The
University
W Of

= -n,‘-_“ u}:_.'!?- Bhe&i{“:ld.

This is a repository copy of Contracting Responsibility.

White Rose Research Online URL for this paper:
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/1583/

Book Section:

Lenman, James (2000) Contracting Responsibility. In: van den Beld, Ton, (ed.) Moral
Responsibility and Ontology. Library of Ethics and Applied Philosophy . Kluwer Academic
Publishers , Dordrecht, Netherlands , pp. 171-182. ISBN 0792362551

Reuse

Unless indicated otherwise, fulltext items are protected by copyright with all rights reserved. The copyright
exception in section 29 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988 allows the making of a single copy
solely for the purpose of non-commercial research or private study within the limits of fair dealing. The
publisher or other rights-holder may allow further reproduction and re-use of this version - refer to the White
Rose Research Online record for this item. Where records identify the publisher as the copyright holder,
users can verify any specific terms of use on the publisher’s website.

Takedown
If you consider content in White Rose Research Online to be in breach of UK law, please notify us by
emailing eprints@whiterose.ac.uk including the URL of the record and the reason for the withdrawal request.

\ White Rose o
| university consortium eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
WA Universiies of Leeds, Sheffield & York https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/



mailto:eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/

White Rose Consortium ePrints Repository - http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/archive/1583/

Contracting Responsibility
James Lenman

(This is my own final version of a papgublished in Ton van den Beld (edVjoral
Responsibility and Ontolog¥pordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2000). © Kluwer
Academic Publishers 2000. It differs in ptd of layout, formatting and pagination from the
published version. Please refelatter if citing or quoting.)

Most of us most of the time hold most peopsponsible for most of their actions. We allow
that there are certain conditionswhich the character of an action yrexcuse or the character of an
agent exempt the agent from being so heldamesible. To hold responsible for some action
someone who adequately satisfies some exempti excusing condition would, we believe, be
unfair.

Understand bgeterminisnthe familiar claim that the laws of nature together with the facts
about the past wholly determine the future angbarticular, our future actions. Incompatibilists
argue that, if determinism teue, the conditions that makeunfair to hold certain people
responsible for certain actionsl@ianiversally. So that it iseverfair to hold people responsible.
This is what Jay Wallace calise generalization strateggnd the most serious challenge to
compatibilism.

Wallace defends this explicitly normatiway of understanding the issue between the
compatibilist and the incompatibilist in termsfafrness? Such an interpretation has the merit of
capturing the normative character of the issue while also respecting our dissatisfaction at many
attempts to defend compatibilism on pragmatic grounds.

The simplest form of compatibilism sedkgustify practices such as punishment along
consequentialist lines by appéaltheir deterrent and reformagieffects. A more sophisticated
pragmatic style of defence of compatisn was brought to the debate by Strawd@trawson
emphasized the way in which the stance of Imgjdithers responsible is bound up with what he
called thereactive attitudeamong which he included resentment, gratitude, anger, forgiveness and
certain kinds of love. To understand this, hggasted, was to understand two further things: first,
that we do not seriously have the option at ajising up this stance; secondly, that even if we did
the abandonment of the stanee avith it of the eactive attitudes would involve a drastic
impoverishment of human life. This gives useason to maintain the practices and attitudes
constitutive of this stance, a reasthat would be compelling even given the truth of determinism.

! R. Jay WallaceResponsibility and the Moral Sentimef@ambridge, Ma.: Harvard University
Press, 1994), pp. 16-17.

2 Responsibility and the Moral Sentimerikapter 4.

3 P. F. Strawson, “Freedom and Resentment” iffléedom and Resentment and Other Essays
(London: Methuen, 1974).



Susan Wolf in “The Importance of Free Willhas granted that suchagmatic justifications of
our practices may be entirely successful but infliststhey do not address the concerns of the
incompatibilist. For what they, in effect, showthgt we may be justifieph living a lie. We might
then, albeit justifiably, treat thingbat do not matter as if theyddatter, punish and reward, praise
and blame people where they in no sense meritagdtions. While it would then be rational to
treat each other as free and responsible beingould not rule it out that “as a matter of
metaphysical fact we might nbe free and responsible beings.”

Wallace too observes that such pragmatic cordiders even in their richer Strawsonian form
may leave the incompatibilist legitimately dissaéidf For although pragmatic considerations of “the
gains and losses to human lifehay justify our persisting in our attitudes and practices it may
nonetheless be the case that “the truth of deésm would make it unfaito hold people morally
responsible”. Even though the pragmatic considerations might be compelling enough for us to think
we must tolerate the risk of such unfairnesswaild still leave us with an unsatisfying form of
compatibilism and leave the issue of determinism alive as a source of legitimate philosophical
disquiet.

This is a convincing explanati of why such pragmatically motited versions of compatibilism
can seem evasive. To switch to a question abouefss is to continue to address the issue in
normative terms but leaves little purchase for a like charge. Suppose we had established that holding
people responsible was fair. Could the incompatibilist urge that we are evading the issue insofar
as while there might indeed be considerationsdawng the fairness of ogaractices this could at
best justify them in the teeth of the possibititat they nonetheless failéal conform to the “meta-
physical facts™?

At this point it seems that Strawsodgrge of “overintellectualizing the facfd#iecomes a
plausible one. For the facts that plausibly mattee lage precisely thoseahbear on the issue of
how fair it is to hold people respsible for their actions - that bean particular, on determining the
standard exempting and excusing@itions which it is the incompatibilist's strategy to generalize.
By framing the issue in these terms we allow theveeiee of just those facts that matter in this way
so that there seems little scope for a residual Wolfian disquiet.

Being held responsible for one's actions lsammnerous - there arenies when it will cost you
something. But this is a coin with two sides -geheld responsible for our actions is, on the whole,
something we welcome. There is a sense, verytbarthke precise but surely impossible to deny, in
which to hold someone responsible for her actions &cord her a kind of respect and to fail to do
this somehow to insult her dignity.

Being held responsible for one's actions, lthen, its good points. The times when these good
points are least conspicuous areofirse those occasions when we are caught with our fingers in the
till. This happens to all of us, albeit in modestys, from time to time. When it does happen we may
seek to disown the actions in quest to plead that they were, in some sense or other, things we
could not help, This costs us something in termsetifrespect but it is when things go wrong in this
way that the desirability of being lderesponsible is most compromised.

* Mind 90, 1981. Also in John Fischer and Mark Ravizza (eBsispectives on Moral
Responsibilitylthaca: Cornell University Press, 1993).

® Ibid., p. 118 (of Fischer and Ravizza reprint).

® “Freedom and Resentment” pp. 13.

" Responsibility and the Moral Sentimers102.

8 “Freedom and Resentment”, p. 23.



Whether or not things go wrongup to you.This is obviously significant. For if we want to
establish the fairness of our practices it is surelyvtt we are looking foiThis is plausibly just
what makes it fair to hold responsible the peaptedo when we do. And many of the conditions we
recognize as exempting or excusarg precisely the conditions wieeihings go wrong in ways that
are not up to the agent.

v

Here's what I'm going to do. I'm going to spouya tale about a quite imaginary social order.
For want of a better word let's call this fictitious pokseedonia.ln spinning this tale | will avail
myself of the license of thebfalist and stipulate that in thmssible world where | have set it
determinism is true. Determinism is true and glvedy knows determinism is true. | do that to make
it hard for myself and beg no questions.

Here's what | do to make it easy for mysRther than think about the fairness of our own
practices | will consider this issue of fairness wehpect to the practices of a society where people
are held responsible for their actions but whbeeinstitutions and practices that operate are
somewhat different from our own. | will claim themhave described a society where it is perfectly
fair to hold people responsible evémough determinism is true. If | steed in this | do not of course
succeed in showing that our owrcely's practices are fair in this respect. For our society is
different from Freedonia and the differences mangeg it unfair for us tdold people responsible
for their actions. But if there is this differenitevill be simply because the two societies have
different kinds of institutionst will not be for any deemetaphysicateason. In particular it will not
be because | have described a possible world where determinism iEfatggothesi have not. So
that if our practices of holdingach other responsible are not fair that is not because some
metaphysical theory is true but because our ingtita are of the wrong kind. And that diagnosis is
bad news for incompatibilists.

Now let me tell you some interesting things about Freedonia. First of all I will suppose the
Freedonian social order governedrimrmsof many kinds and at many levels. | will secondly
suppose that these norms are public norms - thatdbeient is no secret but something to which all
Freedonians have ready access.

As we will be asking thguestion - Is this sociefgir in holding responsible just those people
whom it does? - it is worth being clear aboutiedtBupposition | will make - that the norms of the
society are not patently unfair other waysFor example, punishment and resentment should by
incurred only by wrong actions (wrong byr lights) not by right or indiffeent ones and they should
be proportionate to the wrongnedghose actions. | should not be punished for writing poems
praising your apples. Nor shodlthe hanged for stealing them.

I will suppose fourthly that most of treesorms are internalized, accepted, respected and
observed by most of the people most of the time.

I will fifthly suppose that the Freedonians - oe tireat majority of thempossess a high degree
of what, following Wallace, | will calteflective self-controf.| don't mean exactly the same by this
term as Wallace does - what | do mean is:

1. that they understand the ficlmorms of their society.

2. that they have the ability gmvern their behaviour in the light reasons furnished by norms they
accept.

and

3. that they have, insofar as tigsgpossible, the ability to accouiair their actions when called on to

® Responsibility and the Moral Sentimemip. 157-161.



do so in the light of reasons furnishiey the public normef their society.

I'll be filling this account out a bin due course. But for now leflsst notice that there is nothing
metaphysically contentious abaliilitiesas | am speaking of them here. Most Freedonians have the
abilities | referred to here in the straightf@ma sense in which (the example is from Walt8ce
Maria Callas had and | do not the ability to sing.

Let us further suppose that a prominkature of Freedonidife is a certairrite of passagea
rite that marks the passage from childhood to thestatfull adult citizenship. This has, and is
understood by all to hava,certain contraatal significanceln undergoing this rite the subject
voluntarily and publicly assumes the stabfig fully responsible adult citizen: shgreesto accept
responsibilityfor her future actions with all that that entails.

Whatdoesthat entail? That's a hard cie@n- but plausibly at leably “all that that entails” we
may understand a certain set of attés and a certain set of practicése attitudes are the reactive
attitudes, negative and positive. The practices indlndse involved in punishment insofar as this is
expressive of such attitudes and also perlegssunwelcome engagents between society and
citizen including arguably aspectswiiat goes to make up the statusitizenship itself - insofar as
viewing people as full responsibtdizens contrasts with the waye view, say, children or people
otherwise unfitted for whatever trust and respeat status brings. This is vaguer than might be
wished if only because it is desperately harddgrecise about what exactly we buy into when we
buy into the business of imputingsponsibility. Strawson with his atrasting of the objective and
participant stance gesturatsa clear account but it mt easy to bring muobf what he says into
sharper focus.

The intuitive contrast is maybe clearesewlwve consider the different ways we ordinarily
regard adults and children. Wy love and respect children v do not ordinarily love and
respect them as we may adults. We punish thentheir punishment typically serves a purely
forward-looking corrective and detent function. We may resenteitm when they harm us but not,
unless we are being foolish, very deeply or for teng. In our dealings with them our central value
is concern for their welfare and we are far readien thith adults to let this override a concern for
their autonomy. Nor do we trustaim with much of a voice in thaolitical processes in which we
determine our collective futures. As adults we will regard them otherwise. We grant them a new
status, a status where certain forms of unwelcbetmaviour will bring them in the way of blame and
resentment. It is also howeverevocable status, a status which in certain circumstances an adult
may lose just when we despair of her capacitydfiective self-control. lrour society this status
comes to us with adulthood whether we like ihot. And the central respeict which Freedonia is
different is that there they get acite. They are in effect at liberty retain something like the status
of a child if they so choose.

Whenwereach adulthood this status changes. That change is in fact a gradual and subtle one
and we have no choice about whether we undiergoboth these te respects Freedonia is
different. For Freedonians the change is a starlsgmalled in a rite of passage taking place at a
determinate time - my motivation for this parttloé story is just simplicity and nothing essential
hangs on it. But for Freedonians the change isalsaptional one. An agent can forego the rite of
passage and thereby opt out af #nhanced status of an adult. But once they have made this
commitment they may expect (barring the usual gtam and excusing conditions) to be held to it.

Vv

Most Freedonians, let us finally suppose, accept the bargain they are offered. Some of them

191bid. p. 182.



subsequently act wrongly, incurring resaaht and perhaps punishment. Is this?

What seems crucial, we saw, is that whetleet wrongly, incurring such sanctions, is up to me.
It will help at this point taconsider a development of thstion: the notion of what isp to me from
my perspective at a certain timeet us say that something is upnh@ from my present perspective
if it is under my controfrom that perspective. That is, whet it happens depends on things about
me now: my character, my disposiis, desires, values and commitments.

This sort of control is of course not enouglsatisfy the incompatibilist - and for a familiar
reason. These facts about myself - character and dispagins - may not themselves be entirely up
to me but depend on facts about, say, my gensiceup, early environment and upbringing that are
not - and never were - up to me. And, if we accgperminism, these facts in turn depend on facts
about what happened, say, in the sggenth century that we still more incontvertibly not up to
me.

How a Freedonian will make outnet, in this unconditional sensag to her. But it is largely up
to her from her perspective on what we will ¢aé Big Day the day she makes the decision to
accept responsibility for her futueetions. | think it can be magkausible that this, given her
consent to the rite of paage in question, suffices for the fairnelsker being held to that consent.

On the Big Day she is a certain kind of persarperson with a particular sort of character, a
particular set of projects and aspirations arnmarticular set of values. She will take this
psychological dispositional luggageth her into her incipient adulife and it will inform the way
she lives that life. She rotregarded as in any way responsildiehaving this particular set of
luggage and not some other set. But she raagditwve are supposing she has a high degree of
reflective self-control.

Here | want to flesh this notion out byggesting it to involve and furnish grounds for the
following three things: a degree of self-knowledgdegree of self-acceptance and a degree of self-
confidence.

The agent has a degree df-kaowledge insofar as she knowsat this is the luggage she
carries.

She has a degree of self-acceptance insofaesesitha great chunk of this dispositional luggage
she's happy about. She couldn't altogether helpttiiatfat she grew up tarry this luggage with
her into adulthood but, given that here she is carmjrigat is, on the wholdine by her. She has, at
a minimum, certain values and aspoas that she wouldn't be dispogedswap for others. (There is
a clear sense in which someone vsdisposed to swap value sefdf value set Y has already done
so0.) Even if there were much that she repudiatéer character, her desires and dispositions she
must, so to repudiate these, possess certain valties light of which theepudiation is carried out
and which themselves she does not repudiate.

She has a degree of self-confidence insofar asstts her better self tmore or less run the
show. She believes she is able to live her lifé shape her future character in ways informed
primarily by those of her dispositions she acceptsideatifies with. So this is not an agent who is
hopelessly akratic, not one alienated from herattar, desires and dispositions. So that given her
self-acceptance ateHevel of highest order itges and desires and the grip these have on her other
dispositions she may be assumed to have a more general self-acceptance.

So the agent may accept a status that will licettsers to hold certainxpectations of her if at
the outset she has, more or less confidently, cestgiactations of herself. For her to have this
confidence and be warranted in having it, ceré@isumptions are required about her reflective self-
control. But we are assuming that in my fictitiousiety people in general have levels of reflective
self-control sufficient for such assumptidiesbe warranted most of the time.

The people of Freedonia will naturally want toeda@ertain such safeguards in place before they
will contract into responsibility in the way | hadescribed. They will naturally want to see the
recognition of certaiexcusing and exempting conditions.



The aim of these safeguards can be viewed as the aim of eliminating from the domain of one's
responsibility things whicinvolve an undue element hick such that their coming aboutnist
under one's control from one's owarspective on the Big Day. Alihds of luck need not be
excluded bubnlythose that involve factout of one's control from one's perspective on the Big
Day.

All kinds of luck need not be excluded besain Freedonia the acdapce of responsibility
remains ggamble An agent with reflective self control @ degree of self-knowledge and a degree
of self confidence but both tifiese are fallible. She may not make the moral grade, incurring
resentment and punishment where a more cautiecision on the Big Day euld have got her off
the hook. But she understood this and took the Tike point of the exempting and excusing
conditions is then to make the riskaceptableone.

In particular one kind dfick that the Freedonians aretconcerned to eliminate from their
openness to imputations of responsibilitgamstitutive luckthe luck that determines that on the Big
Day they have the character and dispositionsttiegt do. On the Big Day, facing the big decision,
the agent will be as she is largely on accadrificts about her genetic makeup, her early
environment and upbringing that she did not control. But if she chooses to accept responsibility for
her future actions she is takenattcept these factdaut herself - or at a minimum to accept her
values and aspirations as thésets have shaped them. This acceptance is made reasonable simply
by the fact that she is supposed to enjoy réfleself-control. Thisnvolves her having some
capacity to choose her dispositiaaral desires - she can reject desske does not like and seek to
wean herself from the habits they inform wtlaldtivating those she values. Assuming such a degree
of self-control that still leaves her with the brute contingency of her happening to have the values
that she doe&: But there are two things te said about this contingey. Firstly, | cannot see how
the thought that it is unjust tald someone responsible for actiche has contracted in advance so
to be held responsible for can begin to be playsnotivated by reference to it. Secondly, | do not
see how the falsity of determinism coulle supposed to liberate anybody from it.

This game of accepting responsibility is a gamble and a risky one. In accepting future
responsibility these incipient altiitake a chance. If they ageing to be good citizens leading
responsible and useful lives they have evengthio gain. But if they are going to screw up
somewhere they stand to lose a lot. For ieatfby refusing to accept future responsibility they
prepare for themselves a plea of mesponsibility should they ever reqaiit. If they think the risk
too high they can forego the initiation into full adulthood and gouipn life as childen, or in any
case as something less than fugponsible adt citizens.

Taking such a risk would be a matter of soets of self-knowledgeself-acceptance and self-
trust already mentioned in characterizing reflexgelf-control. A Freedaan can tell whether the
risk is worth taking to a large extent becauselst®ea degree of self-kntedge and self-trust. She
doesn't have perfect knowledge of herself and can't predict with confidence her dispositions and
actions many years hence - so there is nonethelesk. But, faced with such a choice and endowed
with appropriate self-knowledge, self-acceptancesatidtrust, it can hardlfail to impress her that
whether she does find herself in thwt of troublas, after all,up to her. And the sense in which it
is up to her is just the conditional sense outlinealva, a sense that does not seem to be hostage to
the metaphysical facts about determinism.

It is crucial to the question @dirness that the Freedonians hawasentedo be held
responsible - but there &natural worry hereare they responsible for this originattof consent?
Inside the normative world of Freedonia this gfign has an odd ring tb- responsibility is
constitutivehere of a certain status thateisjoyed in virtue of this acif consent. The central issue is

1 have discussed how far we should worry aboahsiontingency in my “Michael Smith and the
Daleks: Reason, Morality and Contingendytjlitas, forthcoming.



whether it is fair to hold Freedonisito what they so consent to.fdevhat seems important is that
the contracting partiasnderstandhe bargain they are striking - ththey meet the requirements of
reflective self-control and thately are not subject to any unde@nstraint(in the traditional
compatibilist's understanding of “constraint”) in their choice beyond of ctlweseosts and benefits
built into the nature of the outcome.

Perhaps in Freedonia not everyone meets twsditions. Those that do not, we may suppose,
are not invited to accept responstlifor their future actions, a stat they cannot be expected to
live up to and may not understand. But we will suppose that there are not many such people.

To sum up then, the stance of holding respongigéausibly fair only when the conditions that
make it appropriate and the exempting and excusingitions that make its suspension appropriate
are such as to make the acceptance of resplysibr one's own future actions a gamble that a
reasonable person could accept. And when we aangitese conditions in this way we no longer
need fear the geraization strategy.

VI

Two reminders. Firstly | have assumedttim Freedonia thelis extensive normative
convergence but | have not assumed full convergence. Secondly | have assumed that most people
enjoy reflective self control whethis entails that they understand thelic norms of their society
and that they have the ability to control theehaviour in the light of reasons furnishednoyms
they acceptBut what if the norms they accept are notphblic norms of their society? For while |
have understood reflective self-control in a way that reqamgests so characterized to enjoy a
degree of rationality, single-mindedness and selftemasothing | have saidiles out their being
just plain bad.

Such people have character traits, valuesdapbsitions that they accept but that the wider
society does not. In agreeing on the Big Day thddd responsible for their future actions they
understand that the norms they will be askedke tasponsibility for observing are not norms they
themselves accept. They may nonethglaccept the terms of this offeecause they think the status
of responsible agent is desirable enough to be worth the sacrifice of observing norms they do not
accept. Or they may not think this but still acceptaffer not expecting to observe society's norms
because they make a calculatadrout what they can get away wi@r., of course, like everyone
else, they do not need to accept at all.

It is a matter of controversy how we shibutgard people who while rational do not accept the
basic moral norms most of us share, who sindplyiot care about, for example, the harm they do to
others. Is it fair to hold sugbeople fully responsible for their actions or should we abandon such
attitudes and policies in favour of something mm@nagerial and therapeutic, something more like
Strawson's objective stance. Thus we might trgotatain and improve themas we would other,
more impersonal, dangerous phenomena anthimdt to blame them or, as a mattejustice,to
punish them. In Freedonia either of these two wH\tseating such people is possible. Whichps
to themBut we don't give them the choice when tsgand in the dock accused of serious crimes.
We give it them on their Big Day, at the thresholdhair adult life. And ifthey choose then to
accept full responsibility for their future actiowe hold them to that choice - and that seems
eminently fair.

VIl
When we think about Freedonia | suggestame begin to see how there could be a possible

social order where imputations i@sponsibility were fair and whetleis fairness was not hostage to
deterministic metaphysics. That, | have suggestell vge need to do to defeat the incompatibilist



insofar as, whatever differences there may be betwiegsociety and ours, they are not the sort of
metaphysicatlifferences in which the incompatibilistirgerested. There are nonetheless differences
about which we might properhaise questions. Perhaps particular, while holding people
responsible is fair in Freedortiae differences mean that itnst fair in our own society.

One worry here would concern my backgroasdumptions. In Freedonia the public norms are
generally just and subject to a high degreearivergence. And moBteedonians enjoy a high
degree of reflective self contr@@ertainly this is an idealizatiomdeed if we hold a pessimistic
picture of modern society or of human naturenaay think the idealizaih grotesque, believing
ourselves to be a morally derailed and fragmentaety of weak and normatively confused losers.
That would certainly be a deprasgiand problematic state of affaibut it suffices here to suggest
that the falsity of determinism woukdrdly serve to make it any less so.

A rather different worry is that perhaps to make our own practices fair we should aim to make
our own society more like Freedonia by making theustat responsible agent an optional one. That
is not an altogether attractivieought. It is unattractive becauseomr own societies we regard the
status of responsible agentiaglienable.Not even the agent himself can negotiate this status away.

Part of our disquiet about the optional ssadf Freedonian respongity springs from tough-
mindedness - we don't want to let the bad guyshefhook - but it is also a form of democratic
generosity - for, as | have suggested, there isyainvahich to accord someone the status of respon-
sible agent is one of the mastportant ways ill which we carespecthim. | have found it extremely
hard to imagine clearly what aety would be like in which all mgle could and some did opt out
of this status but perhaps it would be a sodetyhich there was somettyg not unlike a class of
natural slaves - a class of people whose naturigadthem for the status of full adult citizenship
where the relevant disqualifying aspettheir nature was just thatety preferred to lack this status.
And we may not much want a society like that ewtiere the degraded status in question is a matter
of consent.

If we reject the idea that we should be nidee Freedonia, that need not mean we cannot apply
my fantasy to the defence of our own practicasattitudes. What my faasy does is to make
dramatically a point that can be deawithout it. The status of qgsnsible agent carries certain risks
and certain costs and they come as a packageaWkehave our cake and éatere. We may want
to wimp out of this status wheme find ourselves in the dock bygnerallywe do not. Plausibly a
rational agentvouldnot choose to opt out of this status @thkvere possible - if it were a choice that
had to be made at the outsetadilt life and stuck to however Hite turned out. He would not be
tempted by this because, from his own perspectitleaabbutset, it is not outwith his control how his
life goes. Hypothetical consentnst consent but may nonetheless do real work in normative ethical
theory. Thus it has famously been thought highly iggmt that a certain sort of practice is one to
which a reasonable person could be expectedresagnd it might plausiglbe hoped that the story
| have offered about the imagined Freedonia hgislighted what might prove to be reasons for
saying this about our own practices of holding people responsiblewdbét bring the present
thoughts into broad conformity with the mainsaimeof contemporary libal analytic political
philosophy, a place I'd be notalt sorry to find myself.

All this is to look ahead to ways in whithese thoughts might be developed beyond my present
objective of examining a way of making sensehef claims of compatibilism. The further
developments sketched might make a fruitful @cbfor another occasion. Suffice it for now to note
that in carrying out such a pemt we would be seeking furthierilluminate the concept of
responsibility by simplyloing political philosophyAnd, in so doing we would have left what
Strawson calls the “obscure and panicky metaphysics of libertariasistately behind u€.
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