughcontributors produce the outcomevhere the outcomedoesnot depend
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on any single individual3o to take an example: if ten people push a cdraof
hillside,what outcome should we then attribute to each individualReGenth of

the outcome, or the whol@utcome? Nothing? Are they individually responsible,
or are they responsibles a group? If they are responsible as individuals, then
what are they responsible fowhen the outcomein the causal sensdid not
depend on any single individ®t In Sverdli éiew, the reason why these cases
seem problematic, is due to a conflation of responsibility for actions and
responsibility for outcomes. If we clarify the relationship between these two, the

rest of the issues are easily solved, he claims.

The view of moral responsibility he subscribes,tis one where weare morally

responsible for intentinal actions, and in some casésr the outcomes of

intentional actiors. However,we canonly be morally responsible for an outcome,

if that outcomewasalreadyincorporated intoour intentions whenwe performed

the relevant  OG A2y ® WLY(ISyldAz2yQ F2N { FSNRf A
oforeseeabilitg of action(1987:667). Therefore,| intended toP, if | foresaw that

P would obtairas a consequence of my actibtiThisis clearly reminiscent of the

fulfilment of the cognitive condition from the discussion of direct moral
responsibility, though it does not require any stringent notion of causal
NE&aLR2YyaAoAt Al eobrespodsthitRetsh Syediik conOudi@tdiyi a L G A &

intention that is the solution to the probler2 ¥ 02t t SOGA PGS NBALIRZYAAOA

66). If we apply this solution to the case from earlier, what the ten people who
push the car ar¢hen responsible for, is exactly dependent on the intentiorthaf
particular individual in questiar.e., it iswhat the individual foresees will be the
consequence dhis or heraction If one of them pushsthe car,with the intention

of leaning on i{with the foreseeable consequenctwat it would remain in plag),

 The example is of course quite artificial, because each contributor is at least responsible for
lessening the load by some amount. So we should think of the example as something akin to a case

of symmetrical overdetermination instead.

8 He also seems to consider it inappropriate to say that wholly accidental outcomes (in the sense of
unforeseeable) are outcomes the agent can be responsible for, since these as a matter of definition,
are unintentianal. This puts him in opposition to some of the involuntarist theorists discussed in

chapter 4 on culpable ignorance.
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unaware that the rest were trying to push it over the hillside (bear with me), then
that isthe outcome we can attribute tthat individual2z y { S NRf,a{dQ &
the outcomethat individualis potentially accountable folf instead one of them
push the car with the intention of pushing the car off the hillsidad foresees
this outcome), but only to give it a few dents, then that is tpessibleextent of
what that individual is responsible for, and nothing maqresven if the car
completelyexplodes And lastly, if one of them pushes the car with the intention
of absolutelydestroying the car, whiléoreseeing this outcomeavill be a result
then that is what heor sheis responsible for..¢. responsible for the full outcome

of the cars destiction, regardless of the fact that the causal force necessary for
that event to obtain, required more than hier her own strength In the car
pushing case just examined, they may all ten be morally responsible for this
outcome (the car getting destroyedut only if they all, individually, acted with
the intention of producing thesameoutcome.l.e. only if the individually foresaw

it.

In light of the above, it is clear why Sverdlik hasductionist view ofindirect
moral responsibility Collectiveresponsibility isentirely reducedto the intention
of the individual participantengaging in the group acResponsibilityis only
collective in the senseof a simpleaggregationof those who have the same
outcome incorporated into their intention(1987:68) Therefore Sverdlik
concludes thathere existsonly one type of casewhere it is appropriate to refer
to it as shared or collectiveesponsibility Specifically, in thease wherewo or
more people act with the intentin of producinghe sameresult. It thenfollows
that many seeming cases a@bllective responsibility, are on this account not
actualcases okuch. The reasois, that since genuineollectiveresponsibility on
his accaint only occurs when multiple agents act with the intentiohproducing
the same outcome there will obviouslybe many cases where the participants

have diverging understandings of what théndividual action will bring about

F 002 dzy i

Further, even though it in some cas& A la (KS RSdNA LIGAZY 27

responsibiliy€, due to the fact that several individuals act on the intention of
bringing aboutthe same outcomethe ascriptionof WYollective responsibilitgn

such cases, does not carry with it any special implicatiorierms ofthe moral
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responsibilityfor eachparticipant The fact that | am part of an aggregation of
individuals in this senséloes not make manymore or lessaccountablefor the
outcome, compared to a situation where | was the only individual who foresaw
that the particular outcome would be product of our actionAll individuals are

still only individually responsible for their individual intentional actiamd the
outcome the individual foresaw would be a consequence of the action she

performed.

A problemwith his accountis that it seemswe can attribute outcomes to the
individual, which she hasot clearly causear contributed tg but which obtain
nonetheless It simply requires that those outcomese in fact incorporated i

her intention when she performs her action. Because therés no required causal
link between the individual and the outcome, we can in principle be morally
responsible for outcomes which obtain, entirely unrelated to our actions.
{ @S NRIaih jshat that intention to produce@utcome O is sufficient for
attributability responsibility for O, because that would lead to the absurd
consequence that we can kattributability responsible for outcomesvhich do

not evenobtain. However, he seems tmeanthat the intention to produce O,
where O actually obtains, is sigient for attributing O to the individual
(presumably assuming the fulfilment of an upstream control conditiGtgcall
again that intention means foreseeing. So if we foresee that O will obtain due to
our action, and O actually obtains, then we attributability responsible for O.
This is however clearly problematic, since it does not incorporate any necessary
condition that the outcome has to obtaidue to our contribution. To showwhy

this is problematicjmagine e.g. that | believe | have magical posy which |
believe allow me to bring about horrific events on the other side of the world, e.g.
an earthquake. Assume then that the magician perform (what | believe to be)
the necessary incantation for this earthquake to happen. As a matter of) (bad
luck, an earthquake actually happens, and thousands of people are harmed. It
seems clear herghat even though this event was incorporateddmmy intention
when | acted | have done nothing to incriminate myself in that hattnmay be
appropriate to onsider me a terrible person, since | was willing to do what |

thought would harm many people. My action was badthat sense and|l am
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presumably therefore blameworthy, to which Sverdlik will agree., Buteems
inappropriate to ultimately hold me morally responsgble for the outcome in
guestion. The reason it presumably is inappropriatebesause we lack some
further story abouthow my action ought to tie to the outcoméut since Sverdlik
does not, at least explicitly, seem to place any significance orcamtyibutory
relationship obtaining between the agent and the outcome, any lackgtausal
responsibilitywill not undermine an ascription oforal responsibility for the
outcome in this case. The reason he does not weugt causation to play an
explanatory role, is that this would cause trouble for the type of case he wants to
resolve, namelythe type of casevhere the outcome is causally overdetermined
due to the number of agents involved, or cases in which the individual causal
impact is insignificant. Thus, it seems we still need more for an ascription of

responsibility in such cases.

Of coursehe could stipulate that it should not only befareseeableoutcome of

our action, but areasonablyforeseeableoutcome of our action. 8me will then

presumably claim that the magician from before, simplycannot reasonably

foresee the outcome of the earthquake obtaining due to his maldierefore, we

cannot attributethat outcome to the magician. The question is of course then,

what should count as a reasonably foreseeably outcome? An obvious suggestion

is that it is an outcome which we are justified in believing will obtain due to our

action. Though this seems appragte, it raises the question of whé& meant by

0KS GRdzS G2 2dzNJ 1 OGA2yé LINI® LG OlFlyy24Gd oS
concept will often not be applicable in cases of collective action, due to the

problems highlighted in chapter 3. Furth&@yerdik explicitly rejects that | can be
NBaLR2yaAroftsS T2NJ Y2NB (KlFy Yé 2¢y | Otrazyao {
than one person camtend the same result. Therefore, more than one person can

be responsible for the result even though each person is mdponsiblefor his

2NJ KSNJ 26y :66hé fai®s yoexplaimitby mydividualaction, can be

tied to a collective outcome, if it is not just the foreseeability of that outcome, but

the reasonableforeseeability of how producethat outcome Theproblem is,

clearly, thatl do not produce it,we do, in some sense¢ KSNEF2NBE>X { OSNRf A
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account is lacking. He needs to give an account of the mechanism that ties the

individual action to the outcome of the collective project.

Though it is lacking ithis sense, KSNBX A a4 &a2YSUKAYy3a NRARIKG |02
reductionist account.Specifically that it is facts about the individual which

grounds an ascription of moral responsibility for the outcome of a collective

project. It fits well with this project, since this project exactly concerns individual

responsibility. Further,t plausibly incorporates the cognitive condition from

direct accounts. Buthis accounskips over actually accounting for the relevant

notion of contibution. As will be a clear theme ithe other indirect accounts

under examination, it is accounting ftre contributory relationship between the

individual, and the outcome of a collective projesthich poses the most

significant challenge to an asdiign of moral responsibility in collective action

cases, and in the voting case in particular.

6.3 Affective identification and moral responsibility

A very different approach from those examinduls far, tries to show how we
can attribute an outcome to the idividual citizen not through a direct
contributory action, but througlestablishing a continuitbetweenthe individual
and the nationthat brings about the relevant outcomd&his continuity is the
proposed solution to the problem of thdividual lackig causal efficacy over
policy outcomes. Insteadbf showing how the individual can be causally
responsible in light of her individual actidlirectly, the strategyon this accounts
instead to explain how the individual can bgart of the nation itself,the nation
which bringsabout the relevant outcomesThis then allows for attributinghe
outcome of the nationto the individual.Defenders of such an approach (e.qg.
AbdelNour, F. (2003, May, L. (1991), and to some extent Jaspef.2000) *

wants to explain howwe can attribute actsof the nation to the individualby

BwWraLSNEQ F002dzyld Aa y2i 2yS 2F Y2NIf NBaLRyairoAifAde
metaphysical guiltwhich attaches to those who are in some way associated with those who wrong

someone, but does not make them accountable for those wrongs. Particularly in Jaspers work, the

German people all share in this guilt because of the solidarity that existed athergin virtue of

their belonging.
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taking seriously the idea introduced in the introduction of this project, that the

will of the people in some sense plays an important role in conferring moral

responsibility on the agent will focus primarily on Abddd 2 dzZND & | OO02dzy iz aAy
only he seems to be defending a sufficierglybstantialnotion of retrospective

moral responsibility, suitable for the current projéctAbdetNour claims that

individuals can be responsible foutcomes produced by the nation itselboth

present and historicalThe link between the individual and the nation, is the

OAGAT SyQa aSyasS 27 yI A ydedrguitdheydeglihA y 3o { LISOA

the accomplishments of theation.

Thereasoning Abdeb 2 dzZNJ SYLJ 28a A&ayY GAF o0& RAY(H 2F KS&
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seems implied through the sense of pride in these among the individuals), is it not

only logical ® ask whether corresponding to these her imagined exploits she does

not incur a responsibility for all of the bad states of affairs that thesaesactions

have brought abou® (2003:702). The novel idea is that if it is entirely

appropriate for me to feepride in the accomplishments of the nation, and if this

pride signifies that | in some normative sense am tied to these accomplishments,

it seemsg tentatively - to follow that | should also share in the responsibility of

that nation. That which confers esponsibility on the agent is not in a

straightforward sense her deliberate actions. Instead, it is her identifying with the

nation, i.e. other member#hich constitutethe nation, who performs the actions

she is then responsible for due to this natiomdéntificational link(2003: 696).

Though he does not give a substantive account of the notion of responsibilisy he

subscribing to, hériefly notes that it relates to Bernard Williams minimal account

of responsibility, which stipulates that to be resmille for something, the agent

has to at least have brought about the relevant state of affairs (under some

8 Actually, he writes as if it is a more substantial notion of retrospective responsibility he has in
mind, but then seems to drava conclusion pertaining to a significantly more limited notion of
responsibility. | wilhowever treat his account as an account of retrospective moral responsibility to
4SS ¢KSGKSNI AdG OFry | RSljdzd 6Ste& 0SS FLLXASR G2 G§KS Odz2NNEBYy
is still significantly more limited than Abdel2 dzND & X a | @ tizenSEadaSlyibe hdétdllyi OA

taintedin these cases, but not fully fledged retrospectively morally responsible.

123



description), as well a#ulfilling conditions similar to the cognitive conditions

examined in chapter4, i.e. some notion ofawareness and reasons
NEaLRyaArgdSySaa 02N aagWiligndssB. 2093: 55yhd f A Ya G SN
guestion is then how the individual actualtyings aboutthe relevant state of

affairs by identifying with - and having a sense qgfride in - the national

accomplishments.

As noted, AbdelNour argues that the link is established when there exists a
continuity between individual agenand the nation which produces the outcome

in question. This link is not meant to be understood as a physical link in the sense
of causal respnsibility introduced earlier. Rather, it is meant to be a@ternative
normative link. The link is supposed to be established through sentiments of pride
in the particular accomplishment$o if take pridein certain terrible eventge.g.

the mass murdeof a peoplekaused by the natiorand if it is appropriate for me

to be proud of these eventshis ispresumablybecause | identify with the nation

to some extent, and because of this,i® also appropriate tattribute these
eventsto me. It is apprpriate, because me identifying with the nation or its
accomplishments makes the nation, even the historical nation, xansion of
myself. Thereforel brought aboutthe events This pride links me with those who
performed those actions. In this senseséems my pride is evidence of, and my
link to, moral responsibilit§° How this continuity is exemplified is quite varied,
and Abdelb 2 dzZNJ IA @S& |+ NI y3IS 2F SEIYLX S&Y GCNRY
participate in the national form of political identifitan, the nation is an
association of which individual members are integral parts. Sometimes they go so
far as to conceive of the nation via the metaphor of an organism. Even when they

do not rely on such an image, they conceive of the nation as havirasia @

8 Larry May (1991) has a comparable view, which is however less far reaching. When we are guilty
of certain wrongs, we are morally tainted by tleerongs in a way distinct from being praise and
blameworthy. Specifically, May focuses on our association with groups, which he believes can taint
us in a¢ for moral responsibility; relevant sense, even if we are not contributing to the evil by our
actions in an instrumental sense, and even if disassociating ourselves with the group, also lacks any
effect on the harm. Our association is signified by our feelings of pride and guilt. One relinquishes

oneself of this taint by disassociating oneself withraug.

124



future, a consciousneesXBhey oftenw Xifhagine it as having emotions (the

nation can be humiliated, snubbed, or injured), a memory (it certainly knows how

to hold grudges), and a will. As a result, those who take their national belonging

seriouse Oly YSIyAy3aFdAZte are ddKAy3a tA1S asS K
g NEe aoS f2ad 2dzNJ O2dzyiNEBEzZ¢ oS 3ILAYSR 2dzNJ
0f22Y2X¢ 2NJ oS akKlff LINBGJI A-NoudcandigeSNJ 2 NJ f | G S
it appropriate totalk & 2y SQa YSYOSNBKALI Ay adzOK gl @&asx |
ways of speaking of our national bond, is evidence of there being an actual

morally significantidentificational link, where aLJS NJA Bpgdkiag of the

I O02YLX AaKYSyGa 27 dlitSthey/abniiratidnyandsappal & G KA a X

of others, as if she had per2 NY SR (G KS&S | Oe2p JhisthkrSNE St T¢é OH
again, constitutes a continuity between the individual and the acts of the nation,
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Regarding the extent to which the individual may be hetdountable in light of

oA

the attributed outcome it is in Abdeb 2 dzND& @A S g déds hojustdy f A YA GSR®
punishment of the idividuals in question. One reason is practical, where he is
O2yOSNYySR | 02dzi GKS 02yaSljdzsSyoSa 2F NBGNR O dz
in question, e.gcollectively punishing citizenddore principally, he rejects the

notion of punishment because@# 2 dzft R 6 S & (| y ( izigFadugisies G2 ONR YA Y
'y R TS St A7¢g) aviich bas clearadystopian underton@be idea is that
GARSYGATFAOIGARZYE Aa | axpeftadiconSeyuértes.y 24 'y I C
Instead, he suggests that the central notion of mloresponsibility, implies that

0KS AYRAQGARdAzZ f 2dz3Kd G2 FSSt W3dwuf 6Q Ay KSNJ
hints at, problematic, since the pride that connected them to the outcome, will

also constitute a strong psychological hurdle to feelingltgin the morally

relevant outcomes ofhe state one identifies with (2003:09-10). For this reason,

he acknowledged K & Wa Kl YSQ Yds a&toodf& brindidgItBut JINeR | G S

appropriate feelings of guilt, where we seemingly ought to @dbjm the national

vocabulary directed at those who identify with these outcomes.
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A problem with an affective account such as this, is that there may bgreat

LINBaadsaNBE 2y (KS y2N¥YIFGAGS y2i4A2y 2F (GKS LIS
identificationand theoutcome, to justify the necessary continuity required to say

that | as an individual brought about the relevant outcome. Further, as John

Parrish (2009: 125) notes about AbdeR dzNXa | OO02dzyiY KAt S GKS
seems to downplay the voluntariness withgeeds to being responsible (that we

in some cases simply cannot help feeling pride), the opposite is also true. It seems

too easy to distance ourselves from certain atrocitiesre do not identify with

them, but perhaps should (Ne¥azi holocaust deniersome to mind). Beyond

this, AbdelNour makes another claim which seems blatarfdyseY Gyl GA 2y I §
responsibility is actively incurred by individuals with every proud thought they

have and every proud statement they make about the achievements of their

nation. This, however, is also the limit of their national responsibility, which only

extends to the actions that have historically brought about the objects of their
VEGAZ2YLFE LINARSéd ¢KS YIAYy ORYHBYYS@dzme | ANIS C
expressive ast more generally,seem clearly insufficient to ground moral

responsibility for the associated outcome. Surely, when an expressive act has e.g.
T2NB5aSSHotS KIFENYTdAZ STFFSOGZ a oKSy az2ySsSz2ysS
theatre, it can make the agent rpsnsible for the ensuing chaos. However, in this

case it is not the expressive act she is blameworthy for, but rather the

instrumental implications of the expressivact. Smply expressing pride in

somethingis clearly insufficient for being morally responsible for that something.

This is even clearer when the expressiompésformed far removed, say in the

Aad2f LGSR O2YF2Nl 2F 2ySQa 26y K2YSo

Further, identifying with something, and takingide in something,seems at
times an incidental psychological phenomenon, subject to rampant
rationalization, which may or may not be, but often is, associated with performing
an action resulting in some outcome. Further, we have a great capacity to identify
with others, eg. fictional characters, and even have a feelingpfle in their
accomplishments. This can seemtirely appropriate, and not at all absurd, even
when we acknowledge that they indeed are fictional. But tnsially does not

imply anything but astrictly sentimental link between us and the relevant
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character, and we would never accept that killed the dragon, or thatve stole
from the rich and gavedo the poor. Part of the reasois of course that the
outcome itself in this case is imaginary. But it eaishe question of whether our
national pride really implies a sufficiently strong notion of identification to say
that we invaded Poland, other than in an entirely imaginary way which does not
establish the relevant causal chain between us and the outcdrhat being said,
there is something to the idea that responsibility is associated with some notion

of identification. E.g. on a Frankfurtian (Frankfurt, H. 1969) account of moral

red2yd8AOAf Ale DNISHEESNEZ @NBE( { HBiferfechnk Mmbpo 0 = A

that the agent with regards to her own conception of herself, can assent to those
actions (and their foreseeable outcomeshe is responsible for. The reasons is,
that only those actions are done freely (where some notion of a free action is a
requirement for moral responsibility), in the compatibilist sense of the w@d.

to use the vocabulary introduced in chapter 4, only those actionsdesinettle.

But as suggested earlier, this seems onlynecessary conditiorfor moral
responsibility, andnot a sufficient condition for moral responsibilitgs Abdel

Nour seems to suggest. San outcome should presumably be indicative of who
we are but more is surely required for moral responsibilifyo underscore this,

we can eg. imaginea person who dung the Nazi regime worked actively to
undermine the holocaust, but who nonethelessould not help being
psychologically disposed to feel some stromiglg in those horrific outcomes. She
would seemingly bemorally responsible on the affective accoumie@use the
identificational link has here been establishétbwever, this person could be the
perfect Kantian moral agent (Kant, E. 1785/2011), who only does something out
of duty itself in spite of her strongnélinations otherwise. Herat seems
implausibé that she should be accountable for simply having an inclination she
cannot escape, even if she on some level wanted to. Howeverwshud be
morally responsible on Abddd 2 dzZNR & | 002 dzy (i Ané tNis seat® a S

extremely counterintuitive.
YdkntificatiorQmay be tracking somethingf import to an ascription of moral

responsibility Howeverit is not clear that it in itself is significant to attributing an

outcome to the individual, at least not tan extent that grounds a sufficiently
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strongascription of accountabilityPresumably, it is important that the individual

is not alienated from her actions in order to attribute the outcome of those

actions to her.However,if identification should allow us to attribute outcomes

which are not diredf &8 GKS 02y aSljdzsSy0S 2F (GKS AYyRAGA
individual, we plausibly need an account of some further mechanism for doing so.

AbdelNour has not clearly provided such a mechanism, and it is thus not a

suitable solution to theproblem of how to iriminate individual itizensin policy

outcomes However, the idea that certain things can establish a continuity with a

given project, or the outcome of that project is plausible. | will build on this

further in chapter 8.

6.4 Authorization, group membership , and disassociation

obligations

Another accountof indirect moral responsibilityis the authorizationaccount
Here it is not oumotion of identification which makes us morally responsible.
Rather, it is the idea that citizens as principads authorise the state as an agent

to do something in their nameThestate is inthis sensea representative of the
citizen, andthe citizenthereby becomesresponsible for whathe representative
state does (policy outcomes)If what the state then does is withirhé scope of
acting as a representative of the citizen, the citizen is then responsible for what
the state doesAssuming we can indeed authorize someone else to act on our
behalfin this way the important question is then how we acquire the relevant
position, which allows us to authorize the statend which makes us responsible
for what the state doesThe suggestion in this section, is that we are in a position
to authorize the state, if we have acquired a certain type of membership of the
state. More geerally, if we are &ertain type ofmember of a grouge.g. a state)

we alsothereby stand for what the group stands for. If the group thgpecifically

isthe state, then we stand fathe outcomes the state brings abalft. That is the

8 This is e.g. the view of Parrish (Parrish, J. M. 2009), who grounds membership in light of the
Ftft26Ay3a ARSEFY a{AyO0OS 2yite (KS &adrdisS Aa OFrLIoOES 2F LN
enforcement, and provision of key public goodsyame who has signed on to the project of living

the sorts of lives that require those goods may be seen from a normative point of view as

FdziK2NAT Ay3 (KS SEAaAGSYOS 2F (GKS adGlasS GKFG Ff2yS Y
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notion of authorkation at work hereWhen lam a member of a group in the right
way, | thereby authorize the group to act. If | authorize the group to produce

harms, then | am responsible for those harms.

AviaPasternak2012)gives an account of how individual citizesan share in the
responsibility of the state in a way which makes the individual citizen liable for
bearing the burdens for the wrongs of state, importantly, insofar as the citizen
fails to voluntarily perform actions which clearly disassociate her fronseh
wrongs (2012: 3)*® Contrary to e.g. Abel-Nour, part of the justificatiorfor this
accountis much more clearly participatory, which allows her to sidestep some of
the contention from earlier, where one could be said toresponsible for what

the state does, merely throughdentification.

the fact that clizens by and large do believe they have firm rights to those goods, indicate that they

in fact sign on to the model, and further indicateso the claim goes that they perceive of

themselves as the principals of a state as their agent, to an extenkwhic a 02 YYA G & dza (2 LINAYIl 7
20fA3LGA2ya G2 G11S NBalLRyaAoAtAGe F2NIHNENS A&DEE S dzSy O
account is however not clearly an account of retrospective moral responsibility, but rather an

account of our prospectivebligations. So it does not fit neatly with the current projektarion

L 2dzy3 adzya dz2d Iy O0O02dzyid AAYAfLFNI G2 tFNNRAKQX FyR adl
contribute to institutions that affect distant others, and their actions contributahe operation of

institutions that affect us. Because our actions assume these others as a condition for our own

FOGA2yazr wXé 6S KI @GS YIRS LINIOGAOFE Y2NIXt O2YYAlYSyia
OoTMUO® CdNIKSNE aK$S g/MA (25R 51 GUiAKESMAEISE IINSSRIZLEBHA G852 LINB A S
O2yalOArzdzaySaa Ay 2NRSNJ G2 K2fR & lFaadzyllirzyaod ¢KSa$s
account, we need not take pride in the outcome, and alienation from the outcome is not an excuse

eventhazA KY &L A& y2i4 dzyO2YY2y F2NJ F38yia (G2 RSye (G4KS O
odzi &dzOK STFTF2NIa Fd o6FR FFEAGK NB LINI3IYIFEGAOLtte AyOQ
membership is then imposed on us when we go about our lives as citizeninhposed on us

because our acts as citizens, defatier account thereby lacks a clear voluntary aspect, and does

not rely on the atomistic individual performing deliberate actions. So it does not fit well with the

assumptions specified in the introdtion of this project either.

8 Examples could be where a given state e.g. suffers reparations for a wrong, such as those paid by
GKS DSNX¥Iye (G2 LaN}St FFGSNI G6KS {SO2yR 22NIR 2 NJotl &

likely passed on to the citing via the tax burden.
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t | & G Salhdrigatiba account has two parts. Flgstshe stipulates thagroups

(e.g. stateg in themselves, detached from the individuals who compose the
groups can beresponsibilitybearingmoral agents intieir own right. Secoriy,

she argues thaindividuals can be members of such groups, in a way where the
responsibility of the group can teansmitted to them asmembers of the group

It can be transmitted to them as members, because their membership empli
that they authorize the particular group outcome&he first part is supported by
work done in corporate responsibility, where e.g. Peter French (1979) originally
proposed that groupas groupscan be morallyresponsibility bearinggents. They

can be agnts if they have the appropriate agential features, such as having
identities which last over time, goals, internal decision making procedarsd,

the ability to produce outcomes based on these (in a sense, act). If a group fulfils
conditions such as trse, they may then be considered the rigddrt agents in
their own right. Thg may be considered the sort of agemthich can bean
appropriate candidatefor reactive attitudes, and sanctions (i.e. the can be
accountable) which can be passed on to the wdiual group memberSince
Pasternak does not herself ttg defend the first part, but simply stipulates that
groups can be morally responsible agemiso can pass their liabilities onto the
individuals who make up the groumy main focus will be on treecond partl.e.,

I will focus onwhen the individuals have the appropriate sort of group

membership which can make them responsible for what the group.does

t I & d S atyolnt aiyfoup membership is inspired I§hristopherkutz, whom |

will return to in full in the next chapter. But, the basic principle of incrimination

for what a group doega group project)is that the individuatan be incriminated

in a group when she has $articipatory intentior€xo cortribute to the relevant

group. A Yarticipaory intentionQbroadly meansii KS A Y RA @A Rdzl t QaAY aAy ¢
perform a certain acfwhichis] informed and rationalized by some goal, which is

shared®@ AYRAQGARdzZ t & 28). WheNihdiifdiviglaskagsslicha H 1 MH Y
participatory intention with others, theyall then constitute a group. When they

constitute a group, they can, as individual members, be responsible for the

outcome of thatgroup. Further, theycanthen be expected to incur the burdens

for what the group does, i.e. for thgroup project, again, because they each
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authorise the group to actn the case where the group is the statiee individual
members can then be responsible for the policy outcomes of the state.
Noteworthy, it is not just the actual harm thedividual group membecauses
herself which allows us to attribute the outcome tthat member In principle,

the individual can be more or less ineffective in bringing about any harm herself.
She can beentirely causally inefficaciousHowever, because she may still
appropriaely be considered part of the group which does produce the harm, she
may beaccauntable for what the group does, becauseeshad a participatory

intention which grounds authorization.

Pasternak stipulates thaive can attribute the outcome othe state to the
individual, in a way which magehe individualliable for what thegroup does if
she fulfilsthese four individually necessaryconditions (assuming the group has

corporate agencyfor aparticipatory intention:

1) ¢ KS AYRAGARdzZ tf Ardattel of AdMBadinyt6 ¥ié SNJ | &
INR dzZLIQ& YSYOSNBKALI NUzZ SaeT
2) ¢ KS AYRAGARdIZ f Aa NBFtSOGAOGSte 6 NB

FYyR d42YS 2F KSNJFOGA2ya NB AYyTF2NYSR |

3) & ¢ K SvidaayiR feflectively aware of or at leastcan reasonably be

expected to be &flectively aware of the collective goals and activities of

(KS 3INRPdzLJ 2F 6KAOK &KS Aa I YSYGSNE | yR

2y80a LI NI (2 GKS 3INRdzLI FOG GKIG Aa Ada

case indrge complex groups like the state) the individual is reflectively
aware of- or at least can reasonably be expected to be reflectively aware
of - the fact that there are certain group activities of which she is
AIY2NI Vi PET
4) G GKS YSY0SNE KIAYLLJ23a0S Ri d2ay” AGaK S/ 2Al0y RA @A Rdzl f

(all quoted from2012:9-10)

In the case where the relevant group is the state, composed of its individual

members, the individual citizen is then morally responsible for the policy

outcomes of the stateSpeciically,if the agent fulfils these conditions for having a

participatory intention, then what the group agent brings about, can then be
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appropriately transferred to the individual member, making laecountablefor

it.

Leaving aside whether citizens inngeal fulfil theseconditionsfor amoment, are

all these conditions plausibly necessarjo incriminate the agent in the group
(state)harm?The firstthing one might note, is that it is not clear why a state has
to be appropriately considered aorporate agent. As noted, | will not be
discussing whether groups can have moral agency. However, it is simply not clear
why it is required in this cas®asternakseems to believat is importantfor the
group (or state) itself to be responsible, in order for theto be something
(liability) which can be passed on to the citizemtowever, | think this is
unnecessarily demandingnd it limits the application of an account such as hers
since there will be many cases where the group clearly does not have group
agency, but where our intuitionsuggestmoral incrimination of the individual
nonethelessAs | will proposel, may intuitively share in the liability in some harm
as long ad am be considered a normative part of a group of people which
produce said harm,wen when that group itself is clearly not a collective agent in
Peter Frach' sense as described earliée. we can be incriminated in what a
group does, everif it is more or lesgust aglorified RA 32 NHIF yYAaSR WYY20Q
decision making structure, no idaty over time, no internally defined goals)
(French, 1979)1 am going to elaborate this argument further time next two
chapters, but if | do my pat in conjunction with theother group membersjn
bringing aboutsomeharm, and | foresee this harm magbtain as a consequence

of the group presumably that isntuitively sufficient for moral incrimination in
that group project As | will argue later, it seems sufficient that | contribute to the
group act, in order to authorize what the group does, evethéf group lacks the

noted agential features.

Let me support this intuitiorby testing these conditions on a different case
without a group agentwhere our intuitions stillsuggestmoral incrimination
Imagine e.g. an idealised example of what happenetha Roskilde Festival in
2000, where nine people were trampled and crushiedleath under the weight

of the crowd attending a concert. Assuming some indivisirathe crowd fulfil
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the four conditions above, it seentisey ¢ at least morallynot necessaity legally)

¢ would beaccountable to an extent that can grousttongmoral condemnation

for this terrible outcome. This seems to be the case evénkfS & LISOAFTA O AYRA JAR
contribution was overdetermined, and individually insufficient to do any harm.

We canstill attribute the outcome, or part of it to hetWe canseeminglydo so,

even if the group of concert goers were simply a disorganized group of people,

incapable of fullling the conditions for group agency.

Regardingd 2 Y R A (i Th2 iAdividual iséa group member as a matter of fact,
FOO2NRAY3I G2 (GKS ENP dLEAZE YORVWORSANIBAKRAYLI aNHEYSa G 2
is considered part of the group by the internal stardlaf the festival, or the

concert. his can e.g. beevident from her concert wristband, or perhaps by the

testimony of theother festival goers. Or perhaps she is to any outside observer

clearly a member of the particular group of people who are caugiegetent. Or

perhaps to all of them.

Regardingd 2 y R A (i Th2 iidividual isdreflectively aware of the fact she is a

group member, and some of her actions are informed and rationalized by that

factt ¢ KA & O Prédrhabljoe ylet ilsheyis reflestely aware that she is

part of a group of festival goers, or specifically, that she is part of the group which

is causing tb noted harm. K. she can see the people getting trampled, she

NEFf SOGa 2y GKAaX |yR KIFI@Ay3 BBwS az23x aks
YSYOSNEKALXE S odzi 18SLJA LdzaKAY3I Ff2y3a sAGK (K
nothing to disassociate herself from it, say, by trying to walk away (assuming this

had beenpossible).

RegardingD 2 Y R A (i ’h2 jAdiviolual isdreflectively awarsft or at least can

reasonably be expected to be reflectively awara tie collective goals and
FOUAPAGASAE 2F (GKS 3INRdzZL) 2F H6KAOK aKS Aa | YS
2F 2ySQa LI NI (2 GKS 3INRdzL) I Olhelcése & A& AGa

in large complex groups like the state) the individual is reflectively awaremat

least can reasonably be expected to be reflectively awaretloé fact that there

are certain group activities of which she isignoéant ¢ KA & A a VYe&ifi AT aKS A:
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not of the group goals, since it is not necessarily a goal of the group, then at least
of the plausible outcomes of thactions of thecrowd of people. She is aware that
if she and the others keep pushing, the crowd is in all likelih@mihg to be

harming certain people.

[ FaGf &2 NI Othef niemb@rahyp Rtatus As 2of imposed on the individual
againstherwil ® ¢KAA& A& YSO AF akKS Aa | OGdzaftte I of:
group, so she can actually stop any time she wants withmauirring any cost, and

she knows this. Though the conditions have been mildly revised, it seems that if
the person(along with other likeminded individuals$ responsible under the
original conditions, she would also Ibesponsiblefor the outcome of tke group
project here. So, assuminge sharethe intuition that the individuals who fulfil
these conditions can be said to authorize the horrible outcome, and thus are
accountable for it, thisaises the question of why we really need to impose group
agencyon the group,in order for the individual to be morally responsible for the
outcomes of thegroup. Our intuitionsseem tosuggestaccountability,even if the
group is not a corporate agenbut are just a disorganized group of peaple
Regarding the state specifically, it may be a group agent. However, it is not clear
that we should require that it is, for the individual members to be responsible for

the outcome of the group/state.

Ignoring group agency, the question is there thesefour conditiorns individually
necessary and plausibly jointly sufficient for the relevant sort of participatory
intention, which would confer responsibility on the agent for the outcomes of the
state?We may have the intuition that the festivgber is moally responsible for
the harm, or part of it. However, that does not mean that tbeeper moral
principle behindhis intuition is accurately captured by the noted conditioRsst

of all, we could question whether condition 1) is really nece$&dfysane mix-up

or accident occursvhere my official government record is never registered,tor
vanishes, would that really be enough to absolve me ofrasponsibility? It

seems an odd requirement that membership cannot be much more fluid notion as

¥am0 ¢KS AYRAGARIZf A& | 3INRdzZLI YSYOSNI & | YFGGSNI 27
Ntz S & ¢
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notedinl KS Ww2&1Af RSQ SEI paclic8lypechssa@thatdz t & A G Y &
citizen has been registered somewhere, in order for the state to pass on certain
obligations to the citizenn the sense of being able to actuatlyx the citizen
However,as a nomative criterionfor attributing the relevant outcome to the
individual, it's difficult to see why it has to be a formal notion of membership.
Presumably, it is sufficient that | have the participatory intention directed at the
group project, or that it wald at least baeasonabldor me to consider myself a
member under some more fluid conditipeven if | was not a formal membédf

we compare it to a bankeist, surelyl may evade criminal sanctioifd sneak out

the back door, and none of mgompatrias rat me out But the fact that the
police fail to register my membershipf the group,does not make it any less
appropriate to claim that | am morally implicated in the heisten if | am able to
evade prosecutiofi’ Indeed, presumablgomething likecondition 2 is sufficient

to cover this contentiori* Presumably | only need to be reasonably aware of my
contribution to some harm, oof my participation in thegroup which causes
harm. In that case, would not be absolved by a third party if the gromp $ome
reason did not recognize my membership status. Of course, being aware of
something, implies that there is something to be aware of, i.e. awareness is
factive. So what membershijpen amounts tostill needs to be specifiedf this is
going to replae the condition Pasternak specifiégd . dzi A F t I AGsSNY I {1 Q& & dz
that our awareness pertains to a piece of paper, or a computer file with our name
on in some central administrations building, as conditiosdgms to implythen

that is not clearly wht our awarenessught to pertainto. That is not what makes

us the relevant sort of member for moral incriminatidhis simply too trivial for

an ascription of moral responsibilitRegarding 35 it seemsfairly appropriate,

% pasternak actually does respond to this contention in a footnote, and states that when there is
not a clear institutional notiorof formal membership, then something like common knowledge, or
mutual openness among the members will suffice for fulfilment of condition 1). | will discuss this in

chapters 7 and 8, because there are reasons to think this is too demanding also.

La w0 individSal is reflectively aware of the fact she is a group member, and some of her actions
FNBE AYyTF2N¥YSR YR NIFGA2ylFtAT SR o0& GKIFIG FFOGTE
2400 ¢KS AYRAQDARdZ f1ohdt leddSchri ©a8dnably é expettedl taNER 2 T
reflectively aware af the collective goals and activities of the group of which she is a member, and

2F WHEKS AyaidNXzySyidlf NBtlFiGAz2y 2F 2yS0a LI NI G2 GKS 3IANE
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though perhaps todnclusive lLe., it seems more appropriate that | am aware of
the probable outcome of the group, than its gaadsgroup can have certain goals,
but be consistently unable to fulfil these goals. If | am aware thet plausible
that the group e.g. will fail to ahiveits goals, then it is not obvious that | can be
incriminated in the group projedby simply being aware of what their goals are
assuming | fulfil the other condition®Rather, what should be relevant is what |
reasonably foresee will be the outcomé the group project, whether it is a goal
of the group or not.Condition 4), the avoidance conditiSnis not obviously
contentiouseither, and mirrors the aspect of direct moral responsibility, where

the cost of defectiorhas to be relatively low

So, assming | fulfil these conditions, am | then the kind of member of the state,

which through authorizationjustifies the state in passing on its responsibility to

me as a member? It is not obvious. The problem is tRasternakhas not

adequately specified wdt the relevant kind of membership is. Overall,
tFadSNYylr1Qa F002dzyi 3ISGa dza Of 2aSNJ G2 GKS
responsibility of individuals by focusing on how we gariminateourselves in a

wrong if we are members of a project, and fmildisassociate ourselves from a

harm that is an outcome of that project. Thoughiis original form it is not a

sufficient account for clearly justifying an ascription of moral responsibility for

policy outcomes The main problematic condition is condition 1), which was

supposed to provide the substantive specification for when the individual actually

is a member of the group. The otheonditionsi.e. thatthe individual is aware of

her membership, that the indivigal is aware of the outcomes of the group, and

that the individual can leave the groupeem entirely appropriateHowever,they

lack a specificatiorwith regards oA NR dzy RAy3 (GKS AYRAGARdZ f Qa
responsibility for the outcome of thgroup progct (e.g. the outcome of the

state). l.e. what are the conditions for the membership she is aware of having?

We need an account of how membership is actually constitueghin, this was

the case in large complex groups like the state) the individual is refégthware of or at least can
reasonably be expected to be reflectively aware tie fact that there are certain group activities
2F GKAOK &aK$S Aa A3Jy2Nlyd a
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supposed to be done bgondition 1),i.e.that a person was a membe&vhen she

61L& F YSYOSNJ I O0O2NRAYy3I G2 (GKS 3INBdzLIQd YSYoS
not sufficient for specifying membershipt is not, because if we have clear

intuitions of moral liability in a case where we are a member according to the

membership ules of the institution itself, thigtuition is presumablynot going to

change due to e.g. a clerical error, wheve e.g. evade formal membershgue

to some unique circumstancehis suggests that something else is doing the
membershipgrounding workE.g, assume | am member of the staaecording to

its own rules Further, assume | am aware of this. Then one dwais passed,

which accidentally deems that every 1.80m tall definded man born in October

to parents with a certain haicolour, isno longera citizen. This then undermines

my citizenshipQurely, if | really wasnorally responsibldefore for what the state

does say if | voted for Hitler in full knowledge of the potential consequenites,

seemsodd that | can be excused in light ofckua clear trivialityTherefore, as

Yy2G0SRXI L asSSvya tIaGSNYyI1Qa | O002dzyli A& Ayadz

responsibility.

¢KS LINRPoOof SY 4 A0 Kastl $ed jlisSealylthp satne drodléntiaay (i

g a KAIKEAIKGEGSR Ag pregutdolyéed h SpacifidatorOBrdzy G ® 2
how/when the individualcan be said to contribute to thgroup, or the group

LINE2SOGd {dNBftesxs o6SAy3a | YSYOSNE |yR o0SAy3
sufficient for being incriminated in what the group does. But thatnis

sufficiently interesting if we do not know what makes her a member to begin

with.

| will continue this discussion in chapter 7, where | examine an account related to

t Fad SNy 1 Qalwil asyioted Hevdldj BlINldgeHaccount of how an

individual becomes a moral member of a collective project in the first place, which

willAy LI NI o6dzAf R 2y | aLBa@icubarly $hd notioh thai SNy I 1 Qa |

membership can ground moral responsibility.
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6.5 Summing up this chapter

| haveso farexamined threequite distinct accounts of how individuals can be

responsible for a collective project. In this chapter, | have examawmbunts

which try tospecifyhow we can ascribe individual moral responsibility indirectly,

where the individual is parof the project that brings about the outcome, but

where the outcome does not necessarily depend on her direct contrib@ioan

individual Though theyall seem to getsomethingright, they are all problematic

F2N) O NR 2dza NB I & 2 \ftodist deccdthiagkédiah explanatidnY LI S NB Rdz
for why something being incorporaténto the agents intention (was foreseeable
by the agent) could incriminate the individual in a collective projegresumably
lacked a cleamechanism forhow the individual canndirectly contribute to a
group outcome. It specified that when the outcome of an action is incorporated
into the intention of the individual, the individual can then be morally responsible
F2N) GKFEG 2dzi02YSd | 246SOSNE partahSidRétall.] RAR Y
So how an action incriminates the individual was unclédadetb 2 dzNXa | ¥ F A
identification account, though perhaps being at the base of somsuobrdinary

intuitions about shared responsibility, seemed to laaksufficiently strong

mechanismfor establishing the notedontinuity between the individual and the

acts of the state Mere identification seemedthsufficient We canagree with him

that feelings of pride in the outcomes of a collective project may hint that we see

it as an imaginary extension of ourselves. We indeed ritgntify with the group

or institution, and this can be entirely appropriate. Bt terms of something like

an ascription ofretrospective moral responsibility, we seem to need a more

substantial continuity-grounding mechanism, aside for mere identification.

L dzi K2NRT FdA2y | O002dzyiazr adzOK Fa tFaAGdSNyYyF{1Q
meOKF yAaYad Ly t it &asSmidghlyloq Hormé InieSership,

awareness of this membership, and the ability to opt outjch wassufficientfor

moral incrimination in the group project. But as notede still need some

specification for what actually makes us a member

In the next chapter | will proceed along the current trajectory, and examine a type

of account which inorporatesmost aspects of the previouaccounts, but brings
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us closer to an account appropriate for the case of ascribing moral responsibility

to the individwal citizen for policy outcomes.

7 Joint action and ¢ omplicity

7.1 Introduction

This chapter is a continuation of the previous, where | examine whether the

individual citizen can be morally responsible for policy outcomes indirectly. In this

chapter, | will be examiningvhether an account of#¥22 Ay i F OGA2y Q Oy 3
responsibility inthe voting case The main focus will be on Christopher Kutz
0K2NRdzZAKf & RS@St 2 Li8 sharéd @ponsibilityOwilllpiegent I OO0 2 dzy (

it, and then critique it, andhen conclude that though promising, it fails because it

is simplytoo demandingan account of shared responsibility be applied to the

voting case In the next chaptell draw on his account along with developments

from the previous chapters, to construah account of moral membership, which

can give a positive response to the cakiguestion.

KutXaccount is a natural continuation of the previous chapters. Firstly, it is an

explicit response to the failure of direct accounts of morabkponsibility

Secondly, it tries to explain the continuity between the individual and theigro

by accounting for how the individudlecomes an inclusive author of what the

group brings about Contrary to the affective approach, it is not mere

identification which grounds it, butather active participation. Thirdly, just like

gA0K { 2SD0R it iathedndentibn@dparticipate in the group project which

Ay LI NI AYONRAYAYyIlIGSa (GKS AYRAQGARdzZ £ X (K2dzaK
with an account of how the individual also contributes to group (which then

causes the outcome), somethinghighisYA 2 aAy 3 FTNRBY { G&NRf A1 Qa | O
argued, I £ a2 YAZAAY3I FNRBY tFadSNyr1Qa | 002dzyica
contribution allows for his account not just to be limited to institutional contexts

suchasts I & GKS OF 45 2y butklisodléwslor spmicatiotoO O 2 dzy (i =

less formal associationslowever, as notedhis account of contributiomeeds to
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be further developed in order to be successfully applied to the case of political

participation.

Regarding joint action, as any paper or bawkthe topic will tell the reader, in
everydaylife, thereare manyclearexamples of people performing actignwhich

Oy 6AUGK @GFNBAY3I RSINBSa 2F |LWySaasxs o6S OKl
range from walking together, dancing togetheainginga duet robbing a bank

and perhapslectinga president Some of these joint actions bring about harmful
outcomes, and tentatively, individuals acting jointly to produce harmful outcomes

can in certain circumstances be morally responsible for the whole, or part of the

whole outcome, just as they can be moraigsponsible for the consequences of

individual actionsThat is, they carsharein the responsibility somehowlhere

has in recent years beensaibstantialamount of work done in this area in order

to explain what it takes for discrete individualsdppropriately be considered as
performing joint actionsand having shared agencycentral works include e.g.

Bratman 1992Tuomela & Miller, 1988, Searll990, Gilbert 1990, Kutz 20Kutz

2000b, Pettit & Schweikard 2008)In the following | want to examinan account

of shared responsibility that builds on the notion of a joint action. Specifically,
ChristopherY dzi T Q & i NI ( S 3 @antd ta give &n agcBuntfoRhdvieY KS 4
can say that a number of people acted jointly least inwhat he callsa dimitedé

sense He then wants to argue that this account, i.e. the conditions for joint

% For a distinction beveen individual actions, joint action and group agency, we may distinguish

between them as Pettit and Schweikard (2006) do. A joint action is composed of individuals acting

towards a shared goal who intentisat 6 6 $¢ E (123S3KSNE | tifoRe whighRall A Rdzt f | OG A 2
short of this. Group agency is when the combined efforts of e.g. individual agents act in a way which

creates an independent group agent which bear sufficient similarities with ordinary individual

agents, to be considered separate ageftsits own right. Such an agent appears e.g. when

GYSYoSNR OG 22Aiayidfte G2 &aSi dzd OSNIFAYy O2YY2y 32l fa
FANIKSNJ 321K ta 2y fFGESNI 200FaA2yaé O0AOARY 000X gKAES |
be responive to reasons. As | will argue, shared responsibility requires neither joint action nor joint

agency. The reason it does not require joint action, as | will argue, is it requitsong sensitivity

to the actions of others. It only requires that thedimidual is aware that her action contributes to

d2YS LINRP2SOilx 6KSNB GKS LINR2SOG Aa y2i ySoOSaalNmRte |y
conceptions of that project. | may in fact be the only individual who conceives of the project in a

particular manner.
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action, are also the conditions for shared responsibility. His claim is that when it is
appropriate to say that a number of individuals perform a joint action, it is also
appropriate to say that they are all individually morally responsible for the
outcome of that joint action. Further, it is because they act jointly that they
shared in the responsibility for the outcome. Importantly, because his account
requires only thefulfilment of a limited notion of joint action, where e.qg.
participants are only required to have a vague conception of the other
participant€intentions orplans, i.e. not full knowledge of the other participants
action or contribution Kutz, 200067), itis very suitable for application towards
the voting scenario. If voting is a joint action, ita@s | will argueonly in a very

broad sense of the word.

Regarding thichapter, | will discuss his account on normative grounds in the
sense that | will fags on seeing whethehis accountcan sufficiently ground our
intuitions of responsibility in collective contexts, one of these contexts being the
large scale voting case. | will have less to say about whethefdadaunt is an
adequate theory of joint &@n proper. The main reason for this focus is, as | will
argue later, that though something being a joint action may be sufficient for moral
responsibility, there are various cases, including the voting case, where the
participants plausibly have sharedonal responsibility, but where eems clear
that this responsibility isiot grounded in it being a joint action proper. Whether
or not Kutflaccount accurately captures what a joint action is, may certainly be
interesting in its own right, but that is not necessarily the most important aspect
of whenwe can hold groups responsibte individuals responsible for what a

group does Further,focusing on the conditions for joint action may severely limit

I 3AGSY (KS2NE Qipaticulidto xh® tutiehtohtexRRgarBingd A |

Kutdcomplicity account, | will argue that it is insufficient fan ascription of
moral responsibility for paty outcome. However, | will argue that there are
good reasons to loosehis accoun® necessargonditions in orderto include

participants who fail to be incriminated on his account e.g. voters.
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7.2 The complicity principle

ST2NB Ayl NE R oglidity/agcouintkISvill brigfiy pr€senOrdamain
test-case he discusses, in order to appropriately anchor the discussion
examine his account in detaiKutz presents the case of the 1944 Dresden
bombing and subsequent firestorm whichon his accout?® ¢ needlessly killed
more than 35,000innocent civilians. In this particular allied air mission,
approximately 8,000 crewmembers aboard 1,000 plaioek part in the bombing
raid (2000:118), along with all the personnel wiassisted, prepareglanned ad
commanded the mission on the ground/hether these participants were aware
of the moral significance of this attack is unclear, but let us assume that they
were. The problem with accounting for the moral responsibility of each
participant inthis partiailar caseg Kutz suggestswhich he aims to solve, is that
because of the large group of people who participated, the contributions of any
single individual is clearly inconsequentialbringing about the outcome. He is
repeating the concerns about overtermination from chapter 4, and asserts that
each individual airman was neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for the
harm to obtain, and thus did seemingly ncausethe outcome. Further, each
couldseeminglyrationally andhonestly say to himde¥Y aA G R2Say Qi
whether | drop ny bombs on Dresden, or over the ocedine outcomds already
given the same number of people will dieNow,as noted in chapter ,3erhaps
we are allowed to consider such cases a matter of asymmetrical

overdeterminatior?®, both with regards to the time # individual aimen

% This is a controversial statement, e.g. Margaret Gilbert (2002) disputes the moral clarity of the
case. However, for the sake of this project, we can hypothetically assume he was right without

further concern.

% Recall, asymmetrical overdeteination is a case of overdetermination where certain
discrepancies among the causes, allows us to understand the actual causal chain that obtains as
unique, where if a cause had not been present, the outcome would have obtained, but it would
have been different event. Therefore, the event, or compound event, that would have obtained,
would have been a different event. Therefore, the event that actually obtains, was dependent on
the contribution of the individual contributor. In the voting case, the tergl discrepancy between

the voters, is arguably, but not entirely intuitively, a sufficiently distinguishing factor in this way. In
the Dresdercase, we may argue that from the perspective of the individual bombers, they did not

drop their bombs at exagtlthe same time, in the same place, and that they did not causes the exact
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contributed to the outcome, but also with regards to the particular pattern of
destruction which is caused by their particular involvement, vs. a situation where
they (individually) do noparticipate, so perhaps this case is not as problematic as
first suggested. However, to the extent that we have an intuition that the
individual participant is responsible for more than her own destruction, then Kutz
is correct that this is indeed a praih cas€’ Kutz specifies that the reason why
cases such as this are problematic is that they run contrary to two commonly held
principles which Kutz claims are deeplypted in common sense morality (2000:
116):

andividual Difference Principle(Basis) &am accountable for a harm only
AT 6KFG L KIFI@S R2YyS YIRS I RAFTFSNByOS iz
| am accountable only for the difference my action alone makes to the

resulting state of affairs.(2000: 116, emphasis his)

¢Control Principle(Bagd a0 L 'Y | OO02dzydGltofS F2NJ I KIF NI
if 1 could control its occurrence, by producing or preventing it. (Object) |

am accountable only for those harms over whose ocaweel had

control.£ (2000:116-17, emphasis hijs

As should be clear herg¢hese principles seem to track what is at the heart of
causal responsibility and the cognitive conditions for direct accounts of moral

responsibility®® If these principles are true, this puts a clear limit on the scope of

same pattern of destruction that would have obtained. Therefore, if one of the bombers had failed
to drop his payload, a different event would have obtained, making the eventtttatlly obtains,

dependent on the contribution of the individual

28§ Oly So30d &l 2dNESt 9S4 sKSIKSNI AG 62dA R YFGGSNI (2
whether his bomb had failed to detonate. And if it would matter, presumably we still tiaee

intuition that he is more or less as responsible for the destruction as the other airmen. So we can

presumably accept that there is at least some residual responsibility to go around which is not

explained by his causal contribution alone.

% |.e. causal responsibility was an account of tangible differenaking. We were supposedly
responsible for some outcome, because our action made a causal difference to it obtaining. The

control principle is somewhat broader, because it also seems tadaadbligations to prevent.
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the moral responsibility of the dividual. Therefore, Kutz wants to argue for an
alternative principle which is supposed to expand the scope of moral
responsibility, namely the complicity principle. This principle is suppdsed
suggest how we caground holding these individuals moraflgsponsible in cases
where a group causes some harm, but where the individuals within the group fails

to make a direct contribution to thbarm.

6The Complicity Principte(Basis) | am accountable for what others do
when | intentionally participate in thewrong they do or harm they cause.
(Object) | am accountable for the harm or wrong we do together,

independently of the actual difference Imake 6 HA N AYMHHE SYLKLI aAa

¢tKS O2NB ARSI KSNB A& 0(GKIGY a¢KS y2iA2y 2F 1
0KS KSFENI 2F 020K 02 YRWKIBH. Ths istin/like with2 t £ SOG A @S
the intuition many will have that we can be morally responsible for more than

what we ourselves do in a direct causal sense we can be indirectly morally

responsibg for an outcom@® wS 3 NRAYy3I GKS LINAYOALX Sz y20S
elements. The basis of being accountable means the conditions someone has to

fulfil in order to bemorally responsible® The object of being responsible is the

thing (e.g. the statesf affairs) which the agent is responsible for. Contrary to the

Individual difference principlel®P and the control principle CB (or direct

accounts of moral responsibilityfhe complicityprinciple, if it can successfully be
defended,specifiesthat | can be responsible for what other agents do, or bring

about, even when | fail to make a significant difference to what they do. The basis

of the principle is¢ as with the IDP and CP individualistic. It concerns the

conditions theindividualhasto fulfil for an ascription of responsibility. But, the

object of what we can be responsible for conceancollective fact, namely a fact

about the collective project we intentionally participate iFhis is then supposed

to indicate that this principle an bridge the acts of the individual, and the

outcome of the groupNote, thatthe complicityprinciple does not exclude the

(@]
~h
w

PvydziiT NBFSNE G2 AG a W-HOO02dzydlroAraftAdeaQs odzi AG Aa
responsibility, i.e. the same substantive notion of moral responsibility as is included in the topic of

this project.
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possibility that the individual may also be directly morally responsible due to
something like the IDP and the CP, all while baiamplicit in the harm that
others do. If | shoot someone during a riot, and the riot causes enormous
amounts of harm, | may be bottesponsibleaccording to something like the IDP
and CP for the action and outcome of intentionally shooting killing while also
being responsible for the outcome of the riot as a wholestane extent, due to
something like the complicity principlélowever, my incrimination in the group
act does not depend on any ascription of direct moral responsibility (the IDP and
CP),but instead on my intentional participation in the group projelftwe take

the air raid case, | may as an individual be responsible for my bombs killing
someone whos death is entirely contingent on my action. However, my causal
role, or lack thereof, wh regards to the overall outcome of the air raid, is not
discounted by my lack of efficacy with regardsthe overalloutcome.l may be

both directly and indirectly morally responsible.

Regarding the scope of who can be morally responsible for a cedleatitcome,

and to what extent, it is on Kufaccount extremely broad, as long as what | and
everyone else does, can lbbaracterizedas a joint actionin Kut£xerms. Further,

in e.g. the case of the Dresden bombingpat | am morallyresponsibléfor, isthe
ultimate outcome of 300 people dyingbecause that was the object of my
action This does however not necessarily imply, or so Kutz argues, that the
appropriate moral evaluation of me, should be equal in harshness to a case where
| had singlehand#ly dropped a single bomb causing the same amount of harm (|
will discuss this in sectioi.5.). Different aspects of the situation may mitigate

this.

7.3 Joint action

On Kut®account, a joint action consists of individual agents who intentionally
participate in a collective action while being suitably sensitive to the actions of the

others 000:112). When we assign responsibility for what a group does, we look

at the individlzl £t & ¢gK2 O2YLI2asS GKS 3INRdzZLI) a.

reducible to individual action, accountability for collective harms can be nothing
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more than the accountability of individuals whohdi A OA LI 6§ S Ay 02ff SO0 A
(ibid: 112).

For something tde a joint or group action in the sense that makes thehare in
the moral responsilility for the relevant outcomein line with the complicity
principle, all the participating agentseed tofulfil four individually necessary and

jointly sufficientcondtions (ibid:75). The conditions are:

i Strategic responsiveness

i Goal sharing,

T Mutual openness,

1 Having a participatory intention.

If they fulfil these conditionsthen they can be said to act jointly, and if they can
be said to act jointly, then the outcomthat follows from that joint act, can
appropriately be attributed to them all.

W{GNI G§S3IA0 NBALRYAADSYSAA NI A NRdoNeE 3 02 (GKS
should be sensitive tohe behaviour of the other participantspecifically their
actions T & A & NI dbinis &ting iSd@idudis & ndt merely act in
parallel: each responds to what the others do and plan ta (RD00b: 5).This
means that if Allan, Bernard and Clmperform a joint action, themllan needs

to have somesensitivily towards the actof Bernardand CharlieE.g., if they are
lifting a plank, they will need to have some idea about who willitifwhich
places in order to know where to lift themselves, in order to accomplish the task.
Though it concerns all individisawithin the scope of the joint action, it is
individualistic inthe sensethat it concerns thebeliefs of the individuals in
question (ibid68). Applied to the Dresdegase, a given pilot will fix his heading in
relation to the supporting fighter planeand bombers around himAnd/or
perhaps he will wait till the mainteance staff has fuelled his plane before taking
off. This condition does not demand that they require awareness about
specificallywho is doing what.Whether they need to actually resporid others

actions, or just be ready to do sis, never specified clearly, but presumably an
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action is not intuitively a joint action, if the participants are atuallyengaged

in some kind of coordination.

wS 3 NRAY 3 Wsatds shy twialgdnts Shgrdayhal if there is at least one
token activity or outcome, involving the actions of the other, whose performance
or realzaion would satisfy the intentions of eadh H n n /50 AllanpBerhard
and Charlie fulfil thisondition, if they all have at leastsomegoalin common
which theywould all considefulfilled, if one of theother participantscompleted

it. It does not have to be the ultimate aim of the activity, it just requires that
within the activity they are engaged ispmegoal within that activity has to be
shared between the participantsand considered fulfilled if one ofhem
completesit. In that case, they are attainirtpat goal jointly.So if Allan, Bernard
and Charlie intend tduild ahouse this condition is then satisfieidl they all have

a goal of building thé@ouse,where doing so satisfies eatldl NI A @daldhefli Q &
it is built. It does not matter whether it is Allan, Bernard or Charlie who actually
fulfils that goaland builds as long as one of them dodghis condion is supposed

to rule out accidentalnvolvement to count as joint actiorSo ifDeancthe crazy
construction workeg had built thehousein the middle of the night, before the
group arrived at the construction sitbemselvesthat person is onhaccidentally
involved in the group actand is not part of any joint actiomllan, Bernard and
Charliehave not performed the joint action of building a house, @®whnhad not
performed itjointly either (only individually in this caseJhe reasons ihat the

goal has been satisfied by someone else, who did not have an overlapping goal
with the others.Neither we, nor he, includedsomeone else who satisfied the
conditions weall had set for completion of the taskn the bomberLJA f &seQ a
the goal slaring conditionmay refer to theoverallgoal of Dresder® destruction

and every inclusive member of the joint actiwiil plausibly shar¢hat goal.If an
accompanying airman slept through the mission briefing, and simply jumped into
his airplane not kneing what the broad goal of the mission g does not share
that goal. Hemay of courseshare other goals which would satisfy the condition

still.
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w S 3 | NiRutugl 3 LIQY v Brasénthing to be a joint action, all members
must have an attitude of operess to the fact that the other particimts
potentially reacts to our choices. We must both be open to the oth@astivity,
and them to ours in the sense that we welcoid O K  artiifahdl inthe
project. Kutz seems to mean we must be open to plessibility that the other
participants knows about our involvemg or could come to know of it. Furthdf,
they came to know about it, they would be favourably disposed towards all of our
involvement together. In accounts of joint action it is usuaihtirely central to
such an accounthat there is something like common knowledgetween the
participants in order for it taappropriatelybe considered a joint action (see e.g.
Tuomela Gilbeat, Bratman, Pettit & Schweikaryfoo. But Kutz thinksactual
comnon knowledgeis too strong a requiremeniThe reasons idis accountalso
applies to large scale cases, whéhne participantsonly havea vague degree of
awareness aboutvho is actually involvedThereforecommon knowledgevould
often be infeasible evenif common knowledgdo many seers analytic to joint
action proper The less demanding condition of mutugdemness however allows
for the application of his account teituations where many people are
participating in a joint project, but where some ofetlparticipants are unaware
regardingsome of the otheparticipantsCinvolvement, or b what extent they are
involved. Theynonethelessstill need tohave at least a positive attitude towards
SIFOK 204KSNE AT GKS& OF YS Tthebohbgrpiotsmd T G KS

the previous example, are clearly not aware of the involvement of every other

100 Forsomething to be a group act proper (because this is on his view required for group intention
which is a requirement for group action) Tuomela argues that it requires agents operate under what
KS NBTSNEY2RSEF a0 HaMmSBIY TnO I ¢ Kdasdis andybBligiNlaigiNg G S a
commitment to operate as part of the group, as opposed-todde, wherean actcan be entirely
selfish, and done for private reasonBeyond Tuomela, .g. Michael Bratman stipulates the
requirement for a mutual responsivenessinfention (1992), and Margaret Gilbert, stipulates that a
joint commitment, which presupposes that the participating individuals are to some extent aware
of, and open towards, such a commitment being made by all participants (2006, or 2013: CH1), is
necesary for them to be appropriately referred to as what she calfuaal subject But beyond

these writers, it is generally assumed in the literature on joint action, that this notion of awareness
is analytic to something being toebcalled a joint actiorproper (E.g. documented by Pettit, and

Schweikard 2006).
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individual,but they presumabltill have some vaguielea aboutthe contribution
2F GUGKS 20KSNJ F AN)XYSYE 3 thetaSseta SYIAYSSNE 2y (KS

/| 2y OSNYAY3 WLI NOHAOALI G2NE Ay (Segarding ya QY t I NI A
notion of acting with the intention of contributing to some groups act or outcome.
@ WNBITNRAYIQS VYdzil YSIya GKIG 6KSGKSNI a2YS$.
is inpart a matter of whether the individual herself intends for her own action to
contribute to a collective outcome (200@4), while each participant who should
be included in the joint act, share this intention, i.e. tHegve tooverlap™* He
describes pai A OA LI 12 NB Ay (iSyGA2y GKdAY aly AyiSyaa
act, where my part is defined as the tgsk role] | ought to perform if we are to
0SS adz00Saa¥FdzZ Ay iNdSaLEAs is peyhdps ¢videitm thelB R 32 | £ ¢ 6
quote, partici@tory intention relates strongly to the other three conditions in its
description. It incorporates the notion of goal, it presumably also includes
strategic responsiveness, since my part will presumably be defined in relation to
whatothers do (recall th6 E YLIX S 2F | 3INRBdzL) t AFGAY I | LI Iy
it presumably also incorporates some openness towards the otheris s8ems to
include the other conditions in its description, at least implicitlye participatory
intention does not have to beonsciousThe individual just have to have We
can attribute intentions toagents: €on the basis ofbehavioural observations
coupleds A G K I ISy SNt {KSPNEsisAmportérdferkuy NI G A2y A
because haevants to be able to incriminate steone even if they are consciously
alienated from thejoint project they are a part of. They may not acknowledge
that some goal was part of their conscious deliberation, but their acti@msstill

be properly describeds a contributory (ibid74), becaus their action can be

101 Kutz writes explicitly that they have to be fulfilled by each of the participants in an overlapping

way. So | cannot be participating in a joint action if | do not have the same intention ashtle ot
LI NIAOALI ydazx IyR @GAOS @GSNBI® |1 26SOSNY a{2 t2y3 Ia (K

N

of the collective end to which they intentionally contribute, they act collectively, or jointly

AYyiSyldAazytrtteég ovYdzil wnnnoY mT1O0®

%2 e does not elaboraté K| (i Wk GKS2NE 2F KdzYly NIGAZYyFfAGEQ KSNB

that rationality such a theory would also be functionalist Ainternalist
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explained by attributing a certain aimto the individua] based on our

interpretation of their psychologyf*

Beyond this, there are two conditions whidmave to be satisfied herefor

something to be a participatory intentionSpecificallythere needs to be an

individual role, and a collectivegoal (ibid: 11). { LJS OA FA Qarti€igatdry  d

intention has two representational components, or sets of conditions of

satisfaction: individual role and collective @én@bid: 10).Sol have a participatory

intention, if | have some goal (which | am not necessarily conscious of), and the

other participants share thigoal. But | also need to fulfil an individual role in

I OGdzl £t f@& ONARYy3IAY3IA Foz2dzi GKS zhzhdanySed . & Ay

T«

individual performs in order to foster a collective €nd 6 A 0GATRRVEME SodEs

to meanbringing about the outcomeor contributing to it He then specifies that
this role in bringing about the outcome can bither expressive, instrumeniar
normative. What he means bigxpressivQ Yhstrumentaland HormativeQis
unfortunately not entirelyclear, and he does not adequately elaborate theWie
should think it means something different from standing in a causal relationship
with the outcane or group act, since the particular lack of such a relationship was
what his account of collective action was supposed to solveleed, he
acknowledges that this would lead to internal contradiction for his acc@O@0:
147) | will discusghe participatory intention condition in subsection7.4.3 and
KSNE 2yfée ONARSTtEe AYRAOIGS a2YS AaadzsSa sAGK

With regards tothe role beingWhstrumentalK S g NA GSayY &/ 2y G NR 06 dzi 2 NB
might take instrumental form if what the agent dedelps cause the collective

2dzi 02YS @®X63X 2NJ AT GKS +3ISyidiQa LINL A& I+ O2

(2000:82)°* On the face of it, thisnay seemas if he is potentially reintroducing

193 As already discussed in chapter 4, it is a divisive issue whether moral responsibility requires

conscious @ NBySaa 2F (GKS 202800 2F 2ySQa NBalLRyaroAtAlde:z
indirect account of moral responsibility.

Yokt KS YShya o6& aO02yadrtdziags LI NIé¢ O2dA R So3ao 68
dancing. What that means is uncleéiitiis not also a cause in a relevant sense. At any rate, the

RIFyOAy3a SEIFYLI ST 6KAOK A& YddiT Q 26ysxr IAGSE (GKS AYLINBaA
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the IDP and the CP in tlmenception of role in thearticipatory intention If this is

the case, thigs problemati¢since participatory intention is a necessary condition

for complicity and he explicitly denies the IDP and CP as grounds for moral

incrimination in his accour® 2 KI i O2 dzf R dak if BotitNaRwSy G £ ¢ Y
elaboraty 3 6 KI (G KS YSI y&as oS UYLONDLINSZaYAR AGASKS N®E S § A
SELINB&aaA@BS AT o6& R2Ay3 2yS0Qa LINIZ 2yS (KSNJI
group or participation in an activity, as when by voting | express my lraesmp

Ay LIt AGA O 82). 11Geeny almfolisitiata méerabapkeBsive act

isinsufficientto incriminate anyone in any serious matter, especially if there is no

instrumental relationship eithefl will discuss this in detail isubsection7.4.3)

CdzNJi KSNE T2 NJ { Kneriion oiNde @ofnGédsaisinot adipfulSsincel K S

it is still unclear what about the voting action ties oneaatcome of the group

act'® With regards towhat i KS y 2 N¥YI 6A GBS NBtS YAIKG 0S5 K¢
ref FGA2Y YAIKG 0SS y2N¥YIFGAGBS AF 2yS LISNF2N¥a 2
to some group or institution that demand certain behaviour (I weaagduit as

'y L. a SYLIX82)aH8weuet, it is dotckedR Why this is morally relevant,

and it cetainly seems that one can behave in this way without incriminating

2ySasSt¥ Ay GKS KIFINya 2F | 3INRdza)d |S K246SO
appropriate clothing is not what constitutes my willing participation in [some

2NBFYyAalF A2y Qa6 @ieNdrig SpecifiOdathéspmitis the 0 dzi

intention of being part of that cultue  ¢).AButAcRarly that does not solve

anything. It is simply restating that a certaintention is required for group

membership. But, since what he is trying to do heres elaborate what a

LI NHAOALNI G2NBE AyuGSyGAz2y S@Sy Aaz AdG Aa dzyk

intentionto be part of some cultureas an example of a participatory intentigks

F2NJ GKS RIFYyOS LI NILIYSNI Y2@Ay3 Ay GKAA FraKAz2y:zZ gKAOK
something like a necessary condition, which mirrors something like a cause in the simple

counterfactual model of causation

4 p2dd R KSELI AT KS OfFNAFTASR sKé SELINBaaryd 2ySQa
yelling out the windows that | support slavery will not in any way tie me to that practice in a way

that will make me responsible for it. At best, it will juseke my neighbours look the other way

when | meet them at the local grocery store.
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noted, | will examine this centrglrticipatoryintentionconditionin greater detail

in subsection7.4.3

Summing upl am morally responsible for the outcome of a joint action, if | fulfil
four conditions. Firstly, | have to be strategically responsive, i.e. sensitive to the
behaviour of the other participants. Secondly, | have to share a goal with the
other participarts, a goal which by the participants would be considered
completed if either one of us brings it about. Thirdly, we have to be mutually open
towards the potential participation of the other participants. We do not
necessarily have to be aware of them, hutve came to be aware of them, we
would be open towards their participation in a cooperative manner. Lastly, the
participants have to have a participatory intention. This means that they should
havea specific goal, andn intention to fulfil a role in binging about that goal.

This role can be either instrumental, expressive or normative.

7.4 Applyingand cri ti quing Kutzd account

In this section | will examine whether the individual voter is complicit on<Kutz
account As | will show, his accouris usually too demandingfor this job
(subsection7.4.1). Therefore, | will in subsectiofi.4.2 argue that there are
plausible ground$or loosening some of theonditions for complicityFurther, in
subsection7.4.3 | will argue that one of the conditions for corigity, i.e.Y dzii T Q
G LI- NI A OA LI (irdaiBe prabieraafio/far /i@ fictount. It is a condition
which is supposed to account for how we participéte or contribute tg the
group act, buit either fails at this job, or iseems to incorporatelementswhich

Kutz himself has explicitly excluded from his account, i.e. the individual difference
principleandthe control principle Doing this is problematic, because his account
then fails to be a response to the problem that the individual fails to make a
tangible contribution in certain collective action casesere we still want to hold

them responsible
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7.4.1 Complicity and voting

The ordinary voter is not clearly complicit in light of her voting action. The

problem is that there is no clear joint action, evienKut£limited sense, among

the electorate as a whole, or even among the participants who vote for the same

particular candidate. According to the complicity principle, | can incriminate

YeaStT Ay a2YS2yS St aSqQa 22 fiepeicetai@2S OG> AYRS
project. | can incriminate myself in such a joint project, @idng with othersfulfil

the conditions for joint action.

First of all, we need to specify what the joint projectsigpposed to ben the

voting case. Plausibly, it is inthe whole voting venturelf it is a votebetween

good and evil, and | vote for good, theh seems absurd that | would be

incriminated in evil winning, just because | vatethe election That is clearly not

a joint action proper, and certainly not onghich would confer moral

responsibility on me for evil winning. If my vote represents anything, itsisuad

againstevil. More plausibly, thgoint project iselectinggood, or electingevil. So if

I, along with others,happen to vote for evil, and evil wins, hawvee then
incriminatedourselvedn that particularproject, and the following policy outcome

F O0O2NRAY3I (G2 VYdzil Q I O02dzy K Ly 2NRSNJ (i2z a
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examine whether theindividual fulfils the conditions for complicity, i.e. the

conditions formorakresponsibilitygroundinge 2 A y i | OG A 2y Rexgll, Ydzii Q I OO
the individually necessary and jointly sufficient conditions were & { 4G NI 4§ S3A O
NBALRYAAOSYSaaés 432t &a%K Nk yRE 56 LI Walzh @A LI
AYiSyaArA2yéd

Sq doesstrategic responsivenesbtain between the voters whelect evil? This

is unclear. In the Dresden bombing case, it is clear that the movement of plane A
with regards to plane B, does require some respongsgsrio the actions of the

other. But in the voting case, | go to the voting bogtlush my piece of paper

through aslitiyy |+ ©2E® ¢ K[| (deadr cobrdinationt beSvéeBnosh & Y 2
voters, or readiness to respond to the actions of othdise inherentanonymity

of the process ensures thiBerhapsif there is agueue of peopleat the voting

place, | need to respond to the othéd 2 (i &idtiding, but that isnot clearly
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participationin the joint action of electing evillhat isparticipation in the acbf
conducting an orderly voting rituaSo it would seemthat ordinary voters in
practice are too isolated anddisunited to be strategidy responsive to one

another.

Regardinggoal sharing presumably many will have the sameerallgoal in mind

which would beconsideredsatisfied ifsomeone elsdulfils it. In that case, they

fulfil this condition. But we can at least imagine a voting case where this sonot

Imagine two citizens voting for theseeminglysame outcome, but who have

different, indeedwholly contradictoryinterpretations of whatthat outcome will

be, if thiscandidatewins. | vote for Evil, becausebklievehis policies will decrease
unemployment, and that is allcare about Another voter votes for him, because

she believesevil winning will increas@einemployment and that is alkhe cares

about In that casethere does not seem to be any shared gbatween us We
seemingly have the samearrow3 2 f Ay YAYRIZ LRt AO& E G6AYYAY
not the same policy we have mind, so it is not the same goal we have in mind.

They are actuallydespite first appearancesyorking against each othefo it is

not necessarily the case that thondition is fulfilled in the voting case. It
RSLISYRa 2y LJS2 L} S doject D) e Sindited? gome Will G KS LI
vote for a candidate to support a single issue, and they do not know or care about

what the politician stands for besides this. Others do not care about that issue at

all, but still vote for the candidate, but thenrfentirely different reasons. So this

condition is not always fulfilled, and it is certainly not fulfilled by all who vote for

the same candidate.

Regarding mutual openness, this is not necessarily fulfilled either. Recall, this is
KutQsubstitution forit KS a 02YY2y (y2¢6ft SRIASE O2YyRAGAZ2Y 7
plausibly claims that common knowledge is too stringent a requirement in many

cases of shared responsibility. E.g. the bomber pilots do not necessarily know

about who and how the other individuals paipate in the venture. Buthey

would presumably beopen to the participation of the othemdividualsif they

came to know aboutthem, i.e. they would welcomethem in a cooperative

manner if they knew about them. In the voting case, mutual openness shares the
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same problem as goal sharingnayvote for evil, because | believieat candidate
will benefit my socialclass,the upper classto the detriment ofthe lower class
Another voter fromthe lower class, votes for eyibecause he believes evil will
benefit the lower class to the detriment of the upper cla$ishe is right, then |
would not beopen towards his participationf | am right, he will not be open
towards my participation. We areoth individuallyopen,but we are not mutually
open. We are openhut about different projects. Indeed, it is appropriate to say
that we are engaged in different projects all togeth&0 again, it is nadlways
the casethat the voter fulfils this condition, again, to a sufficient extent to

incriminate herself in the group project.

Lastly, do the voters share the relevant participatory intentidif's depends on
how we interpret it Recallthe group of voters act jointly if they shared the
fulfilment of this condition (along with the other condition$f they fulfil a certain

role in bringing about the outcome, where this role candmeinstrumental role,
andexpressive role, oa normativerole. First of all, as already shown in chapter 3,
0KS AyadNdHzySydartAiidge 2F GKS AyRR®noRdzr t Qa | O :
clear how the individual can make a causal contribution to the voting outc&me.

it is difficult to see how the individd can fulfil an instrumental roleMore
plausibly, she has an expressive or a normative participatory intention, so we can
presumably accept that thisondition is usually fulfilled among some of the
participants'® But like the other conditionsthe fulfiment of this condition
depends on how many share their particular understanding of the act they are

engagedn. Soit is not necessarily fulfdd by all the voters in favour.

9nce strategic responsiveness is not fulfilled, and mutual opennessgeaé
sharing and participatory intentionare not necessarily fulfilled, there are reasons
G2 0StASPS GKIG YdziT Q | O02dzyi 2FThe2Ayd I OGA2

main problem with the voting case is that it is to a lamdent a private venture,

1% of course, since the participatory intention, as noted, incorporates the other three conditions in

its description, the fulfilment of those conditions are also required the fulfilment of the
participatory intention condition. So this is assuming they have been fulfilled, which of course is not

guaranteed.
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which can makeit difficult for the participantsi 2  F dzf F A f SOSy Ydzil Q
undemanding conditions for joint actioMany people presumablyote for their

own privatereasongmany people are e.g. reluctant to discuss who they vote for)

at their own leisure(l do not coordinate my voting actionih a waydisconnected

from the actions of otherssomewhat in the same way as when people play the

national lottery And even though they may vote for the same candidate, they are

not necessarily doing it fothe same reasonsThis is not a criticism of dzii T Q

account aside from highlighting the limits of applying his account. It simply

motivates examining his account to sektihe conditions for his accountan

plausibly be loosened to potentially include idiuals such as the voter.

7.4.2 Isj oint action necessary for shared responsibility?

In this subsection Iwill show thatg S OFy LX I dzaAofe f22aSy Ydzi
without this affecting our intuitions ofhared responsibilityat leastin the cases |

will examne. This is important, because as shown, his accountoftéh be too

demanding at least with regards tthe voting caseand presumablysimilar cases

Particularly,l will showthat it seemingly does namnatter to my incrimination in

some groupcontingentharm, whetherthe other agents perceivene, or welcome

me, as participating irtheir joint projectin line with his conditions for complicity

(particularly the first three)if | still do my unilateral part ithe project.Note, that

showing tha we can loosen the conditions in certain caséses not invalidate

Ydzi T Q Indd @ defalur® of joint action with similar features. It does

however help suggest that we caometimesincriminate ourselves im group

project, even whenwe fail to fufil the conditions forjoint action proper.l will

firstly compare two variations of the same case, and show that our intuitions of

moral incrimination remain more or less unchadgeross cases, even when one

OF&asS A& | Ot SI NJ S Eint¥ditinSndahe othedsicleally S NBE A 2y 2 F
This will indicate that something elglkan his account is incriminating us in the

group project. After this | will examine another exampléo show that the

intuitions cangeneralize.

Firing squad; joint action, and joint responsibility:
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| and nine otherindividualshave volunteeredto participate in a firing
squad(as shooters)We all know that the victim is innocent. Imagine that
we are approximately equally skilled with our weapon. We all shoot with
the intention of doing our best to kill the victim. We shoot, we all do
various amounts of damage, none of W8 an extent individually
necessary or sufficient to kill the victirg.g. imaginét took precisely five
hits, nomore no less, to kill th@risoner Therefore the combined effect
wasmore than sufficiento kill the victim. Imagine further that we fulfil
the conditions for having a participatory intentitth Specifically tiseems
plausible that me shooting my gun with the intention of killing someone
and actually hitting the target, is sufficient for having a participatory
intention (it is perhapsinstrumental and presumably expressive and
presumably also normative, i.e. in line with the norms of this particular
military unit). Further, we all havthe same goal (clearly). We further fulfil
the rest of thecondtions for joint action. .e. we arestrategicallysensitive

to the actions of theeach other- e.g.we position ourselves in different
places relative to each otheYWe shared the same goglwe at leastall
want to kill this prisonerand this would indeed be satisfigfdeither one

of us completes the deed astly, we are mutually open, in the sense that
eachis able to reflect on the actions of otherand would accept their
participation in a cooperative mannerl.e. they are all together in this

project, and are acting in a cooperative spirit.

Whatever a joint action is, the above clearly fits our pre theoretical notion of a
a22 Ayl Ete®ifthe dyfcorde in part due to my contributip is causally
overdetermined, insufficient, or even if my bullet happens to miss the target
through some weird causal contingency, | imagine we share the intuition that all
the shooters aremorally responsible to the same extent for the death of the
victim, and if we have any intuition that some are more or less accountable, this is

only to a very small degredhis caseseems like a perfect example whetige

17 | e. we have an individual role, and a collective goal, where the role can be instrumental,

expressive or normate.
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fulfilment of the conditions fo KutZxomplicity account explains our intuition of

moral responsibility.

The following example is supposed to mirror the one above, with the exception
that it is not in Kutz terms a joint actioifter this | will examine another case

which is quite differenfrom the first, to show that there seems to be a pattern.

Firing squad; no joint action, but joint responsibility:

Imagine again a firing squad example, which is sufficiently similar to the

above withsome notedexceptions. In this case, | amware of tre other

participants but they are ignorant of meE.g. imagine that there istao-

way mirror, so | can see them, but they cannot see h@wever| do not

know they cannot see me. Further, imagine that thiegsonably believe

that they are shooting at gractice dummy, while | have a reasonable

true belief that it is indeed an innocent prisoner. & do not share a

goal. We are not mutually open, becauselet us assume; they would

refrain from shooting if they knew it was a real persang theywould try

to stop me best they could they knew | was trying to kill the prisoner

We are presumablynot strategically responsive either, because they

would at leastnot adjust their behaviour in any way in furtherancenoy

goal They wouldndeedtry to blod it by stopping mePresumably have

a participatory intention in the sense of having@am y i Sy G A2y (2 R2 Y
part of a collective act, where my part is defined as the task | ought to

perform ifwel NB (G2 065 adz00S4&aT¥dz 2000381).NBI f AT Ay 3

They howevedo not have the same participatory intention

In this revised examplesven if Ireasonably believe, and it is truthat my shot
will be insufficient to kill the victim when | pull the triggérthink it is clear that
our intuition of my accountability would be approximately the same as in the
previous casgei.e. | wouldbe morallyresponsibilityto the same extenfor the
AYyy20Sy i @ Ra@iivoad de dBsBriving Kf the same resentment and
presumably punishmentRegarding the ther participants, their responsibility

would depend on whether they wereulpablyignorant of the fact that it was
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indeed an innocent prisonelf they are not, then they will go fredhis suggests
that whatever it is that is doing the work of incrimiira me inthe outcome
cannot be Kut@ccount of joint actionor presumablyanyaccount of joint action
This issurprising because cases like the above woulddexactly the sort otase
where the complicityprincipleand Kutz notion of joint actiowould bethat which
incriminates me, because it is a collectparticipationcase in the simple sense

that it involves multiple individuals), and it is a case of overdetermination.

Of course, someone may object that it is mainly our direct contributiont tha
doing the work of incriminating the individual in the abovase E.g. they may
suggest thathe thing our intuitions are tracking, is the individual producing the
outcome ofinjuring the prisoner and not thekilling of the prisoner If that is the

case, it is not my incrimination in the group project and the groaptingent
outcome of the prisoner getting killed we consider me morally responsible for. It
is instead the outcome of the prisoner getting severely injuldd can however
control for that intuition by changing the example somewhat. E.g. we can imagine
they are all shooting at powder keg standing next to the prisoner, where it
takes five direct hits to blow it up. In this case, there is no direct injury which the
individual causes directhfHowever, in that case our intuitions would still suggest
that | am morally responsible for something just as severe as in the first case. But |
KIdS y20 AyediNBR (GKS LINAaA2ySNJ] RANBOilteod L K
which in tself is not all that morally relevanihis suggests that our intuitions are
indeed tracking my responsibilityrf&illing an innocent prisoneeven in the case

where | fail to fulfil the conditions for joint action.

It is worth examininganother examp to see if our intuition is consistent across
casesl.e. our intuition that moral incrimination does not depend on joint actibn.
will construct an example where a group is engaged in a joint action, where you
fail to fulfil the condition for joint actin, but where you are still incriminated in
the group act. | will merely construct one example here, i.e. the one where you
fail to fulfil the conditions for joint actiorven though you are still incriminated in

the act It should however be easy enougbr the reader to mentally fill in the
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blanks. The moral stakes are also much lower, so if the reader has unclear

intuitions, | suggest simply mentally increasing the severity of the outcome.

Rock Throwing:

You are walking up to a group of kidsd you se themengaged in, what

to you seems likehrowing rocks ata window. Filled with adolescent
aggression, you decide to participate. Unbeknownst to you, they are
actually rot throwing rocks at the window at all. Rather, they are actually
trying to a hit plastic Frisbee stuck underneath th#es just above the
window. Further, they are so gripped by their action, none of them see
you joining if®® But you dgoin in, and you apply as much effort as you
can inyour attempt athitting it the window You alsohave a reasonable
expectation that you you all, the group) will be able to smash the
window. You do not, however, hit the window at all, or do any amount of
damage to the window or building. Howeveme of the boys is unlucky

enough to do sodespitenot trying to), and it breaks.

Now, you do not share the same goal, and they are not open to your goal of
breaking the window.They also did not know you were there, and were not
strategically responsive to yo8o it fails to be a joint actich y Y dziuht.Youl O 02
want to smash the window, so you participate in what ybink is the group
project, while they just want to dislodge tHe&isbee which is thertheir exclusive
joint action | imagine that we would considexl morally responsible for the
outcome of the window breaking even thoughyou did not bring about the
outcome It was simply a careless aethich involved a lot of riskfou should all
have known that itmight end up smashing a windowurther, the owner of the
window would be fully justifid in requiring youall to pay an equal part of the
destruction of the windowindicating retrospective indirect responsibility for its
destruction (even if the owner came to know that you wejisst trying to break

the window!). It seems whatever accountdity we wouldplausibly assign to you,

is nodifferent from if the other children hadbeen mutually open towards your

Whag YSEyd G2 AvLXe dGdKrd AG Aa (KSNBoeé | 22Ayl

you start throwing rocks.
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participation, or had shared your go&ut you did not cause the destruction of
the window, or even contribut¢o it in any causal sens&ou missed the window,
and it did not break because of something you did. If all the kids, including you,
were appropriately performing a joint action on K@#ccount, then that could
explain why you are incriminatiein their act. But since it is not aipt action in

that sense, something else must be groundingnyiaalusive responsibility here.

These examples gives further reasons to think that Ku®zonditionscan be

loosened and potentially ground responsibility in the voting cdsdeed,in the

above cases, iseems thatthe pattern is, thata 2 YSG KAy 3 fA1S GKS AYyRA
exclusivé® act plays the most significanpart in justifying an ascription of

responsibility .e. what seems to matter that the individual conceives dferself

as cantributing to theproject, regardless of whether there is any overlap between

her and the other participantsThe details ofsuch an account needs to be

developed in greater detail. | will sum up on this in chapter 8, when | construct an

account of moral rmmbership.

7.4.3 The problem with  @articipatory intention 0

| have so far shown thahere are reasons to think that the conditions f&ut2Q

complicity accounbf shared responsibilitgan plausibly be loosenethdeed, it

seems that it isat timessufficientfor my incrimination in a group projecthat |

have a belief thal participatein, or contribute to,the group actwhen lact in
accordance with this belief. KI & G KS NBf S@lIyld y20A2y 2F aoO2y
something | will discuss in the next gier. In this subsection will show that one

of the conditions for complicity is problematispecifically K S & LJ- NI A OA LI G 2 NB
Ay G S yooridigioyf his is important, because this condition specifies the

conditions for when the individual performs aelevant action and plays a

relevantrole in thegroup project, it has to do a good job at this. This is especially

important if something resembling K@account is going to besuccessfully

applied to the case of political participatiotnfortunately this condition is

WoEOt dzaA @S ta 2LIRAaASR (G2 AyOtdzaAadss AoSo Al
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regardless of whether amye else also has this particular participatory intention.
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problematic The reason is thdt is unclear how he can stipulate the conditions
for a role in a project which does not rely on the individual making a causal
contribution to the project.If he cannot do this, this undermines his account,
because his account is exactly a response to the problem of the individual not
being able to make an individual difference to an outcome, and not being able to
exercise control over that outcome. Further, it hinders its application in the voting
case, beause that case is exactly problematic because the individual is unable to
make a difference to the voting outcome, or exercise contreér whether it

obtains

The participatory intentiortondition is at the heart of the complicity principle. To

restate:

&(Basis) | am accountable for what others do wherntentionally
participate in the wrong they do or harm they cause. (Object) | am
accountable for the harm or wrong we do together, ipgadently d the
I OGdzZl f RAFFSNBYOS L YI{1S¢ 6unnny

It seems quite clear that this condition is supposed to be doing a lot of work in
incriminating the individual in the group projetf It specifies the particular
contributory rolethe individualhas in the grouroject. Strategic responsiveness,
goal sharing and mutual openness are more akin to cognitive conditiamish
when satisfied secure that therelevantindividuals in question have a sufficient
overlap in their beliefs and attides towards each other, in orddor what they
participate in tobe called a joint actioproper. The participatory intetion on the
other hand, specifieshe particular roleeach individual has tglay in order to
perform the actual contributory actioin the relevant projectin the right way
Thiscondition is extremelymportant, because without it, | couldotentially be
incriminated in a group projedn which | am clearly not a part. | could e.g. be
sitting on the other side of earthtalking with the airmen over Dresden, quite

anachronisticallyyia Skypeln this case, | castill be inciminated in their joint

8§ R2Sa YSIHY WLI NIAOALI (2NBE AyidSyidAazyQs o@
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action,eventhough my role fails t@ontributesto, or be constitutive of the harm
they cause Specificallythere could clearly beommon knowledge or just mutual
openness between myself and the other participatifswe could be said to be
strategically responsiv&, if | time my call, and they time their respon@® just
switch on their screensio my call in certain ways. Lastly, wan share a goal
between us™, which would be satisfied if one of us completegeiven if | am
unable to actually bomb anyoneHowever, none of this seems clearly sufficient
to incriminate mein the relevant group project, certainly not to an extent
anywhere near the pilots. If | am a member of the group, | am only an extremely
passive membeiThereforehe needs a further conditiopertaining to me actually
doing somethinge.g. performing an action anaking acontribution towards the
project. This is whywe need the participatory intention* condition, because it

specifies that | have to play a relevant role in the project.

Further, the participatory intentiowonditionis also important, becaughe other
conditions incorporate a reference to the pargietory intention, i.e. the role or
action of the individuals. Specifically, we have tcstrategically responsivi® the
actions of other members. We have to bepento their participation in the

project. We have to share a goal which is attained in laftthe fulfilment of our

! RecallMutual opennessequires that all members must have an attitude of openness to the fact

that the other participai & L2 G Sy GAltte NBFOGa (2 GKSANI OK2AaAO0Sao 2
FOGAGAGEZ YR GKSY (2 2d2NB Ay (K yasS GKId S8 4S8t 02

w
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at least would if we were aware of it.

"2pecallstrategic responsivenessquA NBa G KF G Ftf LI NIAOALI yGaQ AyGaSyidArzyas

O0SKIF@A2dzNI 2F GKS 20KSNJ LI NLAOALI yiaQr aLISOATAOIEEE GKS
individuals do not merely act in parallel: each responds to what the others dopam to

R2& O6WHnnnoY pbo

WywSOIfts &hamea gohlfIerg is at least one token activity or outcome, involving the

FOGA2ya 2F G(KS 20KSNE 6K2&8S8 LISNF2NXIYyOS 2N NBIFfATIFGAZY
5, emphasis mine)

14 Recall, participatory intention is the selregarding notion of acting with the intention of

O2y GNROGdziAy3I (G2 &2YS INEBNBEE NROYIRNI RdziiO2 YSdya & (drIab ¢
something is properly a joint action, is in part a matter of whether the individeedelf intends for

her own action to contribute to a collective outcome (2000:.74)
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rolesor the performance of ouactions So heneeds someondition thatspecifies
what the relevantaction or roleis, and that condition is theparticipatory
intention. The centrality of this condition is best highlighted in the following
j dz2 {th® Yorepgminimalist, notion of collective action as such requingy that
individuals act on overlapping participatory intenti@ng2000b: 4, emphasis
mine) In fact, Kutzgoes as far asuggesing that theparticipatory intentionmay

be the only conditiomnecessarand sufficientor complicity, because he sees it as
alreadyencompasingrelevant aspects athe other three conditions (e.g. 2000b

section v)So it is absolutglcentral to his account.

Unfortunately,the Participatory intentiorQis problematic The problem is thatti

seems to rely on something Kutz explicitly rejects, namely causal responsibility.

Recall,the original problem Kutavas trying to solve, was how to incriminate
individuals in a group project, where their individual action fails to make a
differenceto that outcome and where they are unable to exercise control over
the occurrence of that outcomeédn his account, the sdion to this problem was

to incriminate the individual in a group action, where the grodigd make a
difference to the outcome, and could exgse control over that outcome. If the
individual is the incriminated in the group actiorthe individual then shres in

the moral responsibility of thgroup, and the outcome the group brings about
CKAd A& 6KIFIG KS YSItya sKSYy KS gNAR(GSaA
4 GKS KSENI 2F 020K O2YLX AOAGE YR
solutionincorporates the problenthe solution was trying to solve, it is clearly not

a solution to the problenat all. It is not a solution to the individual failing to make

a causal contribution, if it requires that the individual makes a causal contribution

of some kind.
In order to show that the participatory intention conditioeither incorporates

some notion oftausationor alternatively, is insufficient in specifying the relevant

contributory roleg recall thata participatoryintention includes an individal role,
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and a collective goalThe role can be expressivVg instrumentat’® and/or
normativel''’ related to the joint action] have already ithe beginning of this
chapternoted that the instrumentalrole seems to implycausal responsibility, so |

will not go intomuchfurther detai regarding that interpretationHow about the
expressive role Doesit incorporate causal responsibilyVell, either it does, or

Al A& aryYLX e Iy Ay adzf feanOibuldny iole Wiether dzy & 2 F
incorporates causal responsibilitdepends on whakutz meas o & WS ELINB & & A
here. As noted earlier, Kutz never elaboratdse term, butd A YLX & GgNRAGSay dawl
relation might be expressive if by doing one's part, one thereby exemplifies one's

membership in a group or participation in an activity, as when by voting | express

my membership in a political commurity 6 HAnnoY mMMO® LG &aSSya KSQ:
notion of expressivity which is usually incorporated as an explanation for why

voters vote, wien the instrumental payoff is so smaummed up nicely by

Mackie, GY alLJS2LJX S @2GS y20 Ay 2NRSNJ (2 LJzNRAdzS A
but only to express inconsequentially a preference over an outcome, like cheering

I &L NI a Jf$nks 6ahat Kutzmeans by expressive, this cannot suffice

for incrimination in the group projecSt YLJt & SELINB&aaAy3I 2y SQa aeé vyl
action or outcome is far from sufficient tmcriminate one in that actionor

outcome™®He could of course mean somethinkgliexpressing a commitment to

R2 2ySQ& LI NI Ay GKS LINE 2@ b dne waddd doli K I & 2 dza
2ySQa LI NIP® ¢KS Y2ail QpatdsAy dadkingsd causae ¥ R2 Ay 3

contribution to the project in some way, so that would not solve ghroblem.

ADBS NRfSsT KS gNRAGSEAY d¢cKS NBE G

MwS3IF NRAY3I GKS SELINBAaA
2yS (KSNBoe& SESYLX ATASA 2y SQanivanvastiGityEakvihed bk 2y | 3 NP dzLJ
G20Ay3 L SELINB&AA Y& YSYOSNEKALI Ay | LREAGAOIE O2YYdzyAl

16 Regarding the instrumental role, he writes: Contributory relations might take instrumental form if

gKFG GKS 3Syid R2Sa KSt LAz O N3aBT GKES 0123 $\6iDda g9 RIdzi O2 Y
St SyYSyi 2F GKS INBdzLla | Olé odmnnnyY ywuo

w83k NRAY3 GKS y2NXNIFGAGBS NRf ST KS gNAGSEAY GiGKS NBfLFGA
part because of norms internal to some group or institution that demanth@ebehaviour (I wear a

RFNJ] adzAid Fa Fy L.a SYLX2@8SS0¢ OHNNANYYyHOO

18 ¢ may of course shed a negative light on the person in question, and it may lend credence to the

thought that this persomwould contribute to the outcome, if the relevant situation obtesd.
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Perhapsit is not the expression of a commitment which is relevant, rather it is
makingthe commitment itself. In that case, | have made a commitment to do my
LI NI @ . dzii F3FAYSE aR2Ay3I Yé LI NIé NBFSNE G2 |
so he still needs to give an account of action or contribution, which does not rely

on making a causal contributiokle could also mean to allude to the last line in

al O1A8Qa jd2dSs 2F OKSSNAy3d F2NJ I &LRNIa

w»

presumably hip the players perform better. So if | am expressing my support for

a given project by cheeringfor the other participants,then | am presumably

helping them in a way which may incriminate me in that project. However, this is

again a way ofmy having a casal role to play. | am affecting their behavidoy

my action. So this also reintroducdsKk S y 20 A2y 2F Ol dzalf NBALRYAaA
terms, making an individual differencélternatively,06 & WSELINB&&aA BS QT Ydzil
mean performing actions which arexgressive, as something different from

simply expressing an opinioor a commitment E.g. me shooting my gun at

someone, but missing the target, may certainly be expressive of my intention of

killing that person, or as it were, expressive of my foleringing abouthis death

But in this case there is an actual action, and | presume it is that action (the,

intentional trying to accomplish somethirand acting on §, rather than the mere

expression, which incriminates me somehowWe could also argue that by
SELINBaaAry3d az2YSiKAy3ar GKFG YF1S8a Al | LILINERIL
behaviour predictive of future behaviour, or predictive of an intent to produce

harm. But then that expressiwele is still piggybacking on some notion a#usal

responsibility because it is the instrumental contribution which is being

predicted, and the expression is irrelevant in its@lll. in all, itis difficult to see

what work the expressivanderstanding ofole inparticipatory intentionis doing

here, and whyhaving such a roleould incriminate someon@ a collective harm

even when we also fulfil the rest of his conditions for joint actitn

Lastly,Kutz also notes that the participatory intention can be fulfilled normatively,
if our role in te project is normatively defined somehownfortunately, Kutz

does not give a substantial account lebw the role in participatory intention

19Mutual openness, strategic responsiveness, goal sharing.
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could be filled normativelybut the example he gives seems to imply that he
means acting in accordance with sornigtg like rules of conduct.then fulfil the
participatory intention condition for moral incrimination if my behaviour is in line
with the particular norms of e.g. the military who bomb Dresden. But $bsms
problematic also. | car.g.be at a militarybase in a different country and fulfil
the relevantmilitary norms, without thisclearlyincriminating me in the particular
joint venture in any clear sensat least. Of course acting in accordance with
certain norms may be indicative of a tendency to mctertain waysSomeone
who accurately fulfils the role of beingsaldier, mayonly be doing so, if she will

be willing to dischargeher weapon, shoulctertain circumstances arise even if

she is not at a particular moment engaged in comtiag. if sk is put in a combat
situation, and runs away, she is not fulfilling that rdd&t againhere it seemshe
significance of the normative role, is again exmdiin terms of apotential or
predictivecausal contribution. It is because | have a role where | may at some
point perform an action directed at theutcome thatl have incriminated myself.

So it seems again that Kutz is embedding some notion of at least potential causal
contribution in the paricipatory intention conditionAdmittedly, the normative
interpretation of role may be sufficiently open to interpretation to actually
incorporate some notion of role, which is nattually, potetially, or predictively

causal It is however notlear to ne how.

It is possible that there is some interpretation of the participatory intention
condition which does not rely on a causal contributionany senseBut it is
unclearat this pointwhatit is. As it stands now, it is not clear how he can avoid
committing himself to the requirement that the individual makes some causal
difference to the project she engages somehow Indeed, it seems that some
notion of making a causadlifference isneeded for an account of the role the
individual has to play in project, in order to be incriminated in that projeckhis

is a problem for his account, since it is explicitly a response to the problem of
accounting for moral incrimination in cases such as the overdetermination case,
where our causal contribution isfticult to account for.Thereforeq if making a
causal difference is off the tabtewe may have to reject his account, since it does

not give a viablelternative account of the participatory intention. Or, we may

167



accept that making a causal contributioat least potenially, is a necessary
condition for joint action, and shared responsibility as complicitfhat
participatory intention seems to incorporate causal contribution, atso
problematic for applying his account to the voting case, bec#useoting case is
exactly a problem casasince none of the voters seem to make causal
contribution to the relevant outcome, aside from in the most unlikely of
circumstancesTherefore, if something like Kdlzccount is going to be applied to
the voting caseit is not sufficient to loosen the other joint action conditions. It is
also important to give an alternative account of how the individual should
contribute to the voting outcome, because as argued in chapter 3, having to make

direct causal contributiois off the table.

7.5 Complicity and gradability

Another reason why Ku@notion of participatory intention as it stands is
unintuitive, is that itcan be too inclusive. Someone can be incriminated in a group
project, evenwhen they clearly should not be, alternatively, where Kut2
account is unable to explain the extreme variation in our intuitions regardinig the
moral evaluation, e.g. how blameworthy they avewhat punishment we would

consider them deserving of.

Recall, Kutz denies thalhe individual difference principle should play a role in

accounting fori KS LI N ®O2dayytaRt Ades o6SOldzaS agS oA
contradiction, since the basis for complicitous accountability is inconsistent with

the individual difference pri@ A LX S é  danprincipieY he rexplicitly rejects,

0S0KdzaS KS glyta G2 akKz2¢g K2¢g ¢S OFly 0S NBa
I Oldzr f RAFTFSNBYOS dyaiStéghliyhting ghat theé individualY MHH O X
difference we make is unavailable to draw onhis accountin general This

means that that difference is unable to figure in an account of our varying

intuitions of accountability between different agents who all are incriminated in

the same outcome.E.g. if causal contribution was a condition for wdor

incrimination, we might be able to say that those who made the most significant

contribution, ought to deserve more of the blame and harsher punishment.
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The following example shows that KQiccount seermato be too inclusiveas is
i.e. it lets us htwl someone morally responsible for the relevant outcome, where
they either clearly are not or where his accounat least fails to accurately

account for our intuitions of gradability:

Ideologically inclined cleanintady:

Sy | am an ideologically inclined cleaning lady, working at the
administration building of anilitary generaWwho gave theorder to attack

Dresden. | have the relevant participatory intention of bombing Dresden,
because | took this job to make a contritmutito the war effort (beause |

simply hate all Germans), and my job plays a roléuithering the war

effort, becausduy cleaning the office, this lets the general focushimjob

of drawing out effective plangtc. Whatever Kut@interpretation of a
participatory intentionwe accept, it will presumably blfilled. E.g. we

can imagine it is fulfilleihstrumentaly, wheremy role is defined by my
instrumental act of cleaningNVe can also imagine it is fillecpressivey -

this is my way of expresgimmy supportNow, am | accountable? | have

the participatory intention, | am both expressively and even
instrumentally related to the outcomeWe are all awareof, or open

026 NRa SI OK 2 ( KeéSsNaexertdidlgdal ¢ard awbdild( A 2 y ®
accept its cmpletion by any participant) where keeping the general
efficient at his job would be such a goal. Lastle are strategically
responsive I(e.g. adjust my cleaning schedule to the gen@@al 2 FFA OS

hours and he puts his chair up, so | can clean underngath

Though | am included as part of the joint action, | imagine that whatever our
intuitions of reactive attitudes, and punishment, they will be entirely different
from those directed at the bomber pilot who dropped his payload on Dresden. |
imagine ouw intuition here suggests that the range ganply extreme. Whatever
punishment or reactive attitudewe consider me deserving of, is at another end
of the spectrum from the bomber pilot or thgeneral andto claim that they are

all equally responsible fo the outcome will seem odd. Presumably we will not
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considerthe cleaning lady liabléo anything but shaking our head at her odd

disposition.

Now, Kutz does not deny that the causal difference we makeatsarplay a role

in an ascription osupplemenary direct moraresponsibility | can be responsible
both for my complicity, anethdependentlyon a direct accountBut my complicity

is not grounded in my causal contributioklany ordinary cases are not cases of
complicity with individuals participatingn group action, but are instead simply
cases of some individual intentionally directly producing or trying to produce
some outcome. In that case, accountability may be appropriate with regards to
the actual difference the agent makes directly. So ifwgi2 N& Ydzil Q OfFAY (KLU
bombers fail to make a difference to the outcome (due to the destruction being
overdetermined), and assert that part of the difference in our evaluation of the
agents in question comes down to these pilatslividually producing a large
amount of direct harm, we should still hold that part of our moral evaluation
comes down to what isconferred on the participants in terms of shared
responsibility as complicity If not, what is their shared responsibility really
accountng for? But if all the resemhent we can then muster towardthe
cleaning lady amounts to mild ridicule, that must impiat complicity itselfg
implausibly¢ does not account for any substantial degree of moral incrimination
in the outcome. Thishows trat his accounis eitherimplausible or it shows that
complicity, only grounds an insignificant moral evaluation on the agent, even in an
outcome as severe as this (thousands of innocent people are unjustly killed).
Alternatively, he needs to account fowhy we have varying intuitions of
accountability between complicit individuals, which is not explained by their

causal contribution.

Kutz may be able to account for the psychological aspect of why there may be

some difference between our evaluation of vaus agents, but assuming the

participants are not coerced into participating, or the cost of defection is at least

GSNE YAYAYLFE o6F&aadzyS KL dacanjustuitOwed S F2 NJ { K &
should assume that her moral responsibility for the weholtcome would at least

play a significant parhithe moral evaluation, which does not seem to do. And
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we lack some intrinsic element of his complicity account which can account for
our varying intuitions.This again suggests that thdeaninglady iseither not
incriminated in the project, despite fulfilling Kutz conditions, or, it suggests that

his account is unable to clearly account for gradability in our moral evaluation.

Saba Bazargan has given a supplementary account of how we can interpret

participatory intention to solve the problems of gradability on Kdézcount

(Bazargan, S. 261 Bazargarargues that therole people fulfilin the project

serves as a basis for gradability of moral responsilflititz himself discusses this,

but Bazargarargues the point more clearly). BazargaNH dzS&a GKI G0 2y SQa Y2
evaluationdepends2 y G KS & @neb&<in tBeProjetR Wwhire the more

central2 y S Q & witRefjafds tb theproject, the morecomplicit one is, anthe

more severe a moral judgSy i 2y S A& RSaSNWAy3a 2Fd a! tf
greater the degree to which one is supposed to contribute to a cooperative act,

0KS Y2NB LINBRAGSYY egS@arsof f SOGABS | Olé O6AO0A

Bazargan gives an example of different roles in a military rescue operation to

At fdzaGNIGS GKS 3INIRFEFOAEAGE QA NBfSay GAYS-
POW will bear greater inclusive authorship for the rescue of the POW than will,

for exampé, sailors aboard dnearby] minesweeping vessef even if their

respective contributions to the rescue of the POW are on a par. The soldiers in the

squad bear greater inclusive authorship since they have roles that feature more

prominently visa-visthe R 2 F NI & O dithidy189) TiHouh thihseeins

promising, it isot at allobvious how hecan accounff 2 NJ WLINRE YA Yy Sy OSQao . | 11
tries to clarify this by statingthat o2 t S G¢Aad RSAAIAYSR G2 02y iNRG
FINJ INBF SN (ikid: ¥89),chiitkiSs of doleSjhsE fusheés the

questionbacki 2 S Sy R dzZlJ FalAy3 6KIG aRSaA3ayé«é NBT
just like Kutz, rules out causation as an indicationotd designfor good reason,

because the problem is still that individeavho fail to make a causal contribution

individualy, can be responsible for a collective hariid: 188). So this is not a

good solution to the problem of gradability, because it seems to be question

begging. We surely do have intuitions of how diff#repeople incriminate

themselves differentlye.g. the cleaning lady was intuitively far removed from the
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outcome compared to the airmetbut in order for this account to bapplicable in
the voting case, we need a clear criterion which d#étermine why we have
different intuitionsin these cases. And central to this project, we need to account
for our varying intuitions ismall vs. large scale voting casesthe next chapter |

will produce an account whialfioes explain our intuitions in such cases.

7.6 Summing up this chapter

Kutaccountwas an attempt tospecify how the individual could incriminate
herself in a collective harm, in cases where she fails to make a difference to that
harmand fails to have control over its occurrence. His suggestion veasien a
group of people fulfil the conditions for joint action, they cren be morally
responsible for the outcome of that joint action, again, even if they fail to make a
direct contribution to that outcome. Aough seemingly promisingis notclearly
applicable to the voting case. The reason is ih& not clearthat the voters will

fulfil the conditions for joint actionHowever,| have argued that we can plausibly
loosen the conditions, and still incriminate the individual in the relevant project,
which, as | will show in the next chapterwill allow us to attribute moral
responsibility for policy outcomes to thadividual It seems that something like
making a unilateral contribution to the outcome, is sufficient for moral
incrimination, i.e. | d not have to fulfil the conditions for joint action proper to be
incriminated in a project. Unfortunately, K@zondition for when the individual
can be said to be making a contribution was gdsablematic and thus not readily
applicable to the votingase.Specifically the participatory intentioncondition,
GKAOK &ALISOATFTASR (K Ssedmg ®AnZUdR sandthidg likeOe2 y (i NA 6 dzii A
requirement that the individual makes a difference to the project she is
incriminated in It does this because it spifies the relevant role the individual
should perform, but that role was difficult tepecifywithout it resting on the
individual making an actual causal contribution. l.e. it contradicted the idea that
an individual can be incriminated in a project,eavif she fails to make a
difference to that project, or fails to exercise control over its occurreiites is a
problem, becaus&utXaccount is precisely a response to the problem that the
individual fails to make a difference in certain collectiveiactcases. So having

this asa requirement for incrimination in the group project is a problesimce it
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reintroduces the problem it is a response, ice. the problem that the individual

fails to make a difference or fails to exercise control in certases Further, it is

again problematic with regards to applying Kulaccountto the voting case,
because in that case, as argued in chapters 3 and 4, it is not clear that the voter
actually makes differenceto the outcome. So a successful account fag take

of the overall project, needs to either explain how the voter makeg#farencein

the voting case, or stipulate an alternative to Kufarticipatory intention
conditionfor moral incrimination As noted, thigondition is extremely important,
because itspecifieshow the individual has to actually participateg or contribute

to the project she is incriminated in. So a successful account presumably needs to
give an alternative account of how the individwan contributeto the voting
project. Lastly, another problem for Ku€account is that it is either too inclusive,

or it lacks a clearcriterion for gradability between participating agents in
collective projectsThe cleaning lady was either implausibly incriminated in the
group project, oralternatively, Kut@account fails to give an explanatiéor why

our intuitions of accountability vary so mubletween participantsn a given case.

So a successful account of shared responsibility needs to either be able to exclude
someone like the ideopically inclined cleaning lady, or explain our intuitions of

accountabilitygradabilityin cases such as that.

In the next chapter, | will construct an account of shared responsibility, which lets
us incriminate the individual, even if she fails to makeirect contribution to the

outcome.

8 Moral membership

8.1 Introduction

In this chapter, | will build on the preceding chapters, and construct an account of

indirect moral responsibility which can bsuccessfullyapplied to the voting

scenario. | will denotdl KA & | OO02dzyd I WY 2 NIhislabdfSY o6 SNE KA LIQ
highlight that this particularaccountis somewhatdistinct from those examined

so far Further,the labelis meant tosignify that it is themembershipof a
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particular dprojectt, which grounds the ifd @A R dzl freQponsililRyNhdinot

e.g.that one is engaged ia joint actionproper.

The account | will propose w&ry reminiscent2 ¥ taiziplicigaccount, in that

it incorporates a specific participatory aspect of his account. Specifically, it
incorporates the necessary condition tHatarticipate in what | foresee as being a
collective projectlt is howeverdistinct from his accountpecause itallows us to

be indirectly incriminated in a project that brings about a harmful outcome, even
if we fail to fulfil the conditions for joint action proper. In the previous chapter, |
argued thatthe conditions forjoint action and shared responsibilitgn Y dzii T Q
account could plausibly be loosened while maintaining the moral incrimination of
the individual. This was importanbecause the voter did not clearly fulfil the
conditions for joint action. On KuRaccount, a number ofindividuak (very
roughly) fulfil the conditions for joint actionand shared responsibilitior an
outcomg s KSy GKSNB Aa |y 2@0SNII L) 6t8hridgSSy G KS
about the outcome, welcoming attitudes towards the participation of one
another, and a fulfilment of a ontributory role direced at the outcome.
However, a | highlighted, there are cases where it seems sufficientnigr
incrimination in a harmful outcome (again, very roughly), thadve the intention

to produce the outcome, andfulfil somecontributory role in bringing about the
outcome regardless of whether there is complete overlap between me and the
other participantsand regardless of whether | am directly causally efficacious
Indeed, if e.gl am awarethat the projectwe areengaged inwill result in an
enormous harm, but everyone eldaut me is unaware of this, | can still be
responsible for the harm, even when the other participants are exculpated for
their contribution (e.g. because they were roalpablyignorant that a harm
would oltain). Further, it seems | can even be incriminated in a project, when the
participants are not open towards my participation, e.g. where they have clear
adversarial attitudes towards me to the extent where they would even try to
sabotage my participatioif they were able toThis suggests thadt is ¢ at least in
some cases of shared responsibilitynot the joint action, but instead the

A Y RA O paRidigatio® &, and herconception of the particular project she
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actually participates in which grounds her morally responsibilityl.e. it is her

membershipf the project.

The most important development compared tthe accounts examined in
chapters 6 and7, isthat | invokea novel notion oimoralresponsibilitygrounding
indirect contribution. When the individual makes such a contribution to a
particular project, she is a moral member of that project, assuming she also fulfils
the cognitive conditiorintroduced in chapter 2 and discussed in chapter 4. l.e., if
she is aware of her contribution, and thegsificance of the project, or ought to
have been aware with regards to botBpecificallyan individual contributes to a
project if she is likely to be an interdependent part of the set of causes which
actually bring about the outcomef that project Nat because she directly affects
the outcome(in many cases she does ndiut because she helgstablish and/or
sustain the projecivhich causes the outcomét is not applicable to all cases of
shared responsibility, but it is highly suitable in the vgtogase, and cases like it. |
will flesh this out in more detail in the rest of thikapter, but here simply give a
revisedexamplefrom earlierto give an idea of this accouind this notion of

contribution. After this, | will lay out the overall struatel of the chapter.

The examplesiunder-described and not at all cleaned from conflicting intuitions,

but it should give an idea of the moral membership account applied.

Bridge collapse:

Imagine you drivaup to a bridgewhich is closed midway across, due to
heavy winds. The bridge has many cars parked, unable to turn back,
waiting for the bridge to be repened It so happens, that you are a
bridge engineer with a death wish. You recognize that bmiglge is
moments awayfrom collapse due ta fragility from & otherwisehidden
structural deficiency andthe heavy winds You decide tadrive onto it,
knowing that thecombined weight of all (say) 50 cars and trucdeng

with a strong gust of winds more thansufficientto makeit collapseany
moment now As you predicted, the bridge collapses, killing most of the

drivers and passengerscluding yourself
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Imagine that it took precisely 40 caamd trucksto reachthe 6 NJ&A Rcall&pRet
thresholdwhen the wind hit In this case, you are a moral member of {mject

2T (KS 0 NA R aR@ikling BvrionddidsOniabl tife only member)
because you were a likely part of the causally efficacious set that brought about
the outcome. The causally efficacious set waes €xact number of cars required
F2N) GKS ONARISQA RSaG NUzoirka® wad part of $he R 2
actual threshold, buit is still appropriate taclaimthat your car helped sustain the
project because it was at leafiikely that your car was part of the threshold (80%
chance) Since you know this, and since it is true that you were indeed a likely
part, you area moral member of the project. Because you are a moral member,
you are morally responsiblfor the outcome of the poject, even if you are the
only moral member. You are presumably the only moral member, because only
you fulfilled the cognitive condition for moral responsibiliffhis example is
distinguishable from cases of moral incrimination by way of 4&tyte conplicity
because it is1ot a case of joint action, since the other contribut¢dsivers)are
unaware and let us assumextremelyhostile towards the bridge collapsingnd

your contribution to that endbecause it will kill them). will develop and defed

the moral membership account throughout this chapter.

Regarding theoverall structure of this large chaptefn section8.2 | will sum up
four of the most centralobservationsfrom this projectso far which will be
incorporated into an account of maranembership Doing this will be helpful in
establishingthe conditions forthe account Specifically, 1) an account of shared
responsibility as moral membershihould not require that the individual makes a
significantdirect contribution to the relevantoutcome itself. This is a natural
response to the failure of direct accounts to account for moral responsibility in

certain cases ofcollective participation e.g. the voting case?2) Shared

9%
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among the participants. This is a rejection of the notion tlray moral
incriminaion in a given project, requires that the other participants are aware of
me, orthat they areopen towards my patrticipation. Further, it is the rejection of

the notion that we ought to have the same conception of the projeet ave
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engaged in. | will elaborate in detail, but this is the lesson from the previous
chapter. In some cases of shared responsibility, such as the-dmimad case, | can

be morally reponsible for the outcome of the innocent prisoner dying, even if |
am the only one who is aware that this is in fact a human being, and even if the
other participants would be opposed to the killing of this person, if they knew it
was indeed a human being@hey are not open towards my participation in the
project according to my conception of it. But | am still morally responsible for the
outcome of the project nonetheles8) An account of moral membership ought to

be able to account for our intuitions ofjradability. Specifically, in various
comparable cases, we will have different intuitions regarding Ithe NIi A OA LJF y (i Q&
accountability, e.g. theiblameworthinessand punishmentAn account of shared
moral responsibility as moral membership should be ablexplain at least part

of this variation, at least in some case$) An account of shared moral
responsibility as moral membership requires that the individual makes some
contributory action | have highlighted this point with regards to all indirect
accounts of moral responsibilitgxamine in chapters 6 and But it seems to be a
common feature, that for someone to be incriminated in a collective project, this
requires that the individual participardontributes tothis projectin some sense

even if nota direct contributionto the outcome of that project

In the large sectior8.3, | willpropose a way in which the individual can become a
moral member through performing specific contributory actionAs | will argue,
(and which has been implicit or diqit in the previous accounts of indirect moral
responsibility), in order for an individual to incriminate herself in a group project,
she has to perfornsomeindirect contributory action.There arepossiblyvarious
ways in which the individual can perforsuch an action, but | will focus on one
that is particularlyrelevant to the voting casé.will arrive atthis by examining an
account by Seamus Miller, whargues that we can incriminate ourselves in a
group project, if a certain type ofinterdependene obtains between the
participants which sustain the project Though his account is not directly
applicable to the voting case, | will build on it, to construct what | refer to as
threshold interdependencéVhen thresholdnterdependenceobtains between a

group of people, they can then be said to make a contribution to the relevant
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project which produces the relevant outcomeven when they fail to make a
direct causal contribution to the outconitself, e.g.even when the outcome does
not depend on them miang a individualdifference to it If they makesuch a
contribution, they then qualify for moral membershimssuminghey fulfil the
cognitive condibn (e.g. are aware of their contributioar ought to be aware of

it). Threshold interdependence build® work done by Richard Tu¢k008) who
argues thatW®ontributionQin a threshold case, such as the voting case, can be
understood in a special wafarticularly, ve contribute to thegroup act when it

is likely that we were part of the causally efficacis set that brought about the
outcome. From this | will argue, that we contribute to a giyeoject that causes

the relevant outcomeif it was likely that our contribution was paof the causally
efficacious setthat brought about the outcome When ths happens, it is
appropriate to say thathere obtains arinterdependenceamong the participants,
where the individual participants sustain theproject that brings about the
outcome. By sustaining it, they can then be morally responsible for the outcome
of that project. €ontributiorfdoes nothere depend on us making a direct cailis
contribution to the outcome itself but rather, it depends on us making a

contribution to the project, whicln turn brings about the outcome

In section 8 | will put everything together to construct thelftaccount of moral

membership. In the last chapter (9) | will apply it to the voting case.

8.2 Observations from the previous chapters

| have reviewed various accounts of moral responsibility with two aimsnid. 1)
Ascribing moral responsibility to the individual citizen through her political
participation specifically her voting actior?) Examinewhat is required for an
account to successfully do so. So far | have failed in 1). Irdlaisvely short
section, | will highlightsome important observations madéhroughout this
project, in order to shed light on 2)The goal of doing so is to inform the
construction of the moral membership accouniyhich canbe successful in
incriminating the individual ithe voting caseHighlighting these observations will
also behelpful as a way of taking stock of the some key points in the discussion so

far. After having highlighted these observations, | will construct the account based
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on these.This section includg®ur observations. | will highlight them in turn. The
last observation is most central to establishing an account of moral reeship,

so | will engage with tb a more significant extent than the other three.

Thefirst observationisthat a successfula@ount ofmoral membershighould not
require that the individual makes a significant direct contribution to the relevant
outcomeitself. This ighe obviousconclusiorderived from the discussion of direct
moral responsibilityand the limitof suchan accountwith regards to large scale
threshold casesThe problem ighe individual fails to make aignificantdirect
contribution to the relevant outcomen such casesin casesof direct moral
responsibility, the idividual is morally responsible foin outcome, in part
because she is causally responsible for it. She is causally responsible for it,
because the outcome depends on her action (or plausibly omisdionases such

as the large scale voting case, the outcome does not depend on the agitrib

of any individual, and no individual makes a significant direct contribution to the
outcome, except in extremely unlikely scenarios. Becanfséhe difficulties in
attributing the voting outcomeand policy outcome to théndividual voteron a
direct account, | inead examined indirect accounts. These accounts were
specifically defined as accowdf moral responsibility which did not require that
the individual, as an individual, made a significant direct contributimrthe
outcome. However,though none of them has beensuccessfulso far, the
conclusiondrawn from examining direct accountstill remain a successful
account should not rely on the individual making a significant contribution to the

outcomeitself.

The secondobservationis that | canbe a moral member of a projeceven if

there is no\farticipatory reciprocitgbetween myself and the other participants.

2KEFG L YSIYy o0& WL Nat Ae@sh ) dhat shaldrdivillBIO A LIN2 OA (G & Q
involvedin the relevant project are aware efachother, or that they at leasare

open towardsthe potential participation of each other2) That they have

approximately thesame conception ofthe project they are engaged inThis

observationis supported by thdact that our intuitions of moral responbility

seem quite unaffected when we remove participatory reciprocity from the
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participants injoint action caseof clear sharedresponsibility This was most
clearly illustrated by the firing squad caséhich is comparabld¢o the voting
case'®® Here it semed sufficient formy moral incrimination, thatl had a
particular true conception of the project, and that | was open towards the
inclusion of the othersn bringing about the projectHowever, the fact that these
features were not reciprocal, did not &ct my moral incrimination in the project,
as | reasonably conceived,iieven though it undermined the project as a joint
action | will show throughout thischapter that this intuition doesindeed
generalize. | will assume that participatory reciprocstyiot a necessary condition
for moral membershipA related question is of course, whagl & LIN2 2 S O ¢
it is not a joint action and if it does not involve participatory reciproctyhe
answer is that it is thebservableleftover structural relationship between the
individuals, when we take away their participatory reciprocity,\when we take
away their strategic responsiveness, goal sharing, mutual openness, and their
sharedparticipatory intention(to e.g.dza S  Yittzia). \@herOve remove these
from the joint action, then there will still be a multitude of individuals which
together in some conjunction as a set/group causallproduce the morally
relevant outcome. Of course, it is an interesting discussion how veeildh
individuate such projects, bugafe to say there will bebvious cases such as those
I have examinegreviously In those caseshis conjunctionof individualscanstill

be understood afgorming aproject If the individual understandér ought to
understand)that she is engaging in such a project, sheds | will argue; opento

an ascription of moral responsibilifgr the outcome ofthat project(e.g.as is the

case othe shooter in the firing squad behind the mirfbom the last chaptex.

Returning to the voting case again, we can see why the denial of participatory
reciprocity is important for moral incrimination in that case the voting case, we
can imagine a scenario where | vote for candidate C with the aim of bringing
about outcomeO (a foreseeably harmful outcomas a consequence of project P
but where others vote for candidate C with the aim of bringing about outcome -O

(a foreseeably benign outcoma}¥ a consequence of projedP. Therefore, ve do

1204t it is construed as a threshold case, where no individual can bring about the outcome herself,

and the sheer number of participants overdetermine the outcome.
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not have the same conceptiasf the project we are engaged i Let s assume

then that | am right about @ltimately leading to O, and they are wrong about C
ultimately leading to -O. If they knew | was right, they would presumably be
prepared to sabotage my contributory action ifeth were able to(at least by
voting against O). If participatory reciprocity is a necessary conditiomtoel
membership then | amnot a moral member of the project that brings abo(,
because | could not have brought it about by mydatesumably thes will usually

be others who have the same beliefs as me. So | may be grouped with all who
shared the same conception of the project as myself. However, we can still
imagine a case where we are a significant minority, and would not be able to bring
about the outcomealone Therefore, an account of moral membership will be
more readily applicable if it does not rely on participatory reciproaince this
allows for broader inclusion in morally relevant projects, and thus the outcomes
thereof. And indeedjt seems to be thease thathe individualin some casesan
AKINB Ay GKS NBalLRyairAoAfAGe 2F | Ozttt SOGADS
NB O A LIbBvEek fied, @nd the other participantand where she could not

have brought about the projeé@and the outcome by herself

Thethird observationis that an account of moral membership ought to be able to
account for our intuitions of varying degrees of accountabilitselevantcases. As
noted, in cases of collectivparticipationand also docmented in the chapter on
causalresponsibility our intuitions regarding accountability sesro vary with

the number of participants, or with the particular role the individual plays in the
collective prgect (e.g. recall the culpabldeaning lady fromchapter 7(section

7.5). This seems immediately clear in some of the voting cases examined thus far.
If it is a small group voting for or against some large harm, our intuitions will
presumably be thatvhateverreactive attitude or punishment they desenfer
helping bringing about this outcome, will be significantly more severe, compared
to a case where millions of people vote for or against the same harm. Obviously

the voting case is not a good example with which to demonstrate this issue,

2L\we are aware that we are tiog, but voting is merely the tool here, and not the conception of

the project we have. The project we are engaged in and have a conception of, is the project of

bringing about some ultimate outcome, i.e. a policy outcome.

181



because it isthe particular case that is under scrutiny, where we lack clear
intuitions going in. An account of moral membership is supposed to be defended
independently and then applied to the voting case in order to let us trace out the
relevant verdict regarding thenoral responsibility of the voters. But the same
carries in other case%.g.,imaginethe comparablecase of overfishingin one
case, we have 10 highly efficieguite automated boats, each controlled by their
individual owner, which together, dueottheir combined effort produce the
outcome of destroying thethe local ecosystem. Assuntigen that this outcome
can only be brought about bg groupeffort (e.g. it requires at least 7 boats)
Assune this is a morally relevant outcome, e.g. the local abkants starve
because of this.Glossing over certain details, weill presumably have a
reasonablystrong intuition that they are all accountabfer the outcometo a
severe extentThen ompare this to a scenario which is comparable with the first,
with the exception that tle 10 boats are not as automated. Insteadch boat
takes specifically 100 fishermen to functitmproduce the same combined result
So each boat is indeed managed by 100 fishermen, whohalppen to bethe
collective owners of theirndividual boat. In this case we now have0d0
individual participants instead of 10, and presumably our intuitions regarding
their culpability will vary across casesen though the only relevant difference
seems to be the number of participanis the htter case, many will presumably
share the intuition that each individu# less blameworthy. Or ihis is unclear,
then it will presumably be clearer if weeepaddng even more fishermen to the
boats.Part of this is of course due to diverging liabiliicross cases. In one case
the cost is split between 10, and in the other betweefQD, while theactual
damages areonstant across caseBut presumablywe will also haventuitions

of varying degrees of blameworthiness. An account of shaesponsibility as
moral membership ought to be able to explain this variati®he challenge is

I O02dzy GAy3 F2NJ INI RIFIoAfAleY ¢ KSdffectANF RFoAf Al
causalcontribution. In two comparable cases where we have varying intugion
regarding the accountability of the individual, it is ofte&inaighforward to explain

this variation in terms ofthe variation in the foreseeable and actual direct
contribution the individual makesBut in cases like the voting case, where we

assume thandividual fails to make a direct contribution to the outcome, such a
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challenge for an indirect account is to explain why our intuitions of the

LJ- NI A Gécauintabifiyavil vary from cases to case

The fourth observation is that shared responsibility as moral membership
requiresthat the individual performs some contributory qualifying actigvhatis
meart 0 & contdbutory |j dzI £ A F & A'3, Jis dorfieli AcBoyf Qwhichcan
appropriately be understood as contributing to d@econception of the relevant
project, which qualifies the individual formembership of that project.
Membership which then in turn may justify ascription of moral responsibility

for the outcome of hat project. In the subsequent section | will discuss the
particular notion | consider necessary for moral membership, and here simply
document that it seems to be a feature, or a missing feature of the indirect

accounts examined thus far.

It is of course difficult to substantiate thisssertion but none of the proposals

examined so far werable to account foran ascription ofshared responsibility

without some approximation oit. With regardsto {f S NRf A { Qandde® O2dzy iz 6 S
lacked a clear account of how thedividual ought to contribute to th@utcome

GKAOK gl & AyO2NLR NI Sk ortlefid Be incrimBratdd Sy G Q& Ay (¢
that outcome Sverdliksuggestd that it wasnecessaryhat the outcome which is
incorporated A y 12 2y SQa AyuSydadAizys O02vySa |o2dzi | &
However, he never specified how this outcome would come about in cases of

collective participationWith regards to AbdeNourQ & I Ch® @iddiyEarporate

a notion of contribution.Specificlly, on his account we areesponsiblefor an

outcome,if there has been establishea continuity between us and the historical

nation, which isexemplifiedby our pridein the accomplishments of the nation.

When this continuity has then been establisheg: are the nation, and what we

then contribute to, is what the nation contributes ,tor has contributed toAs

argued lowever, it was doubtful whether thesuggesteddentificational linkwas

2¢KS GSNY dal dzb fiete Barrawedfromn RMelldn,yGe (2006), who uses it in the same
way, to refer to actions which precisely qualify the individual participant for membership of some

harm.
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sufficiently strong to support the conclusion that the individu&itizen brings

about the relevant outcometp an extent which makess morally responsible for

that outcome.PasternaR a | OO02dzy i RAR y2i0i SELX AOAGt & NBIJj
contributed to the outcomelnstead she stipulated that thadividual ought® be

a member of the state according to its own rules, and thatitigévidual ought to

be aware of her membership of the stater a G SNy I 1 Qa | O02dzy G ¢l a y2i
to ground moral responsibility for the outcomes of the state, but rather to justify

how the state can pass on its liabilities to tlegizens However,| argued that

something more tharsimply being a member according to the states formal rules

(and being aware of thisyas needed fomoral responsibilitySurely it is plausible

that | haveto be aware of my membershi;m a project which produces an

outcome, in orderto be incriminated inthat outcome but membership

presumably need$o be grounded irsomething else thama formal set of rulesl

suggestd that what was missingf NB Y t lsaacc®ml/wa$ that the

individual performed some contributory action, which would then ground her

moral membership, regardless of whether she wasmally a memberof the

particular project or institution Lastly,Kutz also included the requirement that

the individual had some contributory role to play in the joint action, in order to

share in the responsibility for the relevant outcome. Indeé&ditz seemed to

implicitly be relying on some notion ofdirect contribution as a necessary

condition for moral icrimination. However, though | argued that this was

problematic, he would presumably be willing to accept that some other notion of
O2yiUNROGdzGAZ2Y $2dA R aldGdAaFe (KS AYRAGARIZ f Qa
that a central feature to an ascriptionf indirect - and of course direct moral

responsibility, requires that the individual performs soroentributory act of

incrimination.

One seeming exception tthe observationthat shared responsibility requires
contribution, is the nofactuakcontribution-but-still-playingan-important-role
idea of participation So | will examine this in detaiind again show that it is
difficult to understand how the individual can incriminate herself in a project,
unless she makes some contributit;mthe project either actually, potentially or

reasonably predictivelyBecause we seem to be forced to accept some notion of
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contribution in this case, that adds credence to the observation that moral
incrimination in a group project requires some notion of contributimnthat
project. The best example ofuch a viewl am aware of, comes from Saba
Bazargan(2013) whom | mentiored in the previous chapterBazargan tries to
argue that the individual can be incriminated in a group project, merely by having
a noncontributory role in the project.He gives the example of a bahkist where

a lookout has a role to play, fails to makelearcontribution, but intuitively still is
culpable simply because of fulfilling the relevamon-contributory role. | will

simply quote hicasein order to discuss:it

Heist

Gl ONAYAYLFEt YFaldSNYAYR Llzia G23SGKSNJ I L
five individuals, each of whom agrees to participate in the robbery. The

recruits are made aware that part of the plan is to kill the withnessahé

bank. The mastermind does not physically participate in the robbery

instead, she provides the plan, the layout of the bank, the equipment, etc.

One of the recruits, J, is stationed on a second floor balcony above the

bank, as a loockut. Her role $ the least important. The mastermind

would have commenced with the plan even without a lamk. Suppose

that J is not a very effective loalutt in fact, she falls asleep on the job.

C2NIidzyl 1Ste F2NJ 6KS NROOSNE>X WwWQa AyoO02YLIS
the robbery, though her participation does not causally contribute to the

robbery or murders either. The plan succeeds, and two witnesses are

1 At f $eughd Xaisally contributed nothing, she bears some liability

for the murder of the witnesses and thieK ST 2F (KS Y2y Seadé o. |
2013: 1823)

| will assume that most people will agree that J shares in the moral responsibility
here. Bazargan testhe strength of this intuitionby asking whether it would be
ok for the police to shoot and potentiglkill J, ither death would result in other

innocent lives, e.g. those of the bahkist hostages, being savédIf we assume

12 His example is that they shoot him, and he falls from the balcony which then st#rdeobbers,

and makes them give up their robbery.
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this is the only way to spare the lives of the innocent hostages, we would probably
find this acceptable. If this is the casbeh it seems we have reasons to accept,
that shared responsibility does not necessarily require that the individual makes a

contribution to the project, she is incriminated in.

I however find itdifficult to be persuaded bazargan's stipulation thatdid not
contribute, at least in some sensand | believe it is because we impliciaccept
that she does actually contribute that we considerher liable, despite the
stipulations to the contraryClearlyshe is ineffective aher job, but we would be
hard pressed to assume that the other participarigsxd J herselfhad good
reasons to think sol.e., they were presumably more inclined to perform their
roles, knowing there was a lookauTherefore,her role is causally relevant in
bringing about the heisbecause it contributes to sustaining the grougurther,
despite what we are told, it is difficult to imagine that the mastermind would have
given the geahead for the mission without a lookquor that the mastermind
would have leen asstrongly inclined If having a lookout does not affedter
decision to go forward with the heist, why woudde include a lookouin the first
place? The fact thashe actually did include a lookout, seems to push us towards
the implicit belid that having a lookout ispreferable If it is preferable it
presumably does affecher decision to an extent, i.e. it is part of the set of
reasons forgoing forward with the plan. If reasons are causes for decision, then

herrole is causally relevanie. t contributes to the project

In order to test whether it indeed is our intuition thahe actually does make a
causal contribution, which incriminatéer, we can revise the case maore clearly
stipulate her role as superfluous While doing this, weipdate her own, and the
other LJ- NJi A Ckioldkedgeiaihér incompetence. In that case, it is doubtful

that our intuitionswill suggesher moral respasibility.

Imagine a mastemnind hires them for a job, bughe clearly states thatwill not be
of any help, becauseshe will be asleep. Further] agrees and they dllave a
reasonable, strong and justified belibfat she will be sleepingand J is aware that

none of themare compelled in any way to go through with their job, or will
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perform their jobs béer, compared to a situation whershe did not patrticipate.

So, 1 they how go through with the job, its difficult to even accept that J should

I OGdz2r t e 06S O2y&aARSNBR (2 KIFIGS GKS NRfS 27
Indeed, it seems plausible dhher role is in part defined byhe effectiveness at

performing that role, and by everyone else's acknowledgement and expectations

of her effectiveness in supporting the other participants in the heist. It is not just a

nametagthat definesw@oée. If we still have intuitions regarding/ @e&ponsibility,

it's presumablyrather that she fails to fulfil a general obligation to call the police

knowing that the heist will commence, i.e. an omission. It is not because of any

& NP sheShéas in the ordeasie from the contribution we impliclly accept that

she makes

Of course, Bazargan might respond that it is J's intention that in part defines J's

NREES KSNB® .dzi 6KFIG 1AYR 2F megdSyliAzy ¢2dA R
contribute or to play a rolehut sinceshe is (let us assume) reasonalayare that

she will not actually fulfil this role in any contributory sense, that seems an

inconsequential notion of intentiom this casel may e.g. by writing this sentence

have the aim of playing a significant role in the droughtCalifornia at the

moment of writing However, we wouldhot claim that | play arole in that

drought, orthat | am responsible for that outcome. We would riz¢ ableto

justify punishing medue to having this aim presumably even if it would help

alleviate the drought to a great extent, even saving livAsothe sense of

UhtentionQ could beforeseeabilityi.e. | intendeda certain harm, if foresee that

my action or role will foreseeablgontribute to the harm. However, as stipulated

AY GKS SEFYLX ST 32Ay 3 dzLd 2 gboufas BuchNa2 F T dzNIi K S1
e.g. Xhewing some guntying her shoes,or something equallynrelated i.e. not

at all. Thigs, as stipulated, the reasonable expectation @nijthe expectation of

the other participants Lastly if it is instead intention in the sense of merely

desiringthat somestate of affairs obtain at some point in the future, without this

implying thataction is being directed at it, or is being planned to be directed, at it

or that it is plausible that it iplausibly expected that ivill be planned in the

future, it is implausible that this would ground liability to any sanctions. Simply

wishingfor an outcomein this senseis implausible grounds for any clear liability
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or moral responsibility for an outcomia itself unlesswe assumehat wishing has

some efficacy with regards to that outcom®f course, sometime§, 6 A A KAy 3¢ Ol y

be predictive of future behaviour. If J has a deep seated desire to make a

contribution to the heist, this may ground reasonableexpectationthat J is the

kind of person whawill produce someperhapsunrelatedharm at some point in

the future. Rerhapssuch an expectatiomay groundW Qability to attacknow, if it

will help in saving the lives of hostagé§However, in that theoretical caseQ&

liability pertains toa different role in a different case, and nét@é& inthe actual

case because, as already stipulated, J is knowingly entinegffective in

furthering the outcome ofhe heist ¢ KSNBEF2NB X (KA&a R2Sa y2d 4&dzl

mere role, aside for her contribution, which grounds her responsibility.

To conclude- it is dfficult to see whathA & A& GKIG RSaAdaylrasSa wQa
incrimination, if not J'sactual, potential or predictiveausalcontribution. If we

exclude those notions able, then it is not clear that there is anything left which

g 2dz R 3 NP dz/idRminatida in tie2chideTherefore,it does not seem to

0S wWQa NRBtS Fft2yS ¢KAOK IndeR® idd6ds ot ¢&MNJ Y2 NI £ Ay

to make sense to talk about a rolettie casdacks a contributory element.

Rounding off the observation thathared responsibility as moral membership
requiresthat the individual performs some contributory qualifying actioni: iA

all, it is difficult to see how an individual can share in the responsibility of a group,
if she fails to make some sort of contriian to that group, and the relevant
project. Therefore, it is important to incorporate some notion of contribution into
an account of moral membershiVhat kind of contribution that should then be

is still a matter of discussiowhich | will engage within the latter part of this

chapter.

Recapping all theonclusions
I have made a number of observations with regards to constructing an account of

moral membershipvhich | will recap in briefl) Moral membership is an account

Ny

eK2dzAK Al R28a KI @S OSNIIAy Oz2yyzil iredgtéa 2F GKSNB o

thought police, which will not sit well with most people.
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of shared moral responsibility where the individual is morally responsible for an
outcome when that outcome may be attributed to the agent in part due to her
indirect contribution to some outcome. l.e. her participation in a group project
confers moral regonsibility on her for the outcome of this project, beyond what
is conferred on her in terms of direct moral responsibilig), participatory
reciprocity is not necessary for moral membersipecificallyit is not necessary
for my incrimination in a dtective project, that someone else has the same
conception of the project, or is open towards my participation in the project. It
seemssufficientin some casethat | am open towards the participation of others,
and that | havea particular conception othe project we are engaged in,
regardless of the othersSpecifically, it requires thdtalone have an appropriate
degree of awarenes$8), an account of moral membership is only feasible if it can
account for our intuitions of diverging moral evaluatioaf different participants

in the group project (gradability). Lastly, an ascription of moral membership
requires thatthe individual makes some contribution to the group projéself,

or at least,the individualhas to havea reasonableexpectationthat she by her

action willcontribute to theprojectin some way.

Of the above observations, thane requiring most immediate attention is the last
one concerningy O2 Y i NA o dzi A2y é @& Ly nlkifdiscussatlie LI NI 2 F
notion of contribution I will be incorporating into the account of moral

membership

8.3 Contribution and m oral membership

In thislarge section, | willproposea way in whichthe individual can fulfil the
presumably necessary contributory condition for moral membershipl. will
specify the full account of moral membership in the next section (8.4), but here
briefly, roughly,specify the overall accouraf moral membership. This will be
helpful with regards to seeing how the contributory condition fisSirstly,
assuming the indidual has upstream contrgf, the individual makes certain

contribution to a collective project a project which in turnbrings about the

125 Erom subsection 2.4.1
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relevant outcome. Secondly, the individual is aware of making this contribution,
and aware of the significance ofdtoutcome of the project. Thirdly, the outcome

is morally relevant, e.g. harmful. Fourth, the cost of defection was sufficiently low.
When the individual fulfils these conditions, she is a moral member of the project
and morally responsible for the outcaof that project As should be clear, this
account mirrors the direct account to a large extent. The only difference is the
AYRA @A Rdzl f Qsanot Qidgt AsNJwib aiud i8 this section, thspecific
notion of WontributionQ will ultimately propose which satisfies the contributory
condition, is one wherethe individual can be said to contribute to the collective
project that brings about the relevant outcomevhen there obtainsa certain
sense ofinterdependencebetweenthe individualand the otherparticipants This
conditonA & Fdzf TAff SR ANNBALISOGAQGS 2F gKSGKSNI (K
themselves as contributing to the same proje®When this interdependence
obtains, | will be part of what constitutes and sustains the gzbjWhen | do this,

| share in the moral responsibility for the outcome of the projegain, assuming

| fulfil the other conditions

The notionof contribution| will proposebuilds on work by Seamus Mill€001)

and Richard Tuck(2008) respectively CA NB G f & > A 0dzA f Ra 2y
a Ay i SNRS LISy R $ontbobtion. @rehis acolngy®up of individuals

can be said to contribute to a project in a morally relevant way, if the outcome

depends on the group, and if the actions of the individualhiwithe group are

interdependently intertwined ina way which sustains th@roject Though this

account is promising, it is not readily applicable to the voting eass Therefore,

I will with the help of work by Richard Tuck, argue that the voting casebe

reconceptualisedn a way which does makbe reasoning behind A f £ SNDR& | 002 dzy (i
applicabled L gAff TFANRG LINBaSyd IyR RA&Odzaa aAff
reconceptualization of the voting case. In the following section 8.4. | will put

everything together into the full account of moral membership.
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8.3.1 Interdependence as a morally significant contribution

| SN L gAtf LINBaSyd aArftfSNRa | O02dzyyiod !a y?2
applicable to the voting case. However, examining fulh will allow me to show
how it can be revised and applied to the case of moral responsibility for policy

outcomes.

Miller givesl y | O02dzy i 2F aKINBR NBalLRyairoAftAiAlde 6K
interdependence of action, and the direct and indiremontributions of the

I OdAzya 2F GKS LI NIAOALIYyGa G2 dneS NBFf AT
2001: 65. Specificallypn his account,a number of individuals share in the

responsibility for a harmful outcome ihere is an interdependence @iction in

the way thata S OK 2F (GKSY AyidSydAiazylftfte LSNF2N¥a K
does so with the true belief that by each doing so the agents will jointly realize an

SYR GKFG SI OK Phkisth&Bsic piintigiesof his AcookaiRiihe

principle in light of which, | will propose how the individual can fulfil the

contributory condition for moral membership.

hy aAft SNBsinotibnORAIRWIISNRS LISY RSy 0SQ 200dzNA g KSy
people perform ad O2 y i NA& 6 dzii 2 NE conditdn, Aagdy only2 gh thé K S
O2YyRAGAZ2YS GKFG GKS 20KSN) 002y dNAROGdzi2NE | O
Miller argues that hisinterdependence&an occur in at least two interesting ways

with regards to shared responsibilly y I YSf & WYRAWBONER® Ote @ yR
interdependence occurs when alhe combined acts ofthe participantsare

necessary and sufficierior bringing about the outcomel.e., it occurdn cases

wherethe outcome is not overdeterminedbut where the threshold is exactly met

for a specific outcome. Thisésg.the familiar pivotal voter type of case whece

say- five people vote for a given option and four vote against, where all five were

then clearly necessary and sufficient for bringing about the voting outcome, and

canthus individually be considered pivotah the condition that everyone else do

their part In this case, they all sustain the collective project through this
interdependence where if just one of them had opted out, the project would

have failed.
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More infi SNBadAy3afte F2NJ GKA&a LINR2SOlxX GKSNB Aa
contribution, which though it cannot be applied to the voting case in its current
form, introduces an important consideratiomhich can be incorporated into an
account of moral membershipa A f fnStiNdGE indirect interdependenceis
exemplified by cases where the outcome is actually in the relevant sequence
overdetermined by the number gbarticipants but where the participants still
participate but only on the condition that everyonelse also participatesMiller
atldSa GKAA NBflFOGA2YyaKALl a F2tt2gay al 3ASyi
(collective) end e, but A does so on condition that B performs action y, C performs
action z, and so on; similarly B performs y on condifioperforms x, C performs

z, and so on. The same goes for C and the other participating agents. Accordingly,
action y causally contributes to the realization of e in part by causally contributing
to the performance of x (given that the performance of x @dlyscontributes to

the realization of €). The same point holds for action x, action z, and the other
actiong 2001:72). To demonstrate this notion of indirect contribution, we can
imagine a votingcase wherel and four otherindividuals vote in favour foan
outcome, but where three would have been sufficieéatbring about the win So,

only two voted against. The outcome is therefore overdetermined. However, |
believe, and it is true, that if none would have voted unless all five voted, then the
contribution of all voters is necessanpif the voting outcome obtaininglhey all
sustain the project! would not have voted unless everyone else had voted, and
the same goes for each other individual. Therefore, there is an interdependence
of action. As indicated abovethere isfor Miller an epistemicrequirement for

both the direct and intdlect interdependence of action. Specifically, is a
requirement that the individual actually holdstrue belief thatthe participation

of the other participans depend orher own participation whether directly or
indirectly. Interdependence ishus not just a matteiof whether her beliefs about

the participation of the others is reasonablEhisimplies that insofar as there is

an interdependence of action wittegards to eme collective aim, then it isue

that the group indeed would have fallen apart if not everyone (every single

individual) in that group had contributed.
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Concerning how indirect interdependence in this way could obtaggulde.g.be
when there is a formal contract betweerthe participants of compliance.
Specificallyjndirect interdependencewould e.g. obtain if everyore individually
agreethat they all act only on the condition thétey all act(and they alhave the

true belief thatthe others would also only participate on the condition that
everyone else did)It could also bdessformal, where e.g. a group of people
perform an action, but where it is reasonably expected and true, that if one were
G2 aOKA O Sy logeteirg and dbdnélon the2pdafedh that case, they

all sustain the project by not opting out.

a A f tn&idldd®Bcontribution asinterdependence seems to have a lot going for

it. E.gdzyf A1S Ydzil Q | O0O2 dzyindi¥idudisivho Ri€aBydeeny 2 i Ay ONJR Y/

too far removed from the harmful everitom beingincriminated in the outcome.

9d3Id 2y Y teidetogicd) DAirdmytldaning ladyvorking in the office

of ageneralwho ordered the attack on Dresdewasseemingly compliciin the

outcomeof 5 NEA RSy Q& RS &l NHzO G,/skeyveuld be/ ruled foiit £ S NI &
sinceshewould obviously not have the true belief that if not all participated, then

none would Or if we recall. I T | Nibt-agt@ontribution-but-still-playing
an-important-role account of contribution, the lookout J, was notna
interdependentpart of the heist at all. Therefore, ¢hlookout is not incriminated

2y aAf f SNiigh | arguél2ndr/tile most plausible interpretation of the
scenario If J had stayed home that daiyhe heist would have turned out exactly

the sameso there was no interdependence among the participants

Miller gives an exampléo illustrate that interdependence is ra incriminating

notion of contribution It is supposed to show, that interdependerineriminates

the right people, and fails to incriminate everyone el$ehave made many

superficial amendments to the casemale out distracting intuitions. The example

Aad 2yfe aA0dNHOGdzNIftfte aiAYAtFNI G2 aAffSNDa

Trailer killing
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Allan, Bernard and Charlie, all want to shoot andtk#l innocent drunk
Dean. Dean is inside his traffér parked somewhere ian isolated area
with no other people aroundhan those included in the example. Dean is
dead drunk, sleeping off his hangover from the day before. Dean is
completely oblivious of the plans to kill him. The obvious way to kill him
with a minimumamount of risk, is to shoot the gasnk on side of the
trailer, which will then explode, and desey the trailer, with Dean in it.
Allan, Bernard and Charlie all know this, and want to take advantage of it.
Further, they are aware that it takes exactly two hits to make it explode

(they know this, because this is a thought experiment). Bernard and

Chat AS R2 y20 syl 'fftlyQa KSfLI F2N ¢gKIFGS

AAAAA
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rifles, and shoot. Bernard and Charlie fulfil the conditions ifatirect
interdependence here, because theywd not, individually, haw shot if

the other one had not. Therefore, since the target required two hits, it

would not have2 6 G F AYSR dzyt Saa o020K 2F (KSY &K3:

I RFYFYG GKIFIG KS gAftft YFE{S | OFdzal €

They dlhit at the same time, the trailer explodes killing Dean.

Now, Miller claims that only Bernard and Charlie are morally responsible for the

outcome, and that Allarg if he is responsiblat all ¢ is only responsible in a

02y i NJ

diminished sense, compared to Bet NR | yR / KF NI AS®d awn!ftflye K

[Dean] as an (individual) end, and although he intentionally made a causal
contribution to the realization of thiend, his action was neither (directly or
indirectly) causally necessary, nor was it causallyAsGfk Sy G ¢ Thaughn m Y
Miller is somewhat unclear regarding what meansby diminished responsibility,

it seems that he means that Allan is merely morally responsible for the action of
trying, rather than for theoutcomeitself. The reasorwhy Allan $ notresponsible

for the outcom& A& GKFG 1EflyQa | OGA2Yy 61 a
sufficient for the death of Allan (it too&xactlytwo hits), because there was no

indirect interdependencebetween allof Allan and, Bernard and ChatrliBernard

126Or, RV, camper, mobile home etc.

194

TCcULO®

YSAGK!



and Charlie would have shot whether Alldwad shot or not. And if either of

Bernardand Charlie had given up on their project, the other one would too, which

would undermine the death of Deaadtogether. Each of them could thereby veto

the outcome.Further,they held a true belief to that extenBernard and Charlie

are ain a manner of speakingacompound cause of the outcomeihere Allan is

causally inefficacious. Theref@e 2y aAff SNRA | O02dzy i 2F AYRANIK
only Bernard and Charlie are algy incriminated in the death of Dean, even

though they from arg y f 2 2pbi& bERiéw, presumably all would seem to play

an equal part.

If we share the intuition that Bernard and Charlie, but only Bernard and Charlie

share in thefull responsibilityF 2 NJ G KS 2dzi02YSTI GKSyYy (G(KAA&

ax
™~

account. le,, it supports that it is their interdependence of action which grounds

their moral incriminationbecause that is the only clear distinguishing feature

Now, a problem with the above example is thmany will be less than convinced

that Allan does not have an equal shame the moral responsibility for the

outcome. The reasons Miller gives for why Allan at best has diminished

responsibility is that he isndty Ay G SNRSLISY RSy ( s&ighpNIi 2F GKS =
ghyida G2 YIFI1S | adzLISNFf dz2dza Ol gbawis O2 y G NR 6 dzi
Ad I OFdzal f & CsBpériluds ardkihd B yiviare bIRHP3 Kikiid) A &

Specificallyhe does not share in the collective eribcausethe outcome does

not hinge on his participatioat all(and Allan had a true belief about thisje was

neither necessary nor sufficient for the outcome obtaining. Clearly a lot is going to

ride on the particular beliefs théndividualshas in this case, butas noted,|

imagine hat many will still have the intuition that Allan is indesdll partly

responsible for the outcome, and for making some contribution towards it.

Therefore we should examine A f £ SND& NBF azya F2N) KAAd LINBadz
conclusion. Recall, it shouldeba true belief, and we can presumably add, a

reasonable true belief that there obtainadirect interdependencebetween the

participantswho are morally responsibléndeed, indirect interdependence does

obtain between Bernard and Charlie.f f | Yy R&@dzXORFE Nd2 |y 2dzi02YS
already on track t@ome about. Furthethe is awarethat he cannot producet by

himself, and he is aware that idoes not require his contribution to obtain.

195



Further, Bernard and Charlie are aware that the outcome doesdepend on

Allan, because they know that nothing Allan (or anyone else) can do will affect

whether Dean lives or dies. Therefore, only Bernard and Charlie are sustaining the

project, and Allan is entirely superfluouBecause only Bernard and Charlie can
sustain the project, only Bernard and Charlie are morally responsible for the

outcome of the project.

Now, if the above reasoning is unconvincir@pe reasonit may be difficult to
acceptthat Allan isnot morally responsibldo the same extent as Bernarch@
Charlie may be thait simplyis such an implausible scenari@erhaps wdave a
difficult time accepting the epistemic aspect tfe scenario, and thus have
difficulties aligning our intuitions with itDo we e.g. really accept that Allan,
Bernard and Charlie all acertain that thegas tank only requires two hiend not
three? Are they alkeally certain thatneither Bernard noCharliewould have shot
anyway, even if one of them had abstain¢e.g. wtat if one of them had
misfired?P It is indeed quite difficult to imagine a comparable rdeal high
stakes scenaritnvolving multiple participantsbut where it would be reasonable
to accept that the outcome was guaranteed in this way. And this reasenab
dzy OSNI F AyGeé NBIFNRAYyI 2ySQa O dzal f
incriminate the individual as a participant in the collective proj€a. the other
hand, ifwe really dol OOSLJi GKFd GKS 2dzid2YS A4
contribution, and accept that he could really not have brought about the outcome
himself and that he has a reasonable true belief that Bernand Charlie will hit
the targetor none of them will, then perhaps that will convince some that Allan is
not responsible fothe outcome, or at least not to the same extent as Bernard

and Charlie.

8.3.2 Interdependence and  voting

The question is now whether some notion of interdependemnsehe sort of
contribution which can incriminate the individuéh a group project,on an
accourn of moral membershipSo, $ there aninterdependenceof action either

directly or indirectlyin the voting case As noted earlier, we can ignotirect
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interdependence, because the voting outcome is usually causally overdetermined.
wSOIffs BRIEVREGY OBWNG NIOIzNE ¢ KSYy GKS 2dzio2YS
depends exactly on x number of participants, where one particif@aner would
render the group act insufficient for bringing about the outcome, and where one
more participant wouldoverdeterminethe outcome. So if there are exactly the
necessary and sufficient number of participants, then direct interdependence
occurs. Since this isas shown in the chapters on direct moral responsibHity
extremely unlikely to happen in the voting case, we wdHoinstead focus on
indirect interdependence. Againjndirect interdependenceoccurs when the
number of participants overdetermine the outcome, but where the participation
of each,truly foreseeablydependson the participation of all. With regards to
indirect interdependenceit seems obvioughat in an ordinary voting case as
understood thus far, indirect interdependenaoes not obtaineither. Even in
small scale voting cases, it is not true, that if not all had voted who did wote,
one would have vad. It is not even true that if not all would have voted, then
only an insufficient number of voters woultiave voted.The reason why is
obvious. Tere simply is no explicit agreement of compliance, or any obvious
reasons to think the other voters would Y& aced differently ife.g.l haddecided

G2 adre 4 K2YS 02YS @20Ay3 RIFed {2 aAiffSND
fails to incriminate in therdinary voting caseHowever, | want to argue that we
can rely on a differentelated notion of interde@ndence, namelythreshold
interdependenc® When thisnotion of interdependencehen obtains, it allows

the individual tofulfil the contributory condition fomoral membership. Further,

the account of moral membership then allows ushtld the participats in cases
similar to the votingscenarig morally responsibldor the relevant outcome
Lastly this notion of threshold interdependencaso explainsthe intuition that

Allan in the example abovehas approximately anequal share of the moral

responsilility.

Threshold interdependencebtains roughly,when the agent hasa reasonable
expectation ofbeing a part of the set of causes that fills the relevant threshold
that brings abouthe relevant outcome. Further, if it is reasonable for the agent

to expect to be part of this threshold, then it is also reasonable for her to
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understand herself as being anterdependentpart of the groupand project

which brings about the outcomeéigain, this is the rough description, and | will

elaborate the details belowThis is a notion of interdependendgecause her

action empowers others to contribute to the outcome in a significant wand

vice versa However, for threshold interdependence to be aognding

contributory element in an account of moral membership, | need to propose a
reconceptualization of the wvoting scenario, and cases like it. This
reconceptualization was recently proposed and defended by Richard Tuck (2008),

though for other purposeshan holding voters morally responsible. It concerns

iKS ARSIF GKIFd ¢S IINB ft26SR G2 dzyRSNREGI YR
voting case, and cases with similar threshold features, as being a likely part of the

causally efficacious set that bringbout the voting outcome. This is important,

because it is aalternativeto how the individual could be said to understand her

contribution in light of direct accounts of moral responsibilltythe next section |

will briefly recapitulate the problemg A G K | O02dzy GAy3 F2NJ 0KS AYR)J
contribution to the voting outcome as pertaining to the threshaldse After this,

| will proposer NBO2y OSLJidzt t ATFGAZ2Y 2F (GKS @g2GAy3a Ol

of interdependence.

8.3.3 The problems with the threshold voting case as

understood thus far:

As | argued andtighlighted in the chapters on direct moral responsibiléydirect

contribution in causal terms, could be understood as either being the pivotal vote,

or as being part of the causally efficaues set. On the first understanding, the

individual makes a direct causal contribution if she was the pivotal voter, i.e. the

exact voter who filled the threshold. Thanly happensin the very unlikely

scenario where the winning threshold was exactly @etb3 ® Ay | aAYLI S aeéSa
referendum, if, say 50 people voted against, then | am only the pivotal voter if

exactly 51 people vote in favour. The reason is, only in that scenario can the

outcome be said to have directly depended on my vote. In that,dasad every
2IKSNI2OMENE 5 GF18y AYRAGARdAAtt&8s OLy 68 ab AR

it is true that if | had not voted, the outcome would not have come about. If
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instead 52 voted in favour, then the outcome is overdetermined, because in this

OF aS3 L | yR -Z2ASSNEE 52 GIK-SINS y& 8ASaRA OA Rzl t £ @5 OF vy
to the threshold being filledTaken individually, it is true that the outcome did not

depend on my contribution, because if | had not voted, the voting outcome would

still have come about. Lastly, if only 49 vote in favour of the outcome, it simply

does not obtain, and thus no one who voted in favoucasisallyresponsible.

Therefore, the individual is almost never causally responsible. This was of course

also mirroredwith regards to the cognitive condition, because the individual could

not be said to be aware that she would be the pivotal voter. It was simply too

unlikely.

An alternative view which was presented as a possible solution to the problem of
overdeterminaton, was that we should accept that each and every voter who is a

sequential part of the threshold, is causally responsible, evdreibutcome itself

is overdetermined This relied on the notion of a causally efficacious set of voters.

The causally effacious set was the precise number of votelsich wasactually

required to fill and secure the win out of all who voted in favour of the relevant

G20Ay3 2dz002YSd® LF Soead wmnan LIS2LXS @2G0S Ay |
the winner won with 55 vote# favour (and 45 against), the causally efficacious

set then consists of theequence of thdirst 46 votesin favour, because that was

the number of votes required to beat the threshold. Which 46 voters specifically

may be unclear to the voters themsebt/and everyone else due to the@ymity

of the voting process. Howeveais suggested earlier, it seems appropriate to say

that it was the first 46 voters who cast their vote, who filled the set, even if we are

unable to say which precise individuals itavdhey are then causally responsible,

and everyone beyond those 46 votes, are not. The lgmbwith this was that it

relied on an implausibl@ccount ofcausal responsibilityit relied on the idea that

the particular causally efficacious set depends on the specific causal chain

(compound event), which would only have obtained if they had voted. Suai

y2i ©@20SR GaeéSaé¢s GKS @20Ay3 2dan@andS ¢2dZ R aid
eventwhich included the outcome&vould have been different, because it would

y2i KI @S |vogdefSdaRS R a6 + LI NI 2F GKS Ol dzalt OF

particular event andoutcome depends oome @2 G Ay 3 a&Samam hyS 2F (K
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reasons that thiss an implausible account afusal responsibilityis that it is
counterintuitive that we should attribute the whole outcome to the individual
voter. It is simply too mucbf a stretch that it should be appropriate to say that
the individual voter, caugk the voting outcome. Further, it is also difficult to
accept that the temporal sequence matters with regards to whether we can
attribute the outcome to the individual. On the noted interpretation of the voting
outcome, only those voters who happen to barpof the casually efficacious set,

i.e. the 46 voters, are causally responsible. But again, that contradicts how we
understand the voting case, or cases like it. We generally do not care if we vote
first or last. Or at least, we do not care about it feasons pertaining to causal
responsibility. Again, it imirrored in the cognitive conditions for direct moral
responsibility Though we are plausibly aware that we are part of the sequence of
votes that filled the threshold, we are not aware that we asusally responsible

on this interpretation. The reason is, it is not a plausible interpretation of
contribution at all. It would be unreasonable to expect to bring about the whole
outcome. And indeed, people by and large do not believe this. So thoughatiee
aware that they are part of the causally efficacious set, they are not aware that
they have brought about the voting outcome, at least not in line with this notion
of causation. Awareness pertains to belief, and since they do not believéhiat
adually brought about the whole outcome, they fail to fulfil the cognitive

condition Further, they ought not to believe it either.

8.3.4 Voting reconceptualization

| have now summed up the previous conceptualizations oftkineshold voting
scenario with regardso the direct accounts, and the problems with attributing
the voting outcome to the individual voterwill nowintroduce andelaborate the
noted reconceptualization of the voting cases it pertains to the moral

membership account

As already noted alier in section 8.3,He reconceptualizatiorcan be stated like

this: An individual voter contributes to the votimroject, if she through her act
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was likely to be part of the causally efficacious set of vethieh completedthat
project

Instead of KS AYRAQGARdzZ ft Qa O2y iNAROGdziA2Y o0SAy3 dzyR
voter, or being part of the sequentlglcausally efficacious set of votettsat fill

the threshold, I will understand the voting case as a theoretical construct which
closely maps the (omat least a) folk notion of contribution in such cases.
Specifically, | will understand all votes as being cast and cowmealtaneously
where we can be said toontribute to the voting project,f it was likely that our
vote was part of the causally efficacious set of votes that brought aboutdting
outcome. I refertothid & GG KNBaK2fR AY(ISNRSWREIRSYyOSé o ¢k
argue- there is aninterdependenceof causes implied when wenderstand our
contribution as being a likely part of the causadifficaciousset in this way
Further, and as | will argue later on, this interdependence is what makes it
appropriate for us to say of the individual that she contributecthe particular
project. Thresholdinterdependenceincorporatesan observationhighlighted in
previous chapters. Thebservation is thaive do not seem to care whether our
votes are cast first or lastWe do not seem to care about the voting sequence at
all in the ordinay case This suggests that we consider all vobtest in favour of

the winnerto be equally relevantThis reconceptualizatioris not an attempt to
provide an alternative account of how the individual can makeaatualcausal
contribution to the voting otcome itself. Rather, it is an account of how the
individualplausibly can be said tmake a normatively relevant contribution the
group project, in a way which makes her qualify for membership of the particular

project. The projectwhich is then thealirect cause of the outcome.

Allow me torestate and elaboratethe reconceptualization: An individual voter
contributes to the voting outcome if she through her act was likely to be part of
the causally efficacious set of votes that brought about the ontethat actually
comes aboutSpecifically, if we assume there is a random distribution of votes for
the relevant candidate, then we can ascribe a particular likelihood that a specific
vote would be included in the causally efficacious set. We can tloen fhe size

of the pool of voters who voted for the relevant candidate, and the size of the
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causally efficacious set vs. the size of the set of inefficaciousswtézrmine the
likelihood that any givemnoter waspart of the causally efficacious sdthe criteria

for determining whether a voter is a part of the causally efficacious setmily
randomdistribution. As seen in cases where the participants usually do not know
who will be part of the causally efficacious set (e.g. voting and firingdsgases),

the actual causal succession of the participants is appropriately understood as
random selection in the above sens&hen it was likely that | was part of the
causally efficacious setmy action contributes to theproject, because it
empowers theother contributors to bring about the outcom@nd vice versa)t
empowers them, even if it does not contribute to tlraitcomedirectly in any
strict causal senseThe way the individual then contributes, is by performing an
action which results in herding a threshold interdependent part of the voting
project. When she does this, she helpsnstitute andsustain the project
WwO2yaidAaiddziSQzr | yR WWASkEddekdotyheceshaylly hakedaSy a S | G f
direct contribution to the policyutcomethrough our voting action, buby being

a likely part of the set of causes that brings theoject to fruition, sheis
contributing to that project Recall thefiring squad case$rom the previous
chapter.The bullet of the shooter who is behind the one wayrory may or may

not be a relevant cause in thexplosionof the barrel which kills the innocent
prisoner.The example did not specify But, because she knew it wadilely part

of the set of causes, she is helping sustain the project wtacises the dath of

the prisoner. Therefore, we would consider her morally responsible even when
her bullethappens to arrivdast, andis thus causally irrelevar({subsection 7.4.2)

In a sense, it could have been her bullet, and it could have been her vote that was

YTl Y dzaAy 3 wO2yaidAddziSQ yR wadadkrAyQ Ay | afa3
examples of someone constituting and sustaining a project, will presumably be ones
where the participating individual is actually clearly causally efficaciaus.wat | have
shown with various examples, most clearly the firing squad cases, is that our intuitions
support the notion that we actually are contributing in some cases, even if we are not
actually causally efficacious in bringing about the relevantcomte. The thing that
grounds our contribution in these cases seems instead to be the fact that it could just as
easily have been us who were part of the causally efficacious set, as those who actually
were part of it. Indeed, my participation, even if | amot part of the relevant set,
increases the chance that the project will be successful. Theregfassuming | am aware

of my part in the project, or should have been awaream contributing in the sense of
helping constitute and sustain the projecivas just as likely to be an actual building block

in its succession as anyone else, and it would have been closer to failure if | had opted out,
instead of participating.
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part of the causally efficacious séill thisis of course under the assumption that

the shooters at the moment of firing their rifle, lack insight with regards to the
actual sequence. If | e.g. knew that my bullet would arrive last, tki@s
awareness presumably changes the verdict of the case. In that case, | would be
aware that | was not sustaining the projeBut only in that case. The problem is,
that the likelihood i.e. the expected probability distribution, will be screened off

by our knowledge of the actual facts of the matter. It is not likely that we will be
part of the causally efficacious set, if we know we are fibe notion of threshold
interdependence ishtus a normative notion, and it is predicated on our epistemic
circumstances about the likelihood of being part of the causally efficacious set,

rather than theactualexternal causal circumstances of the scenario.

If threshold interdependence is a normatively relevamition of contribution
which can incriminate the individual & collective project, the next question is
then whether the ordinary voter is actually a threshold interdependent part of the
project. Inceed, in the ordinary voting casé,is quite likely that we do make
contribution to the group project in ordinary voting cases, at least insofar as our
preferred voting outcome wins oult isindeedquite likely that our vote was part

of the causally #icacious setin case the preferred outcome obtaingn the
normal voting case, due to the competitive vote seeking nature of political
candidates, the race is usually going to be very close. Therefore, the probability
GKFG 2ySQa @2 i Sallyedffiacidud skif oveawhelniinghBhighd IIf dz&
e.g. 180 million people vote, and the winner receives 100 million votes, and the
loser then receives 80 million votes, then the causally efficacious set is the
amount of votes it took to beat the thresholdhamely 80 million + 1 votes.
Assuming a random distribution, the likelihood that my particular vote was part of
the 80 million + 1, and not the 20 millieh wasted votes iapproximately75% i.e.

quite likely compared to the chance of being the pivotatevdt is therefore a
reasonable expectation that the voter is part of this set. Obviously, the likelihood
of being part of the causally efficacious set does not change when we multiply the
total number of votes, as long as the ratio is kept fixEdoughl have not been
ALISOATAO NBIFNRAY3I gKI G &KBaigaficRntstiechizy & | & &t A ]

to claim that anything above 50% is indeed likely.
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Regarding threshold interdependend® and why it can be understood as
interdependence, recalfeamusa A f £ SN a 0 NP | RH® &dtionRBa ONA LIG A 2 Y
his account, what riterdependencel Y2 dzy Ga G2 A&y hig«SIF OK LISNF
contributory action on the condition, and only on the condition, that the other(s)
performedil KSA NBR ¢ 0 a A f PreSumBbly,{many naters mn¥y vaterif dhdy
believe asufficientnumber of others also vote. But as | have argued, we need to
reinterpret interdependenceWhat is important is not whether | vote because
others vote. It is whether | vote while foreseeing thray vote will sustain the
project. Again, this is not an account of direct individual causation, or causal
responsibility. Rather, it is an account of the conditiamsder which voters
understand, and ought to understand, themselvearticipating in a particular
project If they participate under these conditions, they can be said to contribute
to the project They participatewhether or not their vote actually made a
difference to the outcome obtainingWWhen they participate, they to use a
phrase from arearlier chapterg test their mettle. Thg act on their willingness to
sustain the project. If the project foreseeably brings about a morally relevant
outcome, this tells us something about who they are. It allows us to reevaluate
their moral ledger.Theremay be other ways to contribute, and other reasons
some people vote, buthe claim is here simply that this particular notion of
contribution does constitute a qualifying action for moral incrimination in the
relevant project i.e. moral membership of thatoject Overdetermination, i.e.

the fact that more than enough will usually vote for my preferred candidataot

a problem here. The issue is not whether | actually make a direct causal
contribution to the outcome. The issue is whether my participatexpectedly
depends on the participation of others, and vice vefsathem, whether their
participation depends on my participation. If it is likely (which it is) that | am part
of the causally efficacious set, and if their participation depends on dusatly
efficacious set being filled, then their participation is likely to depend on my

participation (and vice vers®) as well

28 There is for all individuals, to use the previous example, a 75% chance thatithiey part of the

causally efficacious sassuming a random distribution
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Now, this notion of interdependence is quite different from the notion Miller
proposes On his account, indirect interdepenaege meant that the agents in
question could eaclveto the outcome by defectingbecause there was e.g. an
agreement that none would participate unless all participatedbviously
however, this notion of interdependencapplies to a limited range of cases.
Therefore, his notion of interdependenas simply too demanding fomany
collective actions cases. It would e.g. be too demanding for the firing squad

case'®.

| propose instead that the notion of interdependence | haveeher

suggested is sufficient for malrincrimination in a collective project, assuming the

individual fulfilscertain otherconditions. If applied to the shooter case of Allan,

Bernard and Charlie, it is then plausibly the case that Bernard and Charlie, even if

they would not have gone aheadlith the project if either one of the two had

o yR2YySR GKS LINR2SOGzX FtyYyR S@Sy AT G(KSe ¢S
contribution to the outcome, thegannot escape the awarenetisat they are all

part of the causally efficacious set in the actsetjuence where they actually act

Theyhave a reasonable expectation that they through their actions will be a likely

part of the causally efficacious set that brings about the explosion that kills the

victim. Given the setup of the scenario, there is & Zhance that each of them

will be part of that sef g KA OK  OS NI I A .yTheg ardOetvaimy/di this, I & Wi A1 St
and they still chose to act. Therefore, they are sustaining the project of killing

Dean, whether they want to include Allan or ndteir moralincrimination is of

O2dzNBES y20 &dzZNLINA&aAYy3a FyR GKS&@ 6SNB | f NBIR
account. More importantly, Allan is also incriminat®dhen he actually acts, even

knowing that Bernard and Charlie want to be acting alone, and even though he

simply wants to make a superfluous causal contribution, he cannot escape that he

is a likely part of the set of causes that killed Dean, or that he is actually sustaining

the project. Thus theyall ought to recognize that an interdependent relationship

obtains between them, i.e. that the outcome in all likelihood depends on the

contribution of each of them.

29| would e.g. shoot even if the number of shooters clearly overdetermined the outcome, and even

if not all would have shot.

205



But what if a fourth, a fifth, or a sixthtc. person were also shooting? Theiith

the explosiorthreshold being twaits, we would then have to actowledge that
they are eaclless likelyto be part ofthe causally efficacious se&o if there are six
shooters, itg A f f 33% ShanEe thaa given individual shooter, was part of the
causally efficacious seWhat would the implications b&vhen we coninue to
lower the probability that the participants are part of the causally efficaciou® set
| can think of at leastwio possible verdicts which possibly has implications with

regards to an observation from earlier, which concgradability.

1) If thelikelihood of being part of the set becomes too smidg participantsare
excused for their participatiorg i.e. it was simply too insignificant a contribution
(assuming they were also aware of thi®resumably it would take a lot more
shooters than sixfor us to consider their contributiorto the project too
insignificantfor a negative moral evaluatiohe likelihood of thenbeing part of
the causally efficacious set is still much too highight of the severity of the
outcome of the project and we would plausibly still hold that they were
sustaining projectBut perhaps at some point, there is a point where they each
become too unlikely to participate, that we should apté¢hat they are simply
excusedbecause they are not plausibly sustaining greject anymore Then te
chance of belonging to that threshoisl then too unlikely, and wevould consider

the contribution to the group project negligible.

2), they are less accountable for the outcom& a degree relative to the
likelihood that they & part of the causally efficacious seé.iless accountable to
the degree that the outcome depended on their contributi¢egain, assuming
they are also to some extent aware of the likelihoo8p in a case where it is
expected to be extremely likely &h they will be part of the set that actually
brings about the outcome, they will be deserving of significantly harsher
condemnation The important thing to noteis, that if we assume 2)we can
actually account for ouintuitions of gradability, becausehtit would then be a
function of the strength of our contribution to the group project, where the
smaller the likelihood of being part of that set, would constiguta smaller

contribution to it. It is difficult to gaugethe relationship between likelihoodfo
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being part of the causally efficacious set and the accountability of the individual.
As we saw in the shooter case from the previous chapter, when the outcome of
the project is such a significant harm as killing an innocent person, we would
presumably hge to add a enormousamount of shooters, before our intuitions

of blame and punishment start decreasing along with the decrease in the

likelihood that we are part of the causally efficacious set

Summing up this substantial section: | have introducedaecount of how the
individual can be said to fulfil the necessary contributory condition for moral
membership.n the voting case specifically, amdividual voter contributes to the
voting project, if she through her act was likely to be part of the causally
efficacious set of votes that brought about tkaccess of the projectn order to
arrive at this account of contribution, | firsty A y i N2 RdzOSR 5F AR aAff
interdependence account where intedependence obtained among the
participating individuals, if the individuals performed their contributory action on
the condition that others perform theirsl then examined it, and argued that
though interdependenceseemed to be a morally significant notion of
contribution, a A f £ S NI ait wyls2db AetngndidgFor the voting case. On his
account, the individuak morally incriminated in a group project, if that individual
was either a directly interdependent part of the project, or an indirect
interdependent part. Direct interdependence occurs in the case where the
individual isthe pivotal voter.Indirectinterdependence occurs when the project
hinged on the patrticipation of all participants, where if not all had participated,
none would. Since these ations of interdependence were too demanding, |
introduced the notion of threshold interdependencewhich relied on a
reconceptualization of the voting case. Instead of understanding the voting case
in terms ofthe individual making direct contribution tothe voting outcomeas |

had done earlierl argued that an alternative way of perceiving it was @soject.
Herethe participantscontribute to voting project, if theywere likely tobe partof

the causally efficacious sttat brought about thesucces®f the project They are
sustaining the project, even if they are not making a direct causal contribution to

the voting projectitself, as long as it was likely that they were part of the causally
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efficacious setln the next section, | will put this noth of contribution into the

full account of moral membership.

8.4 Moral membership, the full account

It is now time to spell out the full account of moral membership which is sufficient

for individual moral responsibility in cases like the voting caseill present the

individuallynecessaryand jointly sufficient conditionghenclarifythem.

I am a moral member of a collective project that brings about an outcOrifé:

1) | help constitute or sustain the project that brings about, @ the right
Way.l30
a. E.gthere obtains threshold interdependence between myself and
the other participants.
2) | fulfil a cognitive condition
a. | am awarethat | amconstituting or sustaining the project that
brings about Qor | ought to be aware)
b. | am aware of the significanad O(or | ought to be aware)
c. | am sensitive to moral consideratisn
3) The outcomeOis morally relevant.
4) Defection was relatively costless.
5) I have upstream control:
a. | fulfil some freedom relevant condition
b. I am not physically forced
c. | am not under strongbnormal psychological compulsion

d. | am not strongly manipulated

| will now elaborate the conditions.

130

| do not want to rule out that there are a multitudg ways in which the individual can

contribute to a given project. | am simply giving a positive account of one way in which the
individual can make a morally incriminating contribution. The example specified under 1)a
is the particular account | have gented in this chapter. On the other hand, | do not want

to make the claim that any sort of constituting or sustaining a project is necessarily
incriminating.
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Conditionl) - | help constitute or sustain the project that brings about, @ the
right way, is unspecific in its formulation. The reason is that hdowant to rule

out other ways in which the individual can be said to contribute to the relevant
projectin a morally incriminating fashioHowever, as stated in)d, the claim is
that the individual can indeed fulfil this contributory condition in thpecified
manner. In order for there to be threshold interdependence, outcome O has to
come about as a consequence of a specific set of causes filling a threshold.
Further,| have toperform an action which will likelgesult inme beingpart ofthe
specifc set of causethat brings abouthe project, that brings about theutcome

0. Regardingset individuation | may be a member of a near infinite number of
sets, some of which can be said to cause fheject, and theoutcome in
question. E.g. | am a bigeand if the voters in question are all bipeds, then | am a
member of the set that brings about the outcome just by being a biped. But
obviously this is not theelevantset. The relevant set is thapecific set of voters

who along with myself, voted irm¥our of the winning candidate.

Condition 2) - | fulfil a cognitive condition It mirrors the cognitive condition
discussed in chapter. An outcome is only attributable to me, iin aware of the
relevant facts, or ought to be aware of them. If | vote, but fail to understand that
my action will indeed make it likely that | sustain the collective project then
unless | am culpably ignoragthe outcome of the project will not be atbutable

to me. Furtherthe same applies if | am unaware, or have a false belief regarding
what the significance of theutcome is. If | believe that the ultimate outcome of
the collective project is<O, but it really is O, then O is not attributable re,
unless again, dught to know Note, | can fulfil this condition even if thather
participantsare completely ignorant of my participation, and even fail to include
my participationin their estimation of the probability that they will be part of the
causally efficacious sebpecifically, participatory reciprocity is not a requirement
of my moral incrimination at alindeed, the other participants can be unaware of
what the project entails, and indeedave a wholly different conception of the
projed than me. This does not affeaty moral incrimination.Nothing in any of
the conditions rule out that the other participants can be entirely opposed to my

contribution in the project.
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Lastly, this fulfilment of this condition also requirdmt | am sesitive to moral
consideratios. This relates to the age® ability to recognize something as a
moral reason, something that may e.g. be undermined by mental iliness or other
mental abnormalities. The stereotypical psychopath would be an example of
someonefailing to fulfil this condition. She may be aware that some action can
produce some outcome, but she is not necessarily aware that it is morally
significant. She e.g. does not recognize the potential harm that comes about, as a
relevant moral reason. lis a contentious issue whether moral competence
undermines moral responsibility (e.g. Levy 20%3%o0 the inclusion of this as a
necessary condition will of course have to depend on whether it indeed plausibly
undermines accountability. However, | will noé engaging with that particular

discussion, but simply include the condition, while noting the contingency of it.

Condition 3) - The outcome is morally relevanspecifies that the outcome has to

be morally relevant. Thign part mirrors the attributability/accountability
distinction from the direct account of moral responsibility. We can attribute a
morally neutral outcome to a person, without this making the person
accountable, i.e. an apt target or our reactive attitudes or phment.Only if the
outcome is morally relevant can they be accountable for it, e.g. deserving of
blame and punishment. Moral membership is an account offlediged indirect
moral responsibility. Moral responsibility requires both attributability and
acountability. Therefore, a necessary condition is that the outcome is morally
relevant. The outcome can e.g. be morally relevant if it results isigmificant

harm that would not have obtainedtfie outcomehadnot come about.

Condition 4) - Defection was relatively costlessSpecifically, if e.g. | am being
coerced into contributing, this will usually at the very least mitigate my
accountability. Or, if my livelihogdr my loved one$lives depended ormy
contribution, it would presumably also mitigater exculpate. Of course, the way

the condition is stated, iseems to imply thatmy moral membership can be

181 As noted earlier, it is a contentious issue which | will not engage with, whether lack of mora

competence in this sense actually would undermine moral responsibility.
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undermined if there is a large financiaksinvolved in my participationE.g. if |
stand to gain a lot of money by participating, there can blargerelative cost
incurredif | abstain. However, that this would undermine my moral membership
seemsmplausible to mostln cases of direct moral responsibility, theman who
receivesa lot of money for shooting someone, is not excusedplybecausehe in
relative terms, wouldhavelost money bynot taking the assignmentherefore, it
should be clear thathe whether theLJl NIi A O dzis relvaridlRdapérd on

whatthat cost is.

Condition5) - | have upstream controll have alreadgpecified thatl will not try

to defend any particular account of how the individual fulfils this condition. | will
simply assume that the individual is not constrained in a moral responsibility
undermining way due to e.gleterminism, or because she isysically forced to

contribute to the relevant project.

If the individual fulfils these conditien then she is a moral membesf the
project, andmorally responsible for the outcomihat follows from that project

An important thing to note is that nothing in the above conditisaquirethat the
other participants are also morally responsiblelaving a shared intention
(multiple agents in the set having the same intention to bring about the outcome,
or others paricipating in a cooperative project) is not necessary rfor moral
membership in the project. The other participants may be wholly ignorant of the
fact that they are contributing to the outcome, without this affecting whether |
am morally responsible. Morahembership is individualistic to the extent that it
does not require anything but thstructural organization andausal force of the
other participants. Further, moral membership does not require that the group in
question is dull-fledgedcorporateagent. There does e.g. not have to be a group
organisation that lasts over time, or an internal decisinaking structurelt does

not matter why theother agents act, and therdoes notneed to be any epistemic
interdependence in the sense Miller proposethere they have a true belief that
defection will veto the projectRather, vinat is importantis that my conception of

the project and the outcome of it, corresponds to the actual facts of the matter,

and that | indeed am a likely part of the causally efitaus set. My moral
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incrimination does not depend on whether a given cas@ be construed as a
joint action. All other participants can be acting for different motives think

they are participating ina different project altogether. They cabe entirely
oblivious to my participation, and could even actively try to undermmsg
participation init, without this undermining my moral membershigoughly] am

a moral member of a given project, and thus morally responsible for the outcome
of that project, ifl help constitute or sustain that project in the right way, by being

a likely part of the causally efficacious set that makes the project succeed, while

being aware of my role in this.

Something that maygonstitute a limitation to this moral membership account as
presented so far, is that is only applicable to cases which can be construed as
threshold cases. But some intuitive cases of shared regpitis are not
threshold cases in this sense. This is of course not a problem in itself, because this
is exactly the type of case we are interested in, namely the voting case. in non
threshold cases of shared responsibility, such as e.g. the kids throwoks
(subsection 7.4.2n the previous chaptert is difficult to construghat caseas a
matter of a threshold being filled for producing a given outcome. It is only one of
the participants who actually happen to bring about the outcome, compared to
the threshold case, where we are allowed to reasonably perceive of our
contribution as an equal part of the thing that brings about the outcome. In those
other types of cases, perhaps it is more appropriate to construe the notion of
interdependencedifferently. In that case, it is presumably more appropriately
stated as the perceived increase in tlikelihoodthat the group will produce the
outcome, that is brought about, which makes me a moral member of that group.
So if | am aware that the likelihood dié aher kids hitting the window(though

they are actually trying to hit the Frisbee), is 50%. But | am also aware that if |
joint in, the likelihood of that outcome obtaining is going to be 6(Qé% us
assume) In this case, | am helping sustain the pebje a different sens&* | will

however not attempt to develop or defend this here

132 peter Vallentyne (2008) has argued for an accoudirgict moral responsibility where we can be

morally responsible for increases in probabilities that outcomes obtain which assiljly also be
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8.4.1 Testing and critiquing this moral membership

In order to test this account, | will examikaitz main test case from the previous
chapter, i.e. the Dresden case, $ee wheher it generates m@usible verdicts in
this caseThe Dresden case, as Kutz presents ibot aclearthreshold caseSo it
needs to bereconstrued It needs to be a case whetke whole destruction is
contingent on a certain number of bombs filling ttieeshold, where below this,
no destruction obtainsAs noted in the previous chapter, the way Kutz proposed
the case, it seems that we coufibtentially explain the moral incrinmation of
each individual airman, by reference to their direct contribution to the outcome.
So as stated, it was natecessarilya case that clearly required an account of
shared responsibility tojustify the moral incrimination of the individual
participants. Therefore, the following example is a better test case than his
original one, because the individual does not necebsamake a direct

contribution, due to the threshold structure of the setup.

Dresdenforce field:
Dresden is protected byfarce feldz 'y R Ad Gl 1S%80 f SiQa al e
bombs to overload it, where no harm is caused by fewer hits than, that
and where more bombs fail to add to the outcome (e.g. these are a
special kind of antforce field bomb which only damages force field§ijt
overloads however, it will cause an electrical surge which has the
foreseeableeffect of a massive city wide lightning strike, which will
produce an enormous amount of harm to Dresden &iltlmany ofthe
inhabitants. Imagine then that there are, sa}),000 bombers, each
having one bomb. Switching to the second personal perspective, imagine
that youare awarethat statistically one in 10 bombs will fail to detonate.
You are also aware that ther@re approximately10,000 other bombers
aside fromyou paticipating in the boomingun, and that they all will hit

(it is a big and easy targetand there are ndlak caanons, or any other

applied to the collective context. Mellema, G. has also argued for the notion that we can be morally

responsible for risks, understood as likelihoods that harmful outcomes obtain (1987).

213



defensive measureto disrupt the bombing rup Lastly, in thd video
gameesque scenario, yoare indeed aware thait takes exactly 00

hits to destroy theforce field(and this is true)With all this in mind, you

fly your plane over Dresden and releageur bomb You do thiswvhile
having good reasons to expect that it is likely that it will hit and detonate,
and prodice the effect in conjunction with the other participants. Further,
no one isforcingyou to dothis, and there is no pressum@ you to go
through with the taskaside from your own reasons for causing this harm
Lastly, you weredishonourablydischarged fom the army the week
before, and you are not allowed to participatand none of the other
participants are aware of your participatiofYou justsnuckinto the air
base, and stole a plane, because you really wanted to participate. Indeed,
everyone else isinder strict orders to hinder your participation, and
ultimately shoot you down, if they see you violating your discharge (and
you are aware of thi3. But again, they do not recognize you, and you are
aware that you will not be spottedn the end, you hithe force field, and

it is overloaded, and many innocent people die.

Now, are you morally responsible for the outcome, and can the moral
membership account explain this? | am going to imagine that the case is clear
enough to give us the intuition thaiesg, you areéncriminated in the harnat least

to the same extent as every other bombeFhe outcome (or part of it) is
attributable to you, and you are accountable forliam going to assume we have
a clear intuition regarding this, even if we do not knavhether your bomb
actually detonatedFurther, it seems clear thany after the factknowledgeof

this isnot going to change ountuitions. This is good, because this indicates that
our intuitions are not tracking a direct notion of moral respongiiliwhich
presupposes direct causal responsibility. Furthessuming you have upstream
control and you are sensitive to moral considerations, you fthi#l conditions for
moral membership.Threshold interdependence obtains, and you areare of
this. Theoutcomeis morally relevant, and the cost of defectias extremely low

(in fact, it costly to participate, since the pilot risks getting shot dov@njt seems

everything checks outccording to the moral membership accoufn the other
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hand, e.g.KutZaccount of joint action would have difficultiexplairing this, e.qg.

due to the adversariahttitude of the other pilots, given they would actually

obstructyour participation if they couldC dzNJi K SNE aAf f SNRa | 002 dzy/ i
either, because therés neither direct, nor indirect interdependence in the sense

he imaginedNone of us caweto the outcome Further, my contribution has no

direct effect on the outcomedbtaining so | am not morally responsible in light of

a direct account of moral respsibility.

Now, it seems the moral membership account does incriminate those individuals
which are intuitively accountabléor the outcome in questionHowever, is it
sufficiently exclusive, not to include anyone who is intuitively not rtpra
responsiblefor the outcome?Does it e.g. incriminate thaleologically inclined
cleaning lady¥section 7.5)ls she a moral member? A plausible account should
not include her on par with the other participants, at least if it is going to be in line
with our intuitions of moral incrimination As the case was stipulated, she took
the job in order to further the war effortFurther, she actually wanted the
RSaiNHzOGA2Yy 2F 5NBaRSy: FyR (KFEGQa gKe &K
helping the war effort). The questn then is whether she is a moral member. So,
does she perform an action which she foresees is likely to make her part of the
causally efficacious set that brings about the outcome? It does not seem to be the
case. The causally efficacious set that briageut the outcome pertains to the
number of bombs necessary for bringing about this destruction. It would be
unreasonable to expect that she by her action is likely to be part of that set. In this
case it seems appropriate to apply direct accounts of mogaponsibility, and
examine whether the act of theyeneral depends on her contribution, and
whether she was aware that she had this impact on hBat she does not have
any reason to think so, so she should not be considered directly morally
responsibleeither. Even though she seemed to fulfil the conditions for joint action
in on Kutgaccount, andvas implausiblyncriminated on his account, she is not a
moral member, which is in line with our intuitiondndeed, threshold
interdependence is a quite demding, even though it pertains to a limited range

of cases, i.e. threshold case&X it is unlikely that someone will be incriminated

who is not clearly morally responsible.
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8.5 Summing up this chapter

In this chapter, | have proposed an account of shared responsibitityh | refer

to as moral membership When the individual fulfils the conditions for moral
membership, she is morally responsible for the outcome of the prayéethich

she is a moral maber, or part of that outcomeThe outcome is attributable to
her, and holding her accountable is thus justififfdhe degree to which she is
accountable, is presumably related to the likelihood that she is part of the causally

efficacious setthough | hae not attempted to defend this claim in full

This accounbuilds on theinvestigation from the previous chapters on direct and
indirect moral responsibility. | started blyighlighting what | considered four
important observations from the previous chapge pertinent to the construction

of an account which could give a positive verdict in the voting cabese
observations were 1)a successful account of moral membership should not
require that the individual makes a significant direct contributiontie televant

outcome itself 2) | can be a moral member of a project, even if there is no

WLI NGAOALI G2NE NBOALINROAGRERQ o0SBp&hSy vYe

QX
w»
-+

account of moral membership ought to be able to account for our intuitions of
varying degees of accountability in relevant casésd, 4) shared responsibility

as moral membership requires that the individual performs some contributory
qualifying actionBased on these observations, | then construdiee account of
moral membership | proposel that the individual becomes a moral member
when a certain interdependence obtains between herself and the other
participants, where she helps constitute or sustain the projespelcifiedthat she

can be said to sustain such a project, when itikely that she is part of the
causally efficacious sdhat makes the project succeedven if she fails to make a
direct causatontribution to the outcome of the project itself.then applied the
account to Kuta 5 NS A RSy ¢ O aS3 | yBuntAsiplawkblyiald 6 SR G KI G

the heart of our intuition of moral incrimination in that case.

I will in the next chapterapply this account to the voting case specifically. | will

show that being a moral member of the project that produces the relevant policy
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outcome, does incriminate the individual. Indeed, | will show that this

incrimination can grounduite severeaccountability for that outcome

9 Conclusion

9.1 Introduction

In this chapter, I will firstlyn brief sum up the previous chapterand elaborate
how the overall question set out in chaptérhas been answeredhfter this, Iwill
apply the moral membership account of indirect moral responsibilithe case

of a just war. h doing this, | will be ableotshowhow the moral membersip
account can affect the conclusions we should draw with regards to citens
accountability, and thereby theiliability in war. As noted in chapter 1, an
important criterion for anaccount of moral responsibilitis that it should make
citizens take thi political responsibility more seriously. If a link can be
demonstrated between the individual citiz@nvotingaction, and he liability in
war, this should lead people to accept teeverity of theresponsibility they are
taking upon themselves when a1 cast their vote This shouldn turn ideally
affect willingness to acquire information, and deliberate on the relevant issues
and make a more informed choice in the matt8pecificallyl will show thattheir
moral membershipwill affect their liabiliy to attack in war If it is clear, that it
may ultimately be morally permissible to kill someone for voting for a given
candidate, this should certainly lead to some reflection about the seriousness of
the voting act:®* After having applied it to theoting case, | will conclude on the

whole project.

9.2 Summing up the previous analysis

| have argued that individual citizens can be morally responsible for policy
outcomes, if they are moral members of the collective project that brings about
those outcomesRoughly, hey are moral members @ project andthe relevant

outcomes if they were awarethat their contribution was a likely part of the

33 0f course, unless it would simply be consideradductio ad absurdum
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causally efficacious set that actualbyought about the relevantproject that
caused the policy outcomeén orderto arrive at this accountl firstly examined
whether the individual voter was morally responsible in lightmaking a direct
contribution to the voting outcomel argued that this was implausible. The main
problem was thatit was not possible to give aaccount of how we should
attribute the policyoutcome to the individualin light of her direct contribution to
that outcome Particularly she was not clearly causally responsiflee problem
was thatthe outcomedid not depend on her direatontribution in any clear way
When understood as a threshold case, ttentribution of the individual is almost
always insufficient or superfluouBurther, this was mirrored with regards to the
cognitive conditionalso. Specificallyshe wasnot aware that she wod make a
direct contribution even if she did, and she was excused for her ignordice.
either condition ¢ both causal responsibility and the cognitive conditiqris
necessary for an ascription of direct moral resgitility, such an account fails in
the voting case. We do not make a direct contribution, and the outcome cannot

be directly attributed to us.

In light of thefailure of the direct accountl then examinedndirect acounts of
moral responsibilityHerethe most promising onevasKutX) O 2ity hdtolind
On Kutgaccount, an individual is complicit in a harm, if she engagedjaina
actionthat brought about that harmUnfortunately, the voting act is not clearly a
case of joint action, even if joint action is sufficient for moral respolitsibirhe
problem is thedisorganizedactionse.g. in light of thevarious diverging motives of
the voters which makeit difficult to construe their activity as a joint action
proper. Two individuals may vote for the same candidate, but do so having
contradictory ends, or contradictory conceptions of what the outcome of the
candidate winning will belor this reason, &rgued for loosening the conditions
for joint action Doing this however, means that the activity the individual
participants are engaged,i presumably cano longerbe characterized aa joint
action proper Instead of joint action being the basis for attributing the relevant
outcome to the individual, &rgued thatan individual action, which is performed
which islikelyto be an interdepadent part of the set of causes that brings about

a project, isa sufficientnotion of contributionto incriminatethe individualin this
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project. When that project then is the causeaharmful outcomethat outcome
can then be attributed to the individal. It can be attributed to the individual
regardless of whethethe other individualshared herconceptionof the project,
and regardless of their openness towardsr participation inher conception of

the project.

The only thing missing, is the actual application of the moral membership account
to the case at hand. So in this concluding chapter, | will apply it to the voting case.
In doing this, | willapply the discussion of moral responsibility for policy

outcomes to the discussion of neoombatant liability in war.

9.3 Moral membership and non -combatant liability in just

war

In this section, | apply the moral membership account to the context of non
combatant liability in a just wafactually an unjust wargcenario | will show that
moral membership can ground moral pesibility for policy outcomeslf an
argument can be made, that runs from the moral membership of the individual, to
her liability to getting killedin war, and if this conclusion is intuitively pisibly,

this will then support theplausibility that the moral membership account indeed
grounds moral resonsibility for policy outcomeslt will support the moral
membership account, because the conclusion that civilians are liable to attack,
goes agairnsour pretheoretic judgments. The moral membership account has to
be able to lift a significant burden if it is going to convince us otherwisdll
assume that most people share a strong intuition that civilians remeer valid
targetsof attackin war. There may be differeneasondor this, butl willassume
that part of this intuition is due to us not considering thectearly morally
responsiblefor the war. This allows me to test thisituition by seeing whether an
account of moral responsibilityan affect our verdictregarding thecitizerQ a
liability. Thestrategyis to construct an argument for citizen liability defensive
killing, which includes their moral membership as a central prenifsiae moral
membership accont can lift the burderand leadus to the intuition that ordinary
citizens can be liable to attacdompared to a scenario where she is not clearly a

moral member this will provide support for the plausibility of the account.
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Further, it will also provide an example ofe kind of sanction that may be

appropriate in light of individual moral responsibility for policy outcomes

The intuition that civilians are not valid targets in war Isasne foundationboth

in and outside academia. On the outsidtes usually assumed # pegple by and
large considemttacks on civilians impermissibl€his is also supported by data
(Gallup.com 2010)Further, itis also codified in theGeneva Convention (IV)
regarding the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (1948¢h prohibits
attacksdirected atthe civilian populationFurther, in recent yearsnany hold that

we should have extreme restraint when acting in ways which has foreseeable
civiliancasualtieqe.g.Walzer, M 1977, 134 primoratz |. 2010, to the extentthat
direct attacks on civilianasuallycannot bepracticallyjustified. However, if we
accept that war can be a form of policy, and if war represents the will of the
people inthe relevant senseand if this will is represented the policy of going to

war, and if this will, as | have argued, is constitutive of their moral responsibility,
then it seems, tentatively, that some civilians could be valid targets in Tas
latter way of understanding civilian liability in war rederredto asthe reductivist
view'® of non-combat liability Thereductivist view assues that the judgmerst

we ordinarily applyin the context ofordinary society should be the basis for our
judgments in war. A noreductivist view holds the opposite, that wdrolds
specialnormative significance and requires a special set of rule#th regards to

e.g. noncombatant immunity The norreductivist is usually attributed most
famouslyto MichaelWalzer,who claims that the two central concepts pfs ad
bellumandjus in bello.e. Wghti 2 &1 Nk FAIKGQ Ik YNXIBNDAY oI
words ¢ dogically independet o M@pTTY HMOUP® ¢KAA YSIFyas GKI G
morally legitimate actions in war, do notecessarilydepend on the particular
reasons or justification for engaging in wand vice versait is perfectly possible

for a just war to be fought unjustly and for an unjust war to be fought in strict

accordance with the rulés 0 A BelluRtividts most famouslydeff McMahanhold

1) akK2dA R y288 (KIGd Ad Kra 088y FNBASR GKIFdG 217 SNDa
principle in the case of the supreme emergency (Nathanson, S. 2010: 139).

1%5E g.Jonathan Parry uses this label (2014)
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a different view where the rules for conduct iwar ought to be arextensionof
the rules we usually associate with society at large. So when énguerer is in
the process of killing a number of innocent people and the only way to stop him is

to kill him, the police officer who takes aim to shoatmhdoes not thereby make

herself moally liable to defensive actidn 6 a OQal KIy HnAandtde mn 0 @

officer doesnot become liable hersei§ that one party is amunjustaggressor, who
through her aggressionas made herself liable to attackhe hashereby lost her
right not to be harmedOneparty is justified because the other party constitutes
an unjust threat Reductivists claim thahe considerations which pertain to such

a situation, can also pertain to the war scenario. If one party e.g. @ssadother
party unjustly, they may thereby have made themselves liable to attack. The other
party, the party that is being invaded, is not necessaailo liable to attack.
Further, and this is the important part, if the citizen is morally responsible for the
policy outcome of the unjust wait may be possible to establish an in principle
case for helfiability to defensive Killing. This would neotecessaty have been
permissible on Waf& Ni@reductivist accountbecause the rules, e.g. the rules
governing the citizer@iability, do not necessarily depend on concerns pertaining
to whether they are morally responsibfor the war. Ir? | f T cdeXziiens are

simply not valid targetander the internal logic of war (19721).

In this chapter, | will apply thdevelopmentsfrom my projectto the reductivist
view. This means that | will be assuming that the moral status ofcmnbatants,

and whether tkey are liable to attack in war, will depend on whether they have
done something to lose their right not to be attacked. The test of the moral
membership account is then whether a noombatant citizen who qualifies for
moral membership, can make herse#llle to attack in warl am not taking any
stand on which interpretation is more plausibtbe reductivist or nowreductivist.

I will simply beassumingwithout further argumentthat McMahan is right when

he states:the diability to attack in war is mal responsibility for a wrong that
may be permissibly prevented or corrected by means of war, or by an actéf war
(McMahan, J. 2009: 204).SNE (G KIF G agNRy3I¢ Aa o0SAy3

¢KS

Y 2 NI

which producesa certain harm.This isimportant to this LINRE 2 S O Ztheo SOl dza S «a&

claim that civilians are not legitimate targets in war should follow from the claim
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that they are not responsible for a wrongful war or for the wrongful acts of which
it is composed O Af dngk acodnt of moral membership is cortethen insofar

as the individual participant is a moral member, there may be situations where
she is liable to attack, even tbgh she is an ordinary citizen as described in this
project. A note before producing the argument: we should as suggé¥tbd sue

to distinguish between the morality of war, and the legal justification for acts in
war. It may seem morally permissible, to target civilians in war. But it may still be
true, that deliberately attacking civilians should be legally indefensible.may

be inclined to resist the moral implication because we are strongly opposed to e.g.
military leaders opting to making direct attacks on civiliamsen they feel
justified. Military leaders on opposing sides, may both consitheir side the
righteous partwhen in reality only one, aneitheris. Because of thignd in order

to avoid attack based on rampant bias and rationalization, simply outlawing such
acts isoverallpreferable and will on the whole lead to an overall preferable state
of affairs. It $ important to have this in mind when gauging our intuitions in the
case | will present. It should be read an ideamoral case,solated from the legal

aspect.

9.4 Moral membership grounds non -combatant liability

| will firstly present the argumerfor non-combatant liability grounded in moral
membership and then elaborate and discuss the details afterwards noted, |
will argue that the moral membership of the individual, grounds her lisbid
attack.

Non-combatantliability argument:**’

1) If elected, politicianP will make countryA go to war with countryB,
unprovoked and unjustly
H U G AetedEhrilyentailsthe outcomeOof ad & dzo a Unungbérofinfioéent

deathson both sides, destruction of infrastructure and private property

1 E g. by MMahan 2009: 235.

37 have highlighted the markers in this chaptebwid strictly for legibility.
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3) P gets elected by @&mall majority of citizens out of which a subsef were
aware ofl) and 2)

4) Therefore,P makesA go to war withB, unprovoked and unjustlyand brings
about the harms described in.2)

5) Assumeeach individual of subse&d were a likely part of the causally efficacious
set of votes that secureBQ& G A Y X ¢ KA OWKandesdh arfividiial oB 6 2 dzii
were awareof this).

6) Each individual in subsef fulfils the rest of the conditions for moral
membership gection 8.4, and are thusmorally responsible foA going to war
with B, and the outcomeO.

7) If someone is morally responsible 1Oy they are liable to defensive killirig
certain circumstances.

8) Therefore Sareliable to defensive killingunderthosecircumstances

I will now highlight and elaborate some of thbéove.Premise 7)is most crucial,
and willthus receive most of the attention in the following.

138

Regarding pemisel)™, in keeping with theassumption thathe rules ofwar are
an extensionof the rules governing ordinary conduct in society, we @ag.
specify the unjust war as being tierceful andillegiimate annexation of another
couy’ i NB Q& . ThiSwWwaa theprau@hly betantamount to large scalgiolent
theft initiated by the voters and the president & So if countryA goes to war
with Bin order to acquire valuable oil rich land, without historical cladmmoral
or legaljustification (it had always been part tifie territory of B), that would

constitutean unjust war.

Premise 2¥° is a specification of the moral significance of war. Tss not
require elaboration at this pointlt simply states that the outcome is indeed

harmful.

138 1) If elected, politicia®will make countryA go to war with countryB, unprovoked and unjustly.

Bpo 42 NE ySOSaal ND2E ISydadsd aid liREA Rzl O 280 SN 2F Ayy20¢

sides, destruction of infrastructure and private property.
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Premise 3Y° specifies that therelevant voters who voted for P (i.e.he only
voters who are in the running for moral membership of the unjust wall)satisfy

part of the cognitivecondition for moral membership by being aware of the
moral significance of the outcome of their candidate winnihgis premise isf
course aite implausible inthe real worldscenario Firstly, decisions to go to war
are usually not advertised prior to an election, for various reasons, a significant
one being that it may undermine the war effort to give the defending part time to
prepare and grner support from the international community. Further, as
already highlighted earlier in the project, it is implausible that all citizens who vote
for a candidate are aware of how the actual policy outcome will unfold, or that
they even have good reasofis2 (i NHza i G KS LJ2f A &tl,@ekeh yQa St SO 2
in the real world, certain candidates will presumably reasonably be considered
more likely to engage in such wars, based on their campaign rhetoric, compared
to others. So even if citizens may nave beliefs with that degree of specificity
they presumably do have, or at least ought to has@neexpectations regarding

the likelihood that their preferred candidate will engage in an unjust war.

141

Premisdintermediate conclusiom)"" is simply the conclusiothat follows from

the previous premises

Premise 5’ specifies thathe noted set ofvoterswho voted for Fhelp constitute

and sustain the project that brings about the outcome in questibhis is the

contributory condition fran the moral membership account, which along with

fulfilment of the cognitive condition, the moral relevance of the outcome, a low

O2ad 2F RSTSOGA2Y YR dzAAGNBIFY O2yiGNREt S =

membership, and thus indirect moral responsibility.

1403) P gets elected by a small majority of citizensit of which a subse3were aware ofl) and 2).

14t 4) ThereforeP makesA go to war withB, unprovoked and unjustly, and brings about the harms

described in 2).

142 5) Assume each individual of sub&twere a likely part of the causally efficacious set of votes

thatsecuredPQa gAYy I ¢ KA OKanod éaghdzdiidial Bviee deiare of this).
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6)'** Concludes that the individualsf S are morally responsible for the policy
outcome based on their moral membership.e. they indeed fulfil all the
conditions for moral membershigsection 8.4. Piecing this together, we know
that the individuals of§ fulfil condition 1), i.e. they help constitute or sustain the
project that brings abouD. They also fulfil the cognitive condition. Firstly, they
were aware that they helped constitute or sustain the projetthe unjust war
(specified in 5)Secondly they were also aware of the significance@fbecause
they were aware of thaP winning entails going to war witB, andthey were
gt NB 2F ¢gKFdG 3F2Ay3 G2 a6l NE SyidlAfad ¢KAA
3. Further, the outcome is clearly morally eghnt, since it involved e.g.
innocent deaths. We can also simply assume that defection was relatively
costless, and that the individual has upstream control. In light of this, the
individual is a moral member of the project that brings abG@uand the imlividual

is thus morally responsible f@.

)“® are the most controversial

Premise/conclusion #¥ and its entailment 8
elementsand will need to be supported in depthith regards to when something
should be consideretlefensive killingand what therelevant circumstances are
Moral responsibility may ground liability to attack, but presumably only if there is
somefurther justification involved, at least if we are going to be able to ground
accountability beyond mere resentment. Recall from chapteor2the assumed
ledger view(section 2.3, beingmorally responsible, andoldingresponsible came
apart. We may conclude that certain voters are morally responsible, because they
fulfil the conditions for moral membership. But if we are supposethdtsl them
accountable to a significant extent, we need some justification for this.

Specifically, a scenario needs to be specified, where targeting these civilians is

143 6) Each individual in subs8fulfils the rest of the conditions for moral membership, and are thus

morally responsible foA going to war withB, and the outcomeO.

144 And as noted earlier, we simply assume that the citizen isaydwsensitive to moral

considerations

15 7) If someone is morally responsible f@;, they are liable to defensive killing in certain

circumstances.

1468) ThereforeSare liable to defensive killing, under certain circumstances.
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justifiable, given the stakedn light of their moral responsibility for the war

Clearly, given the stipulatiors so far, it would notseem to follow from the

specifiedpremises that it would always be permissible to kill these votdrsere

at the very least needs to beomefurther justification in play. That justification

may e.g. beat the hedN\li 2 F gKI G aK2dzZ R GKSy 06S 02y aARSH
Liability to defensive killirlg A & 1 A fmight Yol neaedéaryOQid predrent or

correcti KS gNRy3Iad Ay@2f SR Ay (KB09:@ISNE S | & WSTT
will now specifya type ofscenario where defensive killigyesumablyis justified

Ay tA3IKG 2F GKS AYRAODARdZ f @such¥adddafio YSY 0o SNEK
poses certairchallengesPerhaps the most serious problem is that the relevant

group of moral members, may be pragtily indistinguishable from those who are

not moral members. Indeed, part of this may indeed be at the core of our

intuitions that civilians are never valid targets in war. As tgtdk Y2 NI dif o NR GSay &
civilians supporting an unjust war, by and large, hysQi 0SS RSt A0 SNF GSft &
that has nothing to do with their rights, their status, their immunity. That is merely

I 02y aSljdsSy0S 2F GKS FIFOG dGKIG odAg €t SGaz akKSt
them out while staying clear of other, truly innocemivilians within the same

populationé¢ 6 H n n K this is true,0i.@ if part of our intuitions of the non

liability of civilians is due to the practical problem of actually singling them out,

then the relevant scenario needs to accommodate this camceknother

challenge, is that it may be quite difficult to accept thlae civilians in question

indeed were aware of the consequences of their preferred candidate winning

even though it is stipulated herefore, the scenario needs be specified in a wa

where this is clearFurther, the actual stakes needo be significantlyhigh, to

justify targeting civilians.

With the above considerations in mind, we can construct a case where the voters
are liable to attack. To support the conclusion of the argutredmove, we can
imagine the following casehich fits with the argument abovénspired by a case

of from JeffMcMahan(2009:220)

Preemptive strike
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CountryA invades countnyB, unjustly.CountryA is led by presidentP, a
democratically electednegalomaniac who campaignedon a credible

base of restoring the country to formeglory by annexing alarge

inhabited region of countryB. P ran opposed ta ,(who campaigned on

exactly the same base, with the exception thatas adamantly against

suchan invasion.Everyone is aware that countx had no present or

historical claim to this regignand the inhabitants do clearly wish to

remain citizens of country B. The electionof P itself, was done
electronically, from a phoné 2 NJ 2 (i K S NJ dapptidatiddi by thR S @A OS 0
inhabitants of A. The invasion of thisegion would be extremely costly,

and lead to thousands ahfilitary and civiliandeathson BQ & , @ue RS

AQad 2@SNBKSTt YAy PedidentPiwind\tBe eldctiin)Sindh 2 NR G & @

a large destruction of infrastructure and loss of human life is the result.

Country B however hasfew options left (though these are their only
options) Fearing this scenaria light of the voting campaigrthe national
intelligence agency d, hasbeenhard at work at developing computer
virus, with which they havenow fullyinfected every phone of. Further,

this virus allows them to keep extremely extensive records of all the
values, beliefs and agities of the citizens oA, among other things giving
them perfect information regarding who voted f& and whatthey were
aware ofwhen voting. An added important benefit is that these phones
can be set to overload the battery of the phone, causiitigo explode,
causing severe harm and potential deathaay person carrying itWeeks
after the invasion, the virus is now fully in place and ready to be activated.
The leader ofB is presented withfive possible scenarios: Option 1) is to
accept theannexation without further fight. Option 2) is teengage in an
uprisingagainstA. This will expectedly lead to 10B)0 injured and dead,
soldiers and civilians d8, andonly asmall number of soldiers from.
Option 3 would be to overload a large ranagonumber of phones of the
citizens of A, which wouldexpectedly injure and kill 10000 random
citizens ofA (both people who voted foP, and those who did not)

Option 9 is to overload the phones of a large number of citizen&who
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voted for P, which will leadto the injury and death of 10000 of those
citizens.The last optionb) is the same as)4 but with the exception, that
they will specifically make sure to targenly those who are also moral
members of the projectl.e, those who fulfil theconditions for moral
membership, including awareness of the significance of the outconke of
winning, and with the awareness that they would be a likely part of the
causally efficacious seflo matter whichstrategy we chose aside from 1),
it would be suficient to repel the invasion. Option -5 would all be
effective strategies because itwould show off BQ &apability and

willingness to defend themselves, and produce unacceptable lossés for

Presumablymost will consideB-5 preferable to 12. Further 4 seemspreferable

to 3, and most will also consider 5 preferable toThis suggests two things.
Firstly, it suggests that our ptteeoretic intuitions actually do seem to suggest
that there is something clearlyincriminating about voting for the evil
candidatdpolicy. Secondly, it suggests that that thing seems to be moral
membership. The reason we prefer 5 above all else, is that this is the scenario that
most clearly singles out the deeper reasons for why we consider them liable to
attack, i.e. the opon that is supported by the theory of moral membershipur
theory-dependent intuitions trump our pre¢heoretic intuitions. This supports the
validity of the moral membership accounEpecifically the fact that certain
people voted for the evil candiddt | YR GKF G OFyYyRARIG$SQa L2t AOAS
they made a contribution to thaproject, in full awareness of the consequences of
those policies, holds most of the explanatory force with regards to our intuitions
of moral responsibility. l.e. those w@sQmoral membership in the project of
electing the candidateandthat projectbringing about the policy outcome, seems

to be the best explanation for their moral incrimination.

So the argument is completdhose who arenorally responsible via their moral

membership are seemingly more cleatigble to defensive killing, and even if
there may beother intuitions affecting our judgments here, it seems that moral
responsibility¢ holding everything else equa pushes our ntuitions towards

option 5. This suggests that the moral responsibility of those citizens is at the
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heart of ourintuition of their liability to attackFurther, we would intuitively still
prefer option 5 even if we added more victims to that option, bapkvictims in
the rest of the options fixed. If so, thégainsupports that moral membership, or
something like it, plays a clear role in our intuitions of accountabiiyviously,
the moral membership accounnay still require refinement. Perhaps tleeis
some hitherto urstablishedheory of moral responsibility, whicio some extent
overlaps with the moramembership accountwhich would lead to the same
intuition in this caseln that case, there may beomeoption 6, which would be
preferable.However, as it stands nowthe moral membership account seems to

be the best explanation for theitizengliability in the above cas&"’

9.4.1 Conclusion

This project concerned one overall question: are individual citizens morally
responsible for policy outcomes? the introduction of this project| noted a
seemingtension betweenthe idea thatpolicy outcome are representative of the
will of the peopleas well asa clear reluctace to hold our fellow citizensorally
responsible fortheir voting habits, and by possible extensipolicy outcomes. |
have nav resolved some of this tension. Indeeldhaveshown how citizens in
principle can be morally responsible for policy outca@méthe citizens fulfil the
conditions for moral membeship, then it is appropriate to relinquish our
reluctance to hold ourselves and others morally responsible. l.e. it may be

appropriate to at least take on theelevantreactive attitude Further, eren if it

A thing to note here, is that we may still have strong intuitions that some sixth option which is

not incorporated into the overall scenario, would be preferable, which did not rely on moral

membership. Specifically, what if there was an option to onkackt frontline combatants, i.e.

traditional soldiers currently involved intQ & Ay @+ aA2y K 908y AF ¢S | aadzys

rights, my intuition is that we would prefer this option to option 5. This may seem like a problem,
because the soldisrare not even morally responsible for the outcome, at least in the same sense.
So why would our intuitions favour attacking them? | imagine that this may be due to intuitions
relating to posing an immediate threat that comes into play instead, whichtipnesent among the

moral members in this case. The voters have already performed their action, and are no longer an
immediate threat to anyone. The soldiers on the other hand continue to pose a threat, or are at

least seen a posing a threat in our colleetconsciousness.
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may often be practically difficult to ascertairhether a givercitizenwho voted

for a given policys morally responsible, the fact that it can be appropriate to hold
citizens morally responsible, to an extent where they seemingly become valid
targets in war, should inspire a greatetegree of thoughtfulness when
deliberating and acquiring information, regardingho/what to vote for. There is

potentially a great deal at stake

So it seemwe have uncovered part of the theoretical underpinnings for why

intuition might be correct, thathe German itizen who voted for the NSDAP in

1933 is morally responsibl@o the extent that she actually had some awareness

of the significance of that vote, compared to the alternative, that voter is clearly

morally responsible as should have been the intuitionl along Though the

German federal electoral system is rotsimple two candidate runoff vote, the

voter wouldhave been aufficientlylikely part of the set of votg which secured

the NSDAP as the de facto wini& As an interdependent part of the votin

project, K S KSf LISR O2yadAiddziS IyR adzadlrAy | AGf SN
consequences thereof Therefore, she is morally responsible for those

consequences.
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