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Climate change

2

Climate change
Who is responsible?
“We have been pumping greenhouse gases into the
atmosphere in ever increasing quantities since the
industrial revolution. Some countries in the developed
world are, of course, responsible for the bulk of this.
Since 1850 the US and the nations which are now the
EU have been responsible for more than 50% of the
world's carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions.”
Source: https://www.bbc.com/news/magazine-36900260;
also see The Global Philosopher
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Emissions
by
country
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u

Should the old industrialised world
pay to fix the problem?

u

The old industrialised world might
respond that for much of the
period since the 1850s nobody
knew about man-made global
warming. Does that mitigate its
responsibility?

u

And why should the current
generation be punished for the
crimes of its forebears?

Who should
fix the
problem?

Climate-friendly Diet
“Plant-rich diets reduce emissions and also tend to be
healthier, leading to lower rates of chronic disease.
According to a 2016 study, business-as-usual emissions
could be reduced by as much as 70 percent through
adopting a vegan diet and 63 percent for a vegetarian
diet, which includes cheese, milk, and eggs.”
(source: https://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/plantrich-diet)

u

Are people with meat-rich diets (more) responsible for
climate change?
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Normal-form
Games

Games

u

Basic presuppositions
o

Aggregative behavior in society reflects the sum of the
choices made by individuals

o

Such an individual bases her choice on her own
preferences and her available options

u

Decision theory models the individual choices

u

A game form represents the aggregative behavior
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The Model
u

Deontic game models

u

Components
o
o
o
o

u

Set of agents 𝒩𝒩

Available options S𝒶𝒶, one for each agent 𝒶𝒶 in 𝒩𝒩

A moral code or ranking d, that assigns to each action
profile 𝓈𝓈 a deontic or normative value d(𝓈𝓈)
Optional: Beliefs or expectations

Decision rules & Solution concepts
o

Rationalization and moralization
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Normal-form Games
Agent 2

Agent 1

u

B1

B2

B3

A1

0/p

1

1

A2

1/q

1/q

0/q

A3

1

0

0

Assumption of indepence of agency

Collective Action
and Causation

The Desert Traveller
Two enemies independently intent to kill a person
travelling through the desert.
In the night the first enemy poisons the water in the
victim’s canteen.
Right after that the second enemy, not knowing about
the poison, empties the canteen.
The next day the person is found dead and the official
cause of death is ‘dehydration’.
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A Voting Example
A committee consisting of five members is to decide on
the next president of FoLLI by a majority vote. There are
two possible candidates:
A.

Logan the logician

B.

Lini the linguist

The turn out yields: A:4 & B:1, which entails that Logan is
the new president. Logan’s term results in a catastrophe
that would have been avoided by Lini.
u

Who can be held responsible for the instalment of
Logan?
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Sufficiency & Group Actions

u

u

The Desert Example
o

None of enemies is individually able to let the traveler
live

o

The two enemies acting together seem to have the
ability to let the traveler live

The group actions available to a given group can
be viewed as the possible combinations of
individual actions of its members
o

Each group action 𝓈𝓈𝒢𝒢 can be viewed as a combination
(𝓈𝓈1, …, 𝓈𝓈n)
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Group stit

u
o

𝓈𝓈 ⊨ [𝒢𝒢 Cstit]ϕ iff

for every 𝓈𝓈’ with 𝓈𝓈𝒢𝒢=𝓈𝓈’𝒢𝒢 it holds that 𝓈𝓈’⊨ ϕ

u

Are there any logical relations between group
action and individual action?

u

⊨ [𝒶𝒶 Cstit]ϕ → [𝒢𝒢 Cstit]ϕ, whenever 𝒶𝒶 ∈ 𝒢𝒢,
o

Group stit and member stits are logically compatible

o

Idem for deliberative stit
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Group Actions and Individual
Actions
Kutz asserts that it is ‘puzzling’ that the conditional ‘If agent
𝒶𝒶 and agent j together see to it that ϕ, then agent 𝒶𝒶 sees
to it that ϕ and agent j sees to it that ϕ’ is invalid, ‘while
ordinarily each conjunct of a true conjunction is also true’.

(see Complicity: Ethics and Law for a Collective Age, 2000:
p. 105)

u

u

It is easy to see that [𝒢𝒢 Cstit]ϕ does not entail [𝒶𝒶 Cstit]ϕ
(where 𝒶𝒶 is a member of 𝒢𝒢)
But, can group actions be reduced to individual
actions? I.e. is [𝒢𝒢 Cstit]ϕ logically equivalent to a
statement containing only individual stit operators?

18

Group Agency: Critical and
Minimal
u

Idea: If [𝒶𝒶 Cstit]ϕ, then it seems superfluous to say that
every group 𝒢𝒢 that includes 𝒶𝒶 sees to it that ϕ. After all,
would it make sense to hold every such group
responsible for ϕ?

u

A group 𝒢𝒢 is critically sufficient with respect to the
realization of ϕ iff

u

o

[𝒢𝒢 Cstit]ϕ, and

o

There is a member 𝒶𝒶 of 𝒢𝒢 such that ¬[𝒢𝒢 - 𝒶𝒶 stit]ϕ

A group is minimally sufficient with respect to the
realization of ϕ iff
o

[𝒢𝒢 Cstit]ϕ, and

o

For each member 𝒶𝒶 of 𝒢𝒢 it holds that ¬[𝒢𝒢 - 𝒶𝒶 stit]ϕ
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Causation

u

Idea: an agent can only be held responsible for
something if she causally contributed to its
realization

u

Counterfactual theories of causation
o

Condition C causes an effect E if and only if E
counterfactually depends on C

o

Condition C causes an effect E if and only if there is a
contingency Y such that E counterfactually depends
on C given Y
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Two Fires
A typical example (Wright [1988]) considers two fires
advancing toward a house. If fire A burned the house
before fire B, we (and many juries nationwide) would
consider fire A ‘the actual cause’ for the damage, even
supposing that the house would definitely have been
burned down by fire B, if it were not for A.
The house burning down does depend on fire A under the
contingency that firefighters reach the house any time
between the actual arrival of fire A and that of fire B.
Under that contingency, if fire A had not been started, the
house would not have burned down. The house burning
down also depends on fire A under the contingency that
fire B was not started.
(see Halpern & Pearl (2005) Causes and Explanations: A
Structural-Model Approach. Part I: Causes)
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Deliberative stit
u

Initial idea: an agent can only be held responsible
for ϕ if she deliberately sees to it that ϕ
o

u

Recall the deliberative stit:
o

u

i.e. iff her choice is sufficient for ϕ to obtain and ¬ϕ is
possible

[𝒶𝒶 Dstit]ϕ == [𝒶𝒶 Cstit]ϕ ∧ ¬□ϕ

With group stit operators, this can be rewritten as:
o

[𝒶𝒶 Dstit]ϕ == [𝒶𝒶 Cstit]ϕ ∧ ¬[∅]ϕ
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But-for Cause

u

Idea: an agent cannot be held responsible if the
result would have come about even without her
particular action
o

u

Or, an agent can be held responsible if her contribution
was necessary for the result to obtain

An agent 𝒶𝒶 is a but-for cause of ϕ only if but for her
contribution ϕ would not have occurred, compare:

~

[𝒩𝒩 Cstit]ϕ ∧ ¬[𝒩𝒩-𝒶𝒶 Cstit]ϕ
ϕ ∧ [𝒩𝒩-𝒶𝒶 Cstit]¬ϕ
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NESS condition
u
u

An agent 𝒶𝒶 is a NESS condition for ϕ if and only if she is
a Necessary Element of a Set of Sufficient conditions

An agent 𝒶𝒶 is a NESS condition for ϕ if and only if there
is a group of agents 𝒢𝒢 such that
1.
2.
3.

u
u

Agent 𝒶𝒶 is a member of 𝒢𝒢

(element of)

[𝒢𝒢 Cstit]ϕ

(sufficient set)

¬[𝒢𝒢-𝒶𝒶 Cstit]ϕ

(necessary element)

Deliberative stit: agent 𝒶𝒶 is a necessary element of the
set of sufficient conditions {𝒶𝒶}
But-for: agent 𝒶𝒶 is a necessary element of the set of
sufficient conditions 𝒩𝒩

The Desert Traveller
Two enemies independently intent to kill a person travelling
through the desert.
In the night the first enemy poisons the water in the victim’s
canteen.
Right after that the second enemy, not knowing about the poison,
empties the canteen.
The next day the person is found dead and the official cause of
death is ‘dehydration’.
Which of the following hold?
1.

Enemy 1 deliberately sees to it that the traveler dies

2.

Enemy 1 is a but-for cause for the death of the traveler

3.

Enemy 1 is a NESS condition for the death of the traveler
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A Voting Example
A committee consisting of five members is to decide on the next
president of FoLLI by a majority vote. There are two possible
candidates:
A.

Logan the logician

B.

Lini the linguist

The turn out yields: A:4 & B:1, which entails that Logan is the new
president. Logan’s term results in a catastrophe that would have been
avoided by Lini.
u

Let 𝒶𝒶 be any Logan voter and let ϕ be the statement that Logan is
installed. Which of the following hold?
1.
2.
3.

𝒶𝒶 deliberately sees to it that ϕ
𝒶𝒶 is a but-for cause of ϕ

𝒶𝒶 is a weak NESS condition for ϕ
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A Complication:
A Complex Voting Example
The attendants of Responsibility in Action are to decide on the
next president of FoLLI by a majority vote. There are three possible
candidates
A.

Logan the logician

B.

Lini the linguist

C.

Phil the philosopher

The turn out yields: A:12 & B:10 & C3, which entails that Logan is
the new president. Logan’s term results in a catastrophe that
would have been avoided by any of the other candidates.
u

Who can be held responsible for the instalment of Logan?
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Avoidance Opportunity

u

u
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Avoidance Opportunity Condition
o

The agent should have had a reasonable opportunity
to have done otherwise.

o

It was within her power to reasonably choose not to be
an author (or co-author).

Assumption: there is a probability distribution that
represents the (justified) degrees of beliefs.
o

Avoidance Opportunity: There is an alternative action
available such that the chance of being a weak NESS
condition for ϕ would be lower
(see Braham & van Hees (2012) The Anatomy of Moral Responsibility

A Complication:
A Complex Voting Example
The attendants of Responsibility in Action are to decide on the next
president of FoLLI by a majority vote. There are three possible
candidates
A.

Logan the logician

B.

Lini the linguist

C.

Phil the philosopher

The turn out yields: A:12 & B:10 & C3, which entails that Logan is the
new president. Logan’s term results in a catastrophe that would have
been avoided by any of the other candidates.
u

Who is a NESS condition for Logan’s instalment?

u

Which action would yield the lowest chance of being a NESS
condition for Logan’s instalment?
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Collective
Responsibility

31

Responsibility Puzzles in
Collective Contexts
u

What does the blameworthiness of the collective’s act imply about the
personal blameworthiness of any one member of that collective? From
a logical point of view, the short answer is: nothing.
(Gilbert 2006b: 109)

u

It is surely unbelievable that there are no valid principles linking the moral
status of group acts with the moral status of constituent individual acts.
(Jackson 1987: 107)

u

A moral theory, T, is correct if and only if the agents who satisfy T,
whoever and however numerous they may be, are guaranteed to
produce the morally best world that that they could together bring
about.
(Portmore 2018: 330)

Group Agency &
Causal Contributions
u

[𝒢𝒢 Cstit]ϕ does not entail [𝒶𝒶 Cstit]ϕ

u

Obviously,
o
o

If 𝒢𝒢 is critically sufficient for ϕ, then there is an agent 𝒶𝒶 who is a
weak NESS cause of ϕ
If 𝒢𝒢 is minimally sufficient for ϕ, then every member of 𝒢𝒢 is a
weak NESS cause of ϕ

u

Does [𝒢𝒢 Cstit]ϕ entail that there is an agent 𝒶𝒶 who is a weak
NESS cause of ϕ??

u

Hence, if individual responsibility is formalized by the weak
NESS condition, then group responsibility entails individual
responsibility
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Group Obligations
u

A group action A weakly dominates another group
action B if and only if group action A always yields a
better (or equally good) outcome than group action B
would, regardless of the actions of the others

u

A group 𝒢𝒢 ought to see to it that ϕ, notation:
𝓈𝓈 ⊨ (𝒢𝒢 ought)ϕ, iff
o

u

for every action profile 𝓈𝓈 such that 𝓈𝓈𝒢𝒢 is admissible it holds
that 𝓈𝓈 ⊨ ϕ

Open question: Can we produce similar proposals on
the basis of other decision principles? Why (not)?

33

Subgroups’ Obligations
u

What is the relation between a group’s obligations and its
subgroups’ obligations?

u

Assume ℱ ⊆ 𝒢𝒢. Then,
o

(ℱ ought)ϕ → (𝒢𝒢 ought)ϕ is invalid; and

o

(𝒢𝒢 ought)ϕ → (ℱ ought)ϕ is invalid

u

Hence, from the fact that we together have a collective
obligation to do something, it does not follow that any of us
has the individual obligation to do it

u

No logical properties?
o
o

34

⊨ (𝒢𝒢 ought)ϕ → ¬(ℱ ought)¬ϕ

⊨ (ℱ ought)ϕ → ¬(𝒢𝒢 ought)¬ϕ

See Tamminga & Hindriks (2019) The Irreducibility of Collective Obligations

Collective Moral Luck
u

u

Collective moral luck
o

Can it be that we together fulfil our collective
obligations even though some of us fail to fulfil their
individual obligation?

o

Yes.

Even more collective moral luck
o

Can it be that we together fulfil our collective
obligations even though each of us fails to fulfil their
individual obligation?

o

Yes.
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Responsibility Gap
u

Is it always the case that someone can be held
responsible if something bad happens?

u

If every member of a group acts responsibly,
does that entail that the group acts responsibly?

u

Responsibility gap
o

Can it be that each of us fulfils their individual obligations
yet we together fail to fulfil a collective obligation?

o

Yes.
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Solving the Responsibility Gap
u

Suppose the group members are able to communicate and
agree upon a group plan to fulfil their collective obligation.

u

Group plans
o

u

Any set of group actions PG ⊆ AG

Member obligations
o

u
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Given a group plan, a group member fulfills her member
obligation if and only if she performs an individual action that is
her component in one of the group actions in the plan

What is the relation between member obligations and
collective obligations?

See Tamminga & Duijf (2017) Collective Obligations, Group Plans and Individual Actions

Good Plans and Bad Plans:
Two Criteria
u

A good plan satisfies two criteria:
1.

Optimality: Every group action in the plan is
deontically admissible

2.

Interchangeability: For every two group actions in the
plan, the composition of an agent’s contribution to
the first and the others’ contribution to the second
should amount to a group action that is also in the
plan
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A Formal Example
Agent 2

Agent 1

Left

Centre

Right

Top

1

1

0

Midway

0

0

1

Down

0

1

0

u

P1= {(T,L)} is interchangeable (as is any singleton group plan)

u

P2={(T,L), (T,C), (T,R)} and P3={(T,L), (T,C), (M,L), (M,C)} are interchangeable (but not
optimal)

u

P4={(T,C), (M,R)} is not interchangeable (but is optimal)

Plans & Responsibility Voids

u

If every group member acts according to a good
plan, then the group fulfills its collective obligation

u

Theorem: Whenever the group adopts a good plan,
then the group fails to fulfill its collective obligation
only if one of the group members fails to fulfill her
member obligation

This holds for any deontic game model involving finitely many agents
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Further Topics

The Murderer at the Door
Suppose a person who wants to murder your friend comes
at your door and asks whether your friend is in the house.
Suppose s/he is in the house and you know this. Should you
lie to the murderer at the door?
Kant:
u

if you have by a lie prevented someone just now bent
on murder from committing the deed, then you are
legally accountable for all the consequences that
might arise from it. But if you have kept strictly to the
truth, then public justice can hold nothing against you,
whatever the unforeseen consequences might be.
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Sequential Treatment
Suppose all participants at ESSLLI have been infected
with a fatal disease. Luckily, there is an antidote
available. You have (at least) two options:
A.

You offer antidote A which will result in all lives
saved.

B.

You refrain from offering antidote A now and tell
Jan to decide on whether to offer antidote A at a
later point in time. In this way, you can spend the
rest of the day in a Spa.
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(Common) Knowledge of
Rationality
u

Common knowledge of rationality is a very standard
assumption in game theory (though not universally
accepted)

u

Analogy in terms of responsibility: common knowledge
of responsible agency

u

Can I safely go to the Spa if I know that Jan will offer
the antidote?

u

Am I responsible for any fatalities if Jan decides not to
offer the antidote?
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Backward Induction
1.

First, one determines the optimal action of the
player (or players) who make the last decision

2.

Then, one determines the optimal actions of the
next-to-last player (or players) by taking the last
player’s (or players’) action as a given

3.

The process continues backwards in time until all
actions have been determined
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(Common) Knowledge of
Irresponsibility
u

Is it a valid excuse to say that others’ did not do their
part?

u

Murderer at the door: am I responsible for my
friend’s injuries if I tell the truth to the murderer?

u

Climate change: am I not responsible if I know that
others will not do their part in minimizing emissions?
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Climate-friendly Diet
Consider the following excuse: “Given that I could
reasonably— and, suppose, correctly—have expected
each of the other agents to play their polluting strategy
I cannot be blamed for doing so too.”
u

A difference between:
1.

Lowering the chance that ϕ results

2.

Lowering the chance that you are an author of ϕ
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Postponing
Suppose all participants at ESSLLI have been infected
with a fatal disease. Luckily, there is an antidote
available. You have (at least) two options:
A.

You offer antidote A which will result in all lives
saved.

B.

You refrain from offering antidote A now knowing
that you still have enough time to decide on
whether to offer antidote A at a later point in time.
In this way, you can spend the rest of the day in a
Spa.
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More Postponing
Suppose all participants at ESSLLI have been infected with
a fatal disease. Luckily, there is an antidote available. You
have (at least) two options:
A.

You offer antidote A which will result in all lives saved.

B.

You refrain from offering antidote A now and tell Jan
to decide on whether to offer antidote A at a later
point in time. In this way, you can spend the rest of the
day in a Spa.

C.

If Jan hasn’t decided to offer the antidote by lunch
tomorrow, then you can still decide to offer the
antidote afterwards.
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Dependence:
Responsibility in Networks
u

Hierarchical groups
o

u

Commanded Killing. Suppose a military commander commands his
subordinate to shoot an innocent civilian. The subordinate goes ahead
and shoots the civilian. Can we justify that the commander is to some
degree blameworthy – even though he did not pull the trigger?

Information or communication
o

Opinion Leader. Suppose a committee consisting of three members,
Marie, Mel, and Mo, is to decide on a particular proposal by simple
majority voting. However, imagine that Mo keeps an eye on Marie and is
likely to follow Marie’s judgement. Suppose that Marie voted in favour of
the proposal, that Mo followed Marie’s judgement, and that Mel voted
against the proposal. The proposal is therefore accepted by Marie and
Mo voting in favour. Suppose it is a bad proposal. Can we justify that Mo is
blameworthy?
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Degrees of Responsibility

u

We may want to impute different degrees of
responsibility
o

Suppose two firms simultaneously pour toxins into a river
with one firm dumping twice as much as the other, but
in which the actions of both firms are in itself sufficient
to cause a certain harm
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Thanks!

