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Abstract

In this dissertation, the authargues thatonstructivisfoundations of political
liberalism require a rarelgecognized sort of pluraliskhnot only the familiar pluralism
between ideas about how we ought to live that are the stock in trade of standard accounts
of liberalism, but a plalismabout political foudations as wellThe authomargues that
making sase of this requires revision tioee way we sometimes understand key concepts
(such as obligation), and develops an inconsistéoleyant, pluralism friendly deontic
logic for this purpose.

A pluralist friendly obligation is argued to be one that represents moral and
political principles in contrastive terms (analogous to contrastive explanation from Bas
Van Fraassen), in virtue of the need to order acting upon prescriptiorsuthioe
develops a class of mathematical objettsicesso model answers to why we should
choose one policy over alternatives.

Constructivist foundations also turn out togvena faciepluralist foundations, in
virtue of the nature of the norms guidings&raction. This leads to a proof that, in a
weakest base logic, legitimate moral or political codes in a pluralist context must
reference each other. Upon explicating the distinction between perspectives that could
consider unrealizable plans and perspestthat are themselves unrealizable, the author
proves that in our world liberalism is itself an unrealizable plan. These results clearly
illuminate what is at stake when justifying foundations for a liberal state.
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Politics, Principles and Pluralism:

On why liberalism must be inconsistent if correct

l. Introduction: Justification and Pluralism

Justifying a liberal approach to political policy, especially fundamental policy,
begins with taking the deep divisions and disagreements in a society seriously. In other
words,liberalismis based upon balancing and prioritizing the moral and life concerns of
the various members of a pluralist society. In this thesis | shall argue that there is
important philosophical work that needs to be done before we can get to this fundamental
balancng act, i.e., deciding upon some basis for justifying political liberalism; there are
good reasons to think that we need to sort out what some of the concepts we routinely use
in political and moral discussions can mean in a pluralist context. To bel dear,
proposing that many of the concepts we take for granted when theorizing liberalism may
be unfit in a pluralist context. My hope is that if we can identify exactly how and why this
mismatch occurs, substantial progress will not be far behind. Leegie Wwith some

motivating examples.

l.i Ought and Can
Is it possible that OoughtO implies OcanO is a platitude? If not, under what
conditions does OoughtO imply OcanO? If a pluralism regarding correct or acceptable ethical
theories were plausible, suchnclitions would make the connection between what we
ought to do and what we can do far more complicated than may be surmised. The

problem is, at least at first glance, if one hews to a-mikias allowing more than one



correct but conflicting moral theorgne ends up committed to the claim that Oought®
does not imply OcanO except in those [rare] occasions where there is only one such correct
theory that is actually applicable.

A brief sketch of this argument: suppose we have two equally correct, but
conflicting theories of what we ought to do. Since they conflict, it must be that they
prescribe actions that turn out to be incompatible, i.e., acting on one obligation precludes
being able to do the other. So we have a case where we ought to do two adticas, bu
only do one. Thus, we ought to do something but canOt do it. Obviously, this sketch calls

for a more detailed discussion, which can be found in chapter two.

l.ii Consistencies and Equilibrium

As is well known, reflective equilibrium prescribesitial adjustment between
general principles and concrete judgments, with the aim of achieving not only a sort of
consistency between abstract principles and exemplary cases, but also a best version of
such a balance. The idea here turns on two subordinatesckirst, that there are better
and worse ways of reaching this balance. Second, that we identify a best such balance
with a justification for the constitutive principles and judgments regarding the exemplary
cases. In other words, itOs insufficientf®to merely obtain consistency between
principles and intuitions; different approaches to reaching a balance, i.e., a consistent

package of principles and intuitions, need to be taken into account and compared. If we



canOt do betfehan a given balana#f principles and intuitions, those principles and
intuitions are correct (or justified).

Arguably, pluralism doesnOt play nice with reflective equilibrium either. Here is a
sketch of why. Pluralism entails irreducible disagreement between equally correct
theorie® see chapter one for details. Thus we are guaranteed at least some inconsistency
between the principles we expect to take as correct in some cases, concrete or otherwise.
But the previous explication of reflective equilibrium made (seemingly g#agen
reference to consistency. Thus, if we use reflective equilibrium to justify
theories/concrete judgments in a subject matter where we think a plurality of theories
may hold, it seems we are doomed to faifuifeyou canOt get a consistent group of
principles and intuitions, it seems to follow that instead of a plurality of correct theories,
we instead have none.

Here is another way to approach this idea. LetOs suppose that we have a reflective
equilibrium set up that looks like we have multiple bedabces of principles and
intuitions. If this could make sense, each such principle and intuition could be justified as
correct according to proponents of reflective equilibrium. On this supposition, there will
be multiple best but conflicting balancesvee¢n various principles and intuitions:

maximals rather than a maximum. Unfortunately for those wanting to treat reflective
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equilibrium as a justificatory method, since these local maximals will conflict with each
other, the principles they espouse cae@bbsistent with each other. And thus, reflective
equilibrium calls for further adjustment (and perpetually so). In other words, a reflective
equilibrium approach canOt seemingly allow us to claim that more than one, but
conflicting, theory is correct regding the same issue in the first place (i.e., if consistency
must be a feature of whatever sets of principles and intuitions from which we then look
for a best such version). Thus, there are no consistent solutions possible between all the
principles (ad intuitions) we think should be correct, given pluralism.

While obviously not conclusive (there may be some way to relax the requirement
of consistency in pluralist conteX}sthe above sketch of an argument is intended instead
to be only suggestive. Asich, | do not defend this argument in detail in what follows.
Rather, the point here is that methical pluralism should not be accepted blithely, i.e.,
just because we think that there is theoretical value to allowing multiple but conflicting
theoriesor values/principles. This said, | propose that we should be at least suspicious
regarding the coherence of pluralism in raetisics and thus, there is a pressing need to
understand just what we are committed to when intuitions incline us to theorizdiditoer

in pluralist terms.

II. Liberalism is a Pluralism
Of course, if pluralism seems incompatible with what we think about core ideas,
one might thinkso much the worse for pluralism in metthics And philosophically, if
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that is the way you see tkenceptual costs and benefits tilt, so be it. After all, if
pluralism in meteethics requires generally jettisoning OoughtO implies Ocan® and the use
of a basic philosophical tool like reflective equilibrium, we better look for something else
besides a phalist hypothesis. However, at least for those inclined to liberalism, this is
not a viable responBepluralism in any met@thics compatible with liberalism runs
deeper than may have first been thought, a claim | now turn to argue.

In the foundations of piical liberalism we find a sort of pluralism that refuses to
go away. And trying to formulate the foundations of liberalism without taking this
pluralism seriously has led to some notable, even if fruitful, failures. Before he died, John
Rawls argued thianerely taking pluralism about what is good in life seriously is not
enough [Rawls 2005]. In order to account for all that a liberal theorist should, one must
accept a plurality of what he called Public Reasons; in particular his principles of justice
shauld be just one type (and perhaps a minor one at that) of Public Reason among many
(pg. 450). To avoid the use of his particular jargon, we can say that Rawls recognized a
plurality of general principles of political justice. But why take R&atvice? Tl
answer is that formulating the foundations of liberalism requires taking reasonable

disagreement seriously, at whatever level of analysis one may find it. HereOs how.

Il.i Liberals Disagreeing and Obligation
The principles of political liberalism are supposed to lay out how we should live
together while still disagreeing, and even fundamentally so, about what is good in life.

Such disagreement about what is good in life may be thought of as pluralism about



private morality, as opposed to public morafi#t this level, correct liberal principles
should then play a dual role, providing both a moral justification for a particular approach
to the problem of how to resolve tensions arising from differing privatalres, i.e.,
pluralism about the good life, and also a providing a degree of practical guidance about
how to do so.

But, as we will see, there are good reasons to think liberalism is itself a pluralism,
not just a single story about how to deal wativate morality pluralism. What does it
mean that liberalism is a pluralisrBtce it is thembitionof political liberalisni to set
up how we can still cooperatgiasociety given the disagreement found in pluralist
society,the liberal theorist's job is to provide a correct account about how to
appropriately enforce such cooperatiof.course, different theorists propose different,
incompatible answers to both aspects of this question: the terms of cooperation and its
enforcement or implementation. Liberalism is a pluralism if these different thearest
equally correct about how we should cooperate (and enforce it).

The launching point for this project is then to ask what seems an obvious question,

framed this waywhy canOt people reasonably disagree about how we should cooperate
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gualiberal society, and not just about what is good in life? To be more direct, it may have
seemed safe to assume that @asnterproductive, if not impossibleo theorize the
liberal statdby using a variety oforrect, complete, but disagreeing accountsiofess,
or justice.(Or whatever else one takes to be the fundamental notions underpinning
therules of cooperatioquasociety for a suitablliberal state.)After all, liberalism is
supposed to resolve how to get along while disagreeing; and disagreeing about this might
be tantamount to the failure of the liberal project itself. But thisdi3agreementO
assumption for the foundation of liberalism | shall argue is untenable. Imfabiapter
one | shall argue that this is an instance of a more general philosophical lesson:
constructive foundations in general (i.e., in any subject matter) argoaisa,facie
pluralist foundations.

Put in these terms, it may be thought that time bf argumentation compounds
the problems of liberalism. That is, granted we take seriously the suggestion that
pluralism is of dubious coherence (for example on grounds like its seeming
incompatibility with certain truisms), the last thing we should vistd theorize
liberalism in terms of pluralism. But it seems to me that we need to take the question of
Owhy canOt we reasonably disagree about how to cooperateO gw;imlésse, a
serious one. Consider, for instance, some debates abouteb®f cooperation as they
actually occur in contemporary liberal societies. Let us briefly discuss the debates

regarding the best system for electing members of legislatures.



[I.ii Unfair/Fair Elections
Readers are probably somewhat familiar wiihiaus options for what we may
call electoral formulaBl first past the post, proportional representation, automatioffun
and others, some of which have several variditsat | want to note here is that each
electoral formula has a plausible case to lael@rfor it on grounds of fairness and justice.
Moreover, each is also susceptible to criticism on grounds of fairness and justice. For
ease of presentation, consider just a few of the various negative criteria for a fair and just
electoral formula or syste
It is primafacie unfair or unjust:
a) to ignore/abstract away anyoneQs vote in deciding which candidate wins a seat
b) to ask citizens to vote without suitable political debate (and this requires local
debates)
c) to not let citizens vote for a local represéintaif they so choose
d) to allow the system to abstract away which party wins the most Ofirst choice®
votes in deciding which candidate wins the seat
e) for a system to allow seat distribution to be unrepresentative of votersO
preferences, i.e., a suitable gaenof seats should be representative of the voting

population, suitably construed.

For our purposes, what matters is that it is unclear whether the burden for any relevant
criterion is met for any of one of the electoral systems. And | am sure thenasmye
more criteria that may cloud matters further. Here are a couple of example§irst/ith

past the posn Canada, for example, generally haffthe time yownly need little better



than a thircbf the votes in a riding to win the sé&o while FPTP allows and

encourages local debates, with local representatives and ensures at the riding level the
candidate who wins the most Ofirst choice@ wate the seat, haiff thetime two thirds

of votes are ignored and can allow for partiegito a majority of seats while receiving

less total votes than another party. On the other hand, AutomatiofReystems can

allow (while in practice rarely do so) that a candidate wins the most firsplace votes

to not win the seat by treating firstace votes as, in some sense, on par Witbr2even

lower place votes. And of course, there is nothing in either system that straightforwardly
encourages or ensures a legislature or executive that is demographically representative of

the voting populaon.”

It seems that taking some types of fairness considerations semollislyow any
one of theselectoral formula in a favorable lighbut at the cost of disregardingher
types of fairness consideratioi$ie question of whahakesan electoral sstemfair
seems to have multiple cogent answers. Each sort of consideration from the above
example emphasized different characteristics we take to be relevant when deciding
whether a voting system is fair. If this characterization efféirness of electal
formulasis cogent, reasonable disagreement about the right way to cooperate, i.e., in

terms of this sort of basic institution, will be inevitable
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Of course, | don't pretend that one example, or even a range of similar ones, could
establish that this sort of reasonable disagreementl@astiis stage | aim only to be
suggestive. What this suggests is that liberalism is caught between needimg to tak
disagreement seriously at all levels and on the other hand maintaining theoretical
coherencel assume that this problem is not merely Oeating cake and having it tooO; rather,
if we want to articulate how liberalism can itself be a plurdliam need beer
conceptual tools. This project aims to develop a foundation for the concepts we need to

correctly theorize a truly pluralist liberalism.

[Il. Obligations and Pluralism

To develop a foundation for a thoroughly pluralist liberalism, this thesis is
roughy divided into two parts. The first section examines the nature of pluralism and
reasons for thinking when and how it could be true, in general and in moral domains
specifically. In these sections | also explain how the formal and informal methodologies |
have chosen are well suited for analyzing the relevant notions. That is, | show that a

pluralist context makes certain demands on how we theorize.

The second part pursues the task of providing a plura@mpatible account of
the central moral conceptsseems to conflict with. If thdubious coherence of pluralism

results froma faulty analysis of the concepts, lialigation(especially as it relates to
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the notion ofprinciplesof justice in a liberal democratic context), an account of
obligationandits cognates that can make sense in a pluralist context is desirable. To
develop one, | defend a contrastive analysisbtijationunder conditions of pluralism,

which allows us to make sense of disagreement about the right way to socially cooperate.

| also assume that the principles of liberal justice are decided upon, not
discovered; in this sense, my approach is part of the constructive traditions in liberal
foundationsand so my approach can be seen as offering an assist to such liberal theorists
who have either hinted at or advocated pluralism about liberal foundaktmrsover, as
pointed out already, if my arguments in chapter one, i.e., that constructive foundations are
prima faciepluralist, are correct, my approach is important for any constistan the

liberal tradition.

To summarize the general point another way, in this prbpetswer two
guestions at the heart of this pluralist turn. The first question: How is it possible (or more
precisely, what would it cost) to have clear and iigiflle notions ofobligation, moral
principlesand other cognates if moral or political pluralism is assumed? And supposing a
satisfying answer to that questios:there a suitable notion of pluralism that, in fact,

could help constructivist liberals ddop better a foundation for liberalism?

IV. Method: Formalizing Obligation

While there are various moral concepts the obvious readings of which conflict

with pluralism, much of my discussion focuses on obligation. | do so since it is a linchpin



or keystoneconcept, which once clarified will make the needed adjustments to other
notions clear. A simple sketch should suffice for now.

The political rules arising from a particular foundational theory will tell citizens
what theymust do, ought to dor areforbidden from doinde.g., in order to be fair to
everyone) and what they ambowed to doPresumably in a liberal state, the final
category is large, the first three smaller, as befits a theory with the notion of liberty at its
core.But if there are in fet various correct such foundational theories, and they are
genuinelydistinct and so disagreeirtheories, presumably there will be disagreement

about which category certain actions fall into.

It is tempting to take such inconsistency as motivatingandbiguation rule. That
is, to avoid saying that a particular action is both obligatory and not obligatory, or that
two incompatible actions are both obligatory, one might defend the viewdhaiean
different things by the notion @rescriptionfound ineach endorsed moral cod®ather
thana plurality of equally correct but conflicting moral codes,hageonly different
theories with different conceptions fescriptionand so no disagreement or pluralism
after all.l will pursue a different roadt you get the right logidnconsistency does not

indicate the need to disambiguate

For a few decades now, logicians have pursued formal means of reflecting the
intuition that all inconsistencies arenOt the saoreeSorts of inconsistency are not
disastous, logically speaking. The bdstown sorts of logics that can distinguish
between disastrous and deductively interesting inconsistencies are the various Relevant

(or Relevance) logics. Of course, Classical and Intuitionistic logics treat all



inconsistenies as explosive, implying everything and nothing. Representing deductions
in a pluralist context however requires us to distinguish between when someone uses a
particular theory in an inconsistent manner, which should be explosive, logically
speaking, ath when someone uses inconsistent claims from two different but equally
correct theories. The latter sort of inconsistency must be allowed for, i.e., to put

constraints on what follows from such inconsistent group of premises.

The use of readynade tools fom formal logic is one reason that there is more
symbolism in this thesis than one often finds in works of political philodemfigers
have already considered how to revise what follows from inconsistencies. But there are
further reasons to take a formglpaoach. Formalization is well known as the appropriate
and geto tool for investigating conceptual options and constraints for the sorts of
concepts that can in some sense be treatiedjiaal words, and words like OoughtO have
long been regarded this waA proper formal treatment of these concepts will help us

sort out what these concepts can coherently mean in a pluralist setting.

As may be guessed, standard deontic logics are not the right tool for the present
job since inconsistency is disastrousuth logics; nonetheless | shall briefly argue this
point in chapter twoThe positive part of the project, so to speak, and the one the vast
majority of this thesis deals with, is that we shall need to develop new tools for thinking

about obligations (ahcognates) in a pluralist setting.



V. The Difference between the Political and the Moral

| am arguing that justifying liberal, fundamental policy requireseustdnding
whatjustificationwould looklike under conditions of pluralism. To accomplish this
there are two tracks | take in this project. First, as mentioned, the methodological track
uses (or aims to use) a suitable notion of deontic consequence, i.e., a logic that treats
OobligationO as a logical word. The philosophical track is to supppas tha are
searching for norms that we can use to justify political liberalism, we can use the sort of
norms we already use in the moral domain and make suitable adjustments for use in the
political sphere. In both cases, the adjustments | will argusifidoe due sometimes to
considerations regarding the nature of value pluralism and other times in regards to

special features found in political claims (or at least allow for such a possibility.)

The worry here is how can | allow for the possibilitytthalitical claims about
liberalism are not the same as substantive moral claims, i.e., liberalism as a political
theory neednOt assume any particular-eteiaal view. ThereOs a potential tension
between using a formalism that focuses on an ostensibigi mation, as well as often
using moral examples to illustrate the norms | argue we should adapt for use in the
foundations of liberalism, and respecting the distinction between substantive moral

claims and political claims.

The response to this concenthe methodological arena starts with the idea that
while it is also a live debate whether pluralism is true in the ethical realm, it is not an
implausible suggestioMy account of issues, like one norm trumping another, spell out

the need for represeng) these types and patterns of conceptual reasoning by positing

! $C



moral pluralism, and account for the mechanisms of,teayping, in that lightlf | am

right, the liberal political domain is also one in which we find a plurality of normative

codes, sotiis plausible that analogous formal tools will work in both domains. The idea
here is that on a substantive or material level of analysis itOs possible to draw carefully
circumscribed but fruitful analogies between moral and political claims; on a flaved|

such analogies are easier to come by, since structural similarity comes much cheaper than
does the material. This is generally one of the great virtues of formal analysis, i.e., that

the same structure may be instantiated in different (and sometdieally different)

realms, which allows us to use claims in one domain to articulate a similar claim in a

different domain.

On this account, we may see moral and political codes as both species of a more
general notion of a normative code, and thatsmaificant degree the structure found in
moral codes under conditions of pluralism generalizes and thus can be applied in the
analysis of political codes (under conditions of pluralism.) Part of the justification for this
attitude (towards the generalmbity of the structure of moral codes) is in fact how apt
such structure turns out to be, i.e., for representing political codes under pluralist
conditions. In other words, | am asking that the context of discovery serve also, at least
somewhat, as a camit of justification. And of course, if | am right about this
species/genus differentiation, we could do no more to philosophically respect the
distinction between political claims and substantial moral claims. And all this while
nonetheless treating suckaims as structurally similar in the way presupposed by this

methodology.



Regarding the other aspect of this concern, when | explain what is philosophically
or materially at stake regarding certain distinctions, | will generally use moral examples
to articulate a first approximation. And given the methodological track | takegHt not
do otherwise, i.e., | need to first formulate a moral version before | can explain why |
need to make the required adjustments to render it properly political in nature. Moreover,
there is nothing claimed heaepriori about the nature of politdt claims, i.e., that they
just are notions adapted from moral contexts. Rather, the claim is that | can use the
analysis of notions found in the moral context to develop an analysis for the relevant
political claim. Here | am instructed by g{1968} philosophical analysis is the search
for the basis of justification for the relevant class of claims. On this account, justification
is giving reasons why you choose, believe, &tastead oB: A falls under the relevant
norm, sayw, while B does notAnd if someone demands justification for the ndiin
none can be given, or, as | would add, not without specifying alternative nornYspisay
X and arguing thatV does a better job thahor X in regulating what matters in that

discourse.

As Dummet [1980] points out, reporting correct usage, i.e., as falling under the
relevant norm, is not philosophy, but mere description (pg. 2.) There is a reason for these
norms, the Owhy we follow said normO and this reason is what is properly philosophical.
In otherwords, what we do by following the norm is what is at stake, philosophically. As
it turns out, at least in my approach, the philosophical stakes are far more easily drawn
when dealing with the toy models and thought experiments common to the moral domain.
Again, the claim | am defending is not that there is no distinction between the political

and the substantive moral; rather that they arenOt so different that we canOt make suitable
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adjustments to norms in one domain to justify claims in the other. Asigsthossible
because, as | will argue in particular cases, why we follow these philosophically

significant norms are relevantly similar in both domains.

While this argument may not be conclusive in s@pegiori sense, the point is
instead to motivate dast taking this sort of methodology seriously enough to test out its

results.

V1. Outline

The dissertation is organized as follows. Chapter One, | introduce some of the
basic notions underlying this project. First, | introduce the philosophical isauddadke
to motivate the move to pluralism in megthics: Bernard William@anti-systematic
claims regarding ethics and Amartya Senfgasibilityandredundancyobjections to
constructing ideally just states in liberal theory. | then sketch a brief and informal version
of my response to these objections, i.e., to using ideal versions of a state to theorize
liberalism.l then look at the concepts of deontic logicidhe value of using a logical
approach to metathics. Next | examine the connection between agioding
principles, moral constructivism and pluralism. Here | argue that a constructivist
foundation is als@rima faciea pluralist foundation.

In Chaper Two, | examine the nature of pluralism, both in general and in meta
ethics in particular. | first survey some common and pertinent responses to moral
disagreement or dilemmas and argue that dilemmas ought to be taken seriously, not
explained away. Oneay to take dilemmas seriously is to posit that there are multiple

correct moral theories that conflict in such cases. The next section is a detailed



examination of the nature of theoretical pluralism and how it could apply to regimenting
metaethics. The axt three sections examine a family of what | suggest are logical and
philosophical consequences of taking moral pluralism seriously: inconsistency of
principles, paraconsistency, and (perhaps) true contradictions. From this discussion, a
clear picture ofvhat taking pluralism seriously involves emerges. We can now begin the
analysis obbligationand its cognates under conditions of pluralism.

Chapter Three is concerned with the problem of agjigdance in a pluralist
context. The idea is that, when fdogith the sort of disagreement seen as problematic
for actionguidance, the relevant codes may prescribe trumping the original but
conflicting obligation with a coordination mechanism. These mechanisms could allow us
to settle disagreement in some, if naist, cases in a liberal society. There are two
subordinate issues involved in this strategy. First, what is a trumping relation? Second,
what is a fair coordination mechanism?

Given these issue€hapterThree is largely focused on the philosophicahdet
of how we should analyzgbligationsuch that we can make senseaftrary to duty
(CTD hereatfter) structures amdhat | call Otrumpir@elations A trumping relation holds
between two obligations when one obligation overrides the other. A CTustus
closely relatedand the ide&ere is if one were to do wrong, not all bets are off so to

speak. After one has done wrong, there are still moral reasons to refrain from ottfer evils
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The first section details the problems that result from usinggsrtons as basic
parameters, i.e., atoms, in any deontic logic that has trumping relations or CTD structures.

The next section argues that moral principles should be understood as more fine
grained than is the usual practice. To capture this more rdianoeeption, | defend a
view that moral principles need to be understooutrastively While | claim no
commitment to the view as originally developed for scientific explanation by Van
Fraassen [1980], | do make use of certain elements as found imhesak | argue that
what matters for representing moral principles is being able to identify what sort of
choices one ought or ought not to so choose. To this end, | propose that choices should be
represented by a list of options and that principles shioellunderstood as a claim that
such and such option should be chosen, morally speakstgadof the other options. In
following the literature surrounding Van FraassenOs project, | call my proposal
CContrastive Principle®. | show how we need a struetinat allows us to specify the
contrast class of the action we are morally evaluating in order to repcesé&gsand
thusmoral principles

In Chapter Four, the previously informal concepts of choices and obligations,
specifically the resulting ideiyf ordering and related moral orderings are treated
formally. I then introduce a prodheory to reason about and with the concepts defined
by this order theory. | show how we can use the weakest formal language to deduce a
criterion for any moral code der conditions of pluralism: that any such code must
guarantee that acting upon its prescriptions is compatible with the obligations of rival

codes. As may be guessed, this criterion bears a strong resemblance to parts of RawlsO
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inference from what he calthe fact oReasonabl@luralism But of significant

theoretical value, | show that this conclusion holds without using any of his theoretical
apparatus or assumptions; the bare meaning of logical terms under conditions of
pluralism entails the criterion

With these tools in place, the formal semantics for the langRBgehoiceis
introduced RD-choiceis shown to be paraconsistent, relevant, and constructive.

Next | introduce a semantics for a pluralist version of obligation: neighborhood
semantics. I sense of permissibility is treated as interdefinable with obligation, |
demonstrate the need for a different sense of permissibility feidsabworlds such as
ours. This result can represent the distinction between weak and strong permissibility as
found in the deontic logic literature. It is also shown that in the neighborhood semantics
Williams{1981] maxim is right; the relationship betweenghtandmustis the same
relationship as that betwebeastandonly.

| conclude with comments regardidgections for research in solving problems
in deontic logic, such as CTD structures and other order problems. | also point to the
possibility of deriving radically different types of foundations for liberalism. It seems safe
to assume that some notioniwipartiality must underwrite the foundation for justifying
liberal policy. | propose that another sort of foundation is possible, given the arguments
regarding the nature of constructive abstraction and pluralism: the fiduciary perspective.
Finally | propase that my account of a plurality of moral and political codes, i.e., the type
and nature of interaction between such codes, can provide a useful scaffold for theorizing

the legitimacy of the state. In brief, when the political codes of a state are userhin



criticism to adjust private moral codes and when private moral codes are used in moral

criticism to adjust the political codes of a state, that state is taken to be legitimate.
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Chapter One Foundations

1.0Introduction
In this chapterl] will be looking at starting points. The first issue: Bernard
Williams and Amartya Sen may be seen as arguing that taking pluralism seriously is
tantamount to rejecting systematic constructivism in ethics. If they are correct, this
projed (i.e., of using systematic constructivism in a pluralist context) is misguided. | will
argue that their criticism leaves open at least one avenue of escape, and that this is the
option | will take: allowing for a constructive system to be inconsistdmd.fifst problem
| look at is the antsystematic program of Bernard Williams [1981], perhaps best
captured by his slogan OOoughtO is related to OmustO as ObestO is related to OonlyOO (pg.
125.) The othersisue is Amartya SenOs [2P0jections to sociatontract foundations of
liberalism. | show how we can use SenOs complaints to make a more general point
regarding the problems faced by any constructivist approach. In this chapter | will briefly
and informally sketch out how the sort of pluralist apprdgmopose will be able to
respond to these objections. A more detailed response, in some respects, must wait
because the details depend on some of the formal work to be done in later chapters.
The second issue follows up on this discussion of pluralishSanOs and
WilliamsCeriticisms: why use a logical approach to methics? The idea is that while
we may want to useuralist perspectivéo defend a foundation for political liberalism,
we first need to justify a method for investigating the detdiks suitable pluralism. It
would be cold comfort to have a doctrine that solves problems at a general level, but turns
out to be too problematic in the details. To this end, | argue that the relevant moral terms

and concepts can be treated as particolds ®f mathematical objects. Given an



appropriate formal language to reason with and about such objects, we will be well on
our way to understanding the ramifications and consequences of a pluralist approach for
liberal foundations.

The next issue will aacern doubts regarding the epistemic status of pluralism in
metaethics. It may be hoped that the multiplicity of moral approaches to liberalism is
merely an artifact of the state of current scholargtopiraWilliams or Sen. The hope is
that once we havbetter understood our notions, we could develop one uniquely correct
theory that captures everything we thought mattered. However, | argue that the very
nature of constructivist foundations, when properly understood, gene@iesadacie
case for a plurality of such foundations. So whether or not one agrees with \\ikiagns
SenOs arguments for taking pluralism seriously, as constructivists we have girleest a
faciecase for so doing. It would appear that a constructivist approad$ éme to allow

for inconsistent systems in general and in regkécs in particular.

1.1 The Organizing IssuesThe distinction between OMustO &dghtO

To understand why a pluralist turn looks to hold promise for solving issues in the
foundations opolitical liberalism, | will first look at why some have argued that
pluralism is instead deeply problematic for systematic constructivist foundations. | begin
with Bernard Williams and his criticism of systematic approaches in general.

As in other field, foundational theories tend to include answers to questions
regarding the nature of characteristic concepts (for example, what is the nature of

obligation). Also, it is common that foundational theories should vindicate practices as
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found in its targetr@a’® And when we think ofoundationsthoughts of a systematic
theory are often not far behind. However, in his bbtakal Luck and throughout much

of hisoeuvre Bernard Williams used features found in concrete moral practices to
support his contentiothat no systematic foundation was possible for moral theory. |
propose that such concrete moral practices instead suggest sedftaumsistent
systematic foundation is possible. If | am correct about the nature of these starting points,
my conjectures that WilliamsO reasoning should lead us not to reject a systematic
approactsimpliciter, rather only to reject setfonsistent systems. However, while | will
gladly borrow the concrete starting points he describes, the details of WilliamsO
arguments arbeyond the scope of this project. All I need from this discussion is the
conclusion that at least some systems, for example a suitable pluralist foundation, are
permitted, given the relevant concrete starting points.

A major starting point for Williamsf2012] argument was the fact that the meta
ethical perspectives of his day failed to take seriously the fact that we find irreducibly
conflicting responsibilities throughout lived moral experier{@€4.2]. His ant
systematic perspective relied, in part,aodistinction betweeaughtandmustobserved
in such concrete instances of conflict. He formulated this distinction as follows: that
bligationis related tanustasbestis related tanly O (Hereafter | may refer to this as
theobligation as best optiondaim.)

The problem thebligations as best optiordaim raises for a systematic

foundations is that it seems if the system involves a unique moral tkfeamyhat it
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finds to be the best action, decision, choice etc. foresmoral situation is also the only
such best option. Thus, there could be no distinction betaggimtandmust'*

What | take from this distinction: if a systematic approach to achioting
principles is sekconsistent, in that for any one particularralassue there is at most
one applicable principle to guide actigie distinction betweenughtandmustis
obscured or even conflated. In other words, when what we ought to do is the only thing
we should do (andice versa, there is no real differeedbetween what we must and what
we ought to do. Perhaps this suggests that, on this account, the distinction loetgleen
andmustis merely grammatical or a matter of emphasis at best.

Given that we want this distinction to be more meaningful, it séleatsorrectly
abstracting principles from the concrete level of lived moral experiences often requires
positing a multiplicity of ways to best live up to our responsibilities. If we want to take
into account all relevant moral concerns i.e., found in monerete terms, then correctly
balancing of the responsibilities of different moral roles may take many different guises.
Looking at this issue in this way suggests a theoretic possibility with important
implications. There is some plausibility in the inatthat a theory could have a principle
that in some cases finds two states of affairs to have the same amount of good and bad for
different reasons. For example, if one is to maximize the amount of happiness within

some group, there may be many diffeneai/s to calibrate this hedonic calculus. In other
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words there may be no unique distribution for the maximum amount of happiness
throughout this group®

However, it is not clear whether the lack of distributive principles constitutes a
principled distinabn betweeroughtandmust Failing to guide distribution may merely
amount to a lacunia the action guiding power of the theory after all. Nonetheless, we
can see from this case that it might be possible to distinguish a choice with multiple best
optionsfrom there being only one such best option. But the question now is: what would
it take for there to be a principled connection between many/one best option(s) and the
distinction betweeought/mus?

Perhaps we should look to a more forained decisioprocedure for a basis for
the distinction betweeoughtand must. A decision procedure is a principled basis after
all. If, as is commonly thought, a constructivist approach is supposed to specify a
procedure for identifying the relevant principle for di#og a case, that same procedure
should always identify the same principle in all morally similar cases. This consistency
over similar cases is a standard, and some might think bedrock, criterion for a cogent
decision procedure. Put this way, it seems tihate shouldnOt be Otied for bestO in
constructive proceduré§That is, it seems impossible that a consistent procedure could
give us different results from the same starting points. The natural option is to then to

allow for multiple procedures for dettng what is best.
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The lesson, then, from the laok-distributiveprinciples case is that weOre
looking for a constructive system that, in some cases, finds no moral distinction between
multiple options, each relevant to the one and same decision. Thiaeis at least two
such options there should be a relevant and correct decision procedure, which says each is
the best thing for us to do. Thus, we need a constructive system with multiple, equally
correct but conflicting decision procedures such thexeticould be no moral reason to
prefer one decision procedure over another, at least in sorrte\vnahcases. Such a
possibility would allow us to differentiate between cases where there is only one best
option and cases where there are multiple begtregtthus we could have a principled
ought/mustlistinction.

Of course, if | am correct and theories must be able to be thought of as consistent
sets, there must be a way to conceive of a systematic foundation as not a theory. To do so,
| will distinguish between a systematic approach and a theory, but this must wait until |
explain why and how | will use formal methodology. Before that discussion, let me first
introduce SenOs objections to constructing ideally just states as a basis for justifying
liberdism. After all, Sen asks a similar question to the one | raised in the introduction:

why canOt people reasonably disagree about what is unjust?

1.2 The Organizing Issuesthe Infeasibility and RedundancyProblems
Liberal theoryquapolitical doctrine, i.e. over and above the metiaical issues
regarding pluralism raised in the last section, faces at least two foundational problems, to

which | contend, theoretical pluralism instead provides a viable solution.
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Let me introduce someabkground to the issues. It is useful to categorize, broadly
speaking, two main strands in the kinds of answers political philosophers give to the
question of what policy should guide us in the selection of public policy [Sen 2009: pgs.
5-12]. The receivediew may be thought of as Regulatory Ideal Theory (RIT)
methodologies. The basic idea behind RITs is that from among the realistic alternatives
for the basic constitution of a state, we ought to choose the one that most closely
approximates the ideal. this project | am focusing on a subset of RITs, that is, those
that use a constructivist framework. To be clear, constructivist RITs specify criteria for
acceptability of principles under ideal conditions.

The main challengers to RIT may be called Compagatpproaches (CA). Such
approaches argue that working from a neutral perspective, which will vary from theory to
theory, the various options could be cardinally ranked according to different standards for
Obetter thanO (or left argued for in informaide As described, these are very broad
categories. Plato, Kant and Rousseau are some of the earliest defenders of the regulatory
ideal. John RawlsO early work is a good example of contemporary RIT, as is Robert
NozickOs libertarianism. Different as b#it views are, each is concerned with
specifying the ideal form of a just state and by so doing providing a framework for
justifying policy in concrete situations.

Adam Smith, Karl Mar¥ and John Stuart Mill are some good examples of the
CA tradition. Inportant contemporary comparative theorists include Amartya Sen and

Kenneth Arrow. Each is concerned with specifying an impartial perspective and a
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methodology, as well as specifying what sort of concrete social and economic situations
are preferable fronheir perspectives

To see what philosophical benefit theoretical pluralism provides, it will help to
focus on Amartya SenOs attack on RIT3hie Idea of JusticeSen focuses his attack on
social contracstyle reasoning, which is only one type of comstivist reasoning in
ethics. Social contract reasoning specifies criteria for the acceptability of an agreement or
contract under ideal circumstances (and what counts as ideal circumstances should be
constructively abstracted from a concrete IBvlore o this later). This ideal contract is
then used to generate principles to organize the moral or political world under
consideration. However, | will show how his argument can be refined to target the
assumptions shared by constructivist rrtacs in geneal. Beforel do this, let me
introduce the main target of his criticism: John Rawls and the contemporary social

contract reasonindeveloped around Theory of JusticandPolitical Liberalism

1.2.1Rawls and Social Contract Foundations

RawlsO originahotivation inA Theory of Justic§1999] was to establish for
political theory a basis that can do for it what set theory did for mathematics. The idea
underlying his approach is that if we were to decide upon using prinXiptesrganize
society and we can show that we couldnOt do betteXtie@m a society based &tis

justified. To this end, he develops the metaphor of a social contract in terms of what he
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calls the Ooriginal position.O The idea here is that we coaldiesision to agree to a
contract, suitably construed, as a basis for justifying the terms of forming and maintaining
a society. If we could show hovegple in such aariginal position would agree to a
bestcase scenario @uch social contract, the terasd conditions of their agreement

could justify the resulting society.

However, he nature of how we set up the decispsacedure for our social
contract must still capture what would count as a moral perspective, that is, if it is to have
any claim tdbe a contract upon which we could not improve. Thus Rawls invents a Oveil
of ignoranceO that strips away any information from our contract negotiators that could
give any undue advantage in the bargaining process. For example, knowing whether one
is male o not would incline one to favor contracts that likewise suggest favorable
outcomes for males or not as the case may be. Any sort of favoritism for outcomes based
on social privileges or any other sort of lottery of birth would be cut out with such a
condtion. The notion of a moral perspective operative here is as a view taking persons as
equal in fundamental ways deserving of equal consideration; here | focus on just one
aspect of this equality of consideration, in terms of the fact that any knowledges of
anyone in particular would fare in a proposed contract is left in the dark.

As may be well known, Rawls came to the conclusion that we could not do better
under these conditions than to agree to a sothatynaximizes liberties for each person
compdible with the same liberties for any other and that an inequality of anylgocial
economically opolitically significant good mapnly be allowed if it is to the benefit of

those who end uamong thewvorst off in that society. His reasoning for this clusion



can be summed up in terms of a rational necessity for negotiators in the original position
to take themselves to be in a wenét position in whatever society they decide upon.
While his reasons for this averse attitude to the risks of endiag aOworsifO
are detailed, independently interesting and watgging, | prefer to articulate them in a
more general sense than he explicitly does but in a fashion that | propose is more in the
spirit of bothA Theory of JusticandPolitical Liberalism. Justifying society in terms o
sort of cooperation only makes sense first and foremost in terms of@oobikg
arrangement in which we try to minimize the variability of economic activity and our
exposure to violence. If we donOt take this basis the purpose of distinguishing unjust
societies from just societies, Rawls would suggest we are talking about different topics
altogether. In other words, there are two things we must take to be primitive evils:
catastrophic scarcity and violence. Siitdellows that, rationally, we must seek to avoid
these evils without thereby sacrificing anything of greater value, our negotiators in the
original positions must assume the perspective of the wtitste., those most likely to
suffer from the variabty of economic activity or violence, and bargain accordingly. Of
course once we are negotiating, other sorts of gomals become subject to similar
reasoning: it is rational to pool the risk associated with catastrophic lack or loss of other

sorts ofgoods if the benefits of doing so outweigh the costs.

1.2.2 Sen: Agreement isnOt Acceptability
Senin hisThe Idea of JusticR009], argues that contrastyle RITs (what he

calls Otranscendentalist institutionalism®) all suffer from at least one of two problems:



they are eitheinfeasibleor redundant’ When he speaks of feasibility, Sen has in mind a
requirement for a certain sort @dmpleteness. The incompleteness he accuses RITs of
should not be confused with the logical notion of theoretical incompleteness, i.e., that for
some sentengethe theory doesnOt decide whethernot pis true. Rather, the salient

sort of incompletenasefers to a theory failing to account for all the phenomena it should,
i.e., a "feasible" theory is one that accounts for all the relevant phenomena. Sen argues
that it implausible that any agreement (set of principles) specifying a perfectly just state,
or its institutions, could account for all the many, diverse impartial reasons that actually
exist for thinking of justice in one way or anotfi&This is what he means by the claim

that any unique ideal will be infeasible. More precisely, he claimstsinfeasible that

any one particular social contract could achieve unanimous assent from every reasonable
would-be citizen.

When Sen charges RITs with being redundant, his line of thinking is what one
would expect, given his terminology: if we need G#&aay to justify concrete policy
decisions, and if we can also use CA to justify the basic constitution of a state, then the
RIT framework is not doing any workhere are clearly two subsidiary claims involved
here. First, that RITs are of no help fonsg particular policy problems, so a CA such

as the social choice theory Sen advocates is unavoidable. Secondly, that there is no
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principled difference between justifying the choice of concrete policy and the choice of
what general policy should guide peanlar policy options (that is, the choice of thesic
constitution of a staje

While SenOs argument is careful and detailed, we need not cover his particular
attack on Rawlsian and other social contract theories. We can already abstract the more
geneal lesson from SenOs argument. To do so, keep in mind the constructivist
assumption: we assume that the notioaadeptabilityunder ideal conditions is suitable
to play the role of OtruthO in ethics. SenOs infeasibility complaint points out thaf the set
acceptable principles of justice is far larger than any one contract we could agree to.
That is, the notion aigreemen(to a contract) does not exhaust the notion of
acceptability(of a set of principles). As | want to refurbish his argument, tisear
analogous complaint against any particular specification of what couatsestable In
other words, the class of principles we have reasons to accept is larger than any set picked
out by any RIT To be fair, | donOt think | am claiming anythihgttis not already
implicit in SenOs criticism of a monist foundation.

There are two ways that | will take to ground the claim that there is no unique

self-consistent way to formulate what it takes fonaral or politicalprinciple to be
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acceptableFirst, the notion ohcceptability under ideal circumstancesn be made
more precise and detailed in many distinct but equally justifiable ways. For instance,
what should count as ideal circumstances can vary: in terms of what knowledge we
would have;he time span of the contract; the operative; and whether some basic moral
assumptions or sentiments (e.g. violence is bad) are presupposed such that we must allow
some claims to have default justification.

The second way to try to ground the distinction between the generic and specific
notions ofacceptabilityis to mimic,mutatis mutandiSenQOs infeasibility complaint or
some vesion of G.E. MooreOs opgunestionargumentFor instance, suppose we have
somespecification of the sort of reasons that should be taken to render some policy
acceptable. We would have some formula like: reasons to cAduseeX if and only if
the choice td\ is acceptable. Despite the general rejection of MooreQOs intuitionistic
Platonism?* many people may still respect timéuition behind the opequestion
argumentthat we can never be certain that there are no relevant properties ouide of
that we should take as good reasons to guide our assessments of cholmsotber
words: But is it [really] acceptable for reasons to chadosehaveX? For example, leX
be some formulation ampartiality. On this supposition, the reasons to chddsee
impartial if and only if the choice tAis acceptable. But, it still seems illiggble to ask:
is it morally acceptable for reasons to choAge have that particular formulation of
impartiality. Is it not possible that we could do better, morally speaking, with some other

formulation?
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A related problem is that any correct charazégion of what counts as a good
reason must on some level be attentive to contextual factors. If this is the case, the
implausibility of enumerating every possible correct characterization is due to how
contextual factors are generally understood asigaam opertexture. As is well known,
it is impossible to enumerate every characterization of a phenomenon if under conditions
of opentexture?®?

The redundancy problem needs no substantive changes for it to apply directly to
any specification of what counin generalas aconstructively acceptable

characterization of an ideally just state.

1.3 The Solutions: Moral and Political Pluralism
The Ought/Must Distinction and Moral Pluralism

At first glance it is easy to see why those who feel inclined to agree with WilliamsO
assessment of the plurality of best moral practices might also buy into anti
foundationalism (or more precisely, a rgystematic foundations) of some sort. In fact,
paricularists (and possibly moral sentiments theorists) of the more careful and subtle
variety could tryto use a version of thebligationsasbestoptionsidea to substantiate the
claim that understanding which moral principles are relevant to a choiceelated to

making an appropriate judgment regarding what moral properties obtain in that situation.
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But this inference is sound only if foundations need to be systematic and if a systematic
approach needs to be setinsistent given the right logic. Waik norsystematic
foundation might be a plausible and interesting project, it is not the current one.
Nonetheless, we have a clear criterion for what we are looking for in a suitable
systematic foundation: a clear and principled distinction between andhtust. If we
are to have a systematic foundation that takes the distinction between ought and must
seriously, we need a system of many equally correct moral theories. With this notion, it is
possible to have cases with many best options as distinciWieen there is only one best
option all theories posit. And from the discussion regarding SenOs attack on RIT
approaches to justice we find something similar: we canOt use only one RIT to account for
all we should when deciding what is unjust. The natdes | explore from here on out is

to allow for a plurality of RITs in what | call a PRIT megthics?®

1.3.1Infeasibility, Redundancyand Political Pluralism

The infeasibility and redundancy problems are powerful reasons to reconsider the
regulatory iegkal approach when such approaches underlying reasonyranréile notion
of agreementMoreover, as | have revised SenOs argument, there are good reasons to
reconsider the RIT approach at large, given that the underlying reasoning of such
approaches maykkewise rely on any one particular notionaaiceptability However,
while | grant the force of these arguments, | think we need to be careful to draw the right
conclusion. Instead of rejecting the regulatory appreagehcourtin favor of the
comparativeas Sen urges, | suspect that the infeasibility complaint uncovers an
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unwarranted assumption made by defenders of the regulatory ideal framework. As | shall
argue, this assumption is unnecessary and a view more plausible than either the standard
RIT or the CA results if we delete 3. The assumption to be rejected is that liberalism
must be consistent to be correct. In other words, our fundamental principles of justice
may disagree. And by happy coincidence, this idea fits nicely with what we uncovered
from the discussion of William@sght/mustlistinction.

| am not unsympathetic to social choice theory, nor would | reject Sen's demand
that there be a suitable mechanism for deciding when concrete choices must be made.
Rather, | will argue that his infeadity argument fails to take into account a promising
option. The key idea is that the infeasibility problem misses the target if pluralism about
ideally just institutions, procedures or policy is taken seriotidly fact, RIT pluralism
(i.e., PRIT) takeshe diversity of impartial reasons that are the key to Sen's objection as
its starting point for thinking about justice. By the Odiversity of impartial reasonsO | mean
that no one theory @cceptabilitycan account for every member in the class of
principles we have good reasons to accept.

Proponents of an RIT generally assume we need one uniquely correct account of
perfectly just institutions to serve as the regulatory ideal. Sen shares this assumption, at
least implicitly (i.e., the infeasibility argumehas force only if there is at most one

regulatory ideal.) But one might suspect that PRIT has traded frying pan for fire. For if
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there are two regulatory ideals relevant to a policy choice, but each ideal selects a
different option, then we have an actiguiding problem. Perhaps worse, each option is
recommended as ideal in the circumstances. There is a far more problematic possibility
waiting the pluralist. Since in the larger picture we are assuming that anything prescribed
by an ideal is prescribethere is at least one logical rule that entails disaster. The logical
rule of "explosion" (i.e., that everything follows from a contradicfipwould seem to

entail that anything and nothing is just if we accept inconsistent principles. It seems that
we have traded an arguably difficult problem of incompleteness for a much worse

problem of oveicompleteness or the failure of actigniding.

1.3.2Deontic Logics: Moral Concepts as Logical Words

In order to discuss how I think we should deal with these issues, it seems
appropriate to explain some of the reasons for the formal methodology of this project.
However, let first me outline where | deal with the specific issues raised already. To
addresshe concern that pluralism implies an inability to be aegaring, | examine in
Chapter 2 a few ways philosophers have looked at the phenometanflaiting
principles In Chapter 3, | develop the underlying structure for a relevant deontic logic
tha allows us to represetrumping, conflicting principleandjustifiable choicesn an
illuminating way. It is my contention that by structuring these concepts in this way we
will be able to better account for our actual practice. In Chapter 4 | shedinbrgome
technical tools that show that a set of inconsistent regulatory ideals does not imply that
everything is permitted. That is, | will develop a paraconsistent deontic logical system
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(i.e., one that does not validate explosion) that also avoi@dipithiat undermine some
other deontic systems. These pitfalls include committing the naturalistic fallacy and
ignoring trumping relations.

| will also try to show that actieguiding underdetermination isnOt the problem it
is commonly thought to be (antidat Sen assumes it to beyhall argue in Chapter 3 that
any regulatory ideal must specify the terms of fair cooperation, and this will include a
specification of the equilibrium selection mechanisms appropriate for coordination, i.e.,
how we decide owho does what to cooperate must be identified. If | am correct, the
appropriateness of these mechanisms should not be independent of the theory in question,
i.e.,howwe decide who does what must be fair as well. It follows that the fairness of
coordinaton is theorydependent whether there is only a single ideally just state or if
there is, instead, a plurality of ideally just states. However, this is a useful fact for the
pluralist. It opens up the possibility that when two distinct policy options &etse by
different regulatory ideals, we camsome cases resolve the actguiding problem. In
some cases, we will be able to decide on which policy to implelyamging an
equilibrium selection mechanism that both theories accept. | will illustoatettis works
when | have the right representation of trumps reasoning, thus showing how PRIT could
answer SenOs redundancy objection.

Now, let me turn to explaining the methodology and defending how | will deal
with these issues. The plausibility of aialist foundation for liberalism depends on
whether we can find (i.e., construct) an intelligible notion of prescription or its cognates
for such an approach. In the most basic analysis, pluralism, arguably, solves major

problems with political liberalispthe problem that arises is that with a plurality of



liberalism, itOs difficult to make sense of how several theories can together guide the
choice of policy. The method | propose we use to address this issue is a type of deontic
logic.

Deontic logic maye characterized by the idea that we can treat the concepts of
moralobligationandpermissioras logical words [Scotch & Jennings 1981; Hare 1964].
For example, letOs say we have a descriptiom red apple is on the tableO; we can
transform this stateméinto a prescription by prefixing it witbthere should I62
resulting in Othershouldbe a red apple on the table.O Thus, insofar as the concept of
obligation can be articulated in terms aharal Ghould® or Oought to3,dpt to be
described as sort of modality and perhaps formulated as such in logical terms.

Like other logical words, such aar@O, Oor@nd @otQ the idea is that we
should represent obligation and permission a&satwns on welformed formulasThe
starting point in deontiobic is that we represent the concepololigationas a sort of
necessity operator. Obligation, so understood, is whnbrslly necessary. However, in
what follows | do not use the standard method in modal logics, where we use some sort
of universal quatification over suitably relatedorldsto represent necessity. (In the
deontic case, these worlds could represent what would Béitrurorally satisfying or,
perhapsideal situationg Instead, | defend an analysisadfiigationindependent of
possible worlds talk and thus turn to what is callemyhborhood semantié¢sr the truth
conditions for obligation; but more on this@mapterFour. In this chapter, | begin the

overall task of showing how structuriegligationin termsof moral necessity is quite a
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complicated formal exerciseit is to do justice to features found in actual lived moral

experience.

1.3.3Choices

There are some considerations that call for a refinement of this basic intuition, i.e.,
that prescriptionsra suitably modified descriptions. The basic idea is that not just any
sort of description is appropriate for such transformation, but only those that express a
choice To make the notion of a choice amenable to formal treatment, it will be useful to
be alte to treat choices as mathematical objects of somel sutttherefore treat a
choice,on this account, as a (always finite in the examples we deal with) countable list of
options.We will informally understand the options to be such that an agenbooed
with a choice must select an option, and to be constrained by the rule that once an option
is selected no other listed optioan be, at least in that cages. a heuristic, morally
obligatory choices can be thought of as choices where no othdrdjgien is morally
better than the selected optidn.

To illustrate the sorts of descriptions | have in mind here, instead of merely Oa red
apple on the tableO we would need to also describe the other relevant options, such as Oa
green apple on the tabladd perhaps also Oa red apple on the flomitdidethen would
be to make it true that a red apple is on the table instead of a green one, or rather to place

the red apple on the floor.
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Why choice® | think there are many good reasons for this prdpssme
technical, others more informal. For now, let me introduce some of the less technical
concerns. Suppose it is morally objectionable to choose to lie to a reporter instead of
telling the truth when the truth will likely result in you losing a twdlion dollar
investment. However, if we pay close attention to thediraned structure of choices,
we can represent a change in the moral characteristics of lying. To do so, we change the
available options. HereOs how: it seems morally obligatory eseho lie to a potential
heart attack victim instead of telling the truth or remaining silent. Given a basic training
in CPR etc., one should know hoelling the truth i.e., that Oyes, | think you are having a
heart attack@r even jusstaying silent o this fact will likely result in a worsening of
symptoms or death. While it is true that, linguisticallg can transform any description
into a prescription, my claim is that such linguistic phenomena is, in this case,
conceptually misleading. I@hapterThree | go into more detail on the nature of what |
call Contrastive Principlesthat principles, obligations etc. bind choices, not the
constitutive actions nor propositions, classically understood.

One further example before we move 6h€here 5 a flawed way of
understanding human rights that, if we were to use contrastive princigkeices
instead, we could say what wetuallymean far more simply and accurately. | think the
idea that a person could do something that thereby rewokegeits some (or all) of her
human rights is incoherer®f course, there isseeming consensudssputing my claim,

i.e., regarding how people couldfactloseor forfeit human rightg§Lippke 2002; Ward



and Birgden 20071’ and the brief argument that fols could hardly be the last word.

On the other hand, | propose tha can say what we really meaith choicesand to do
sowithout any of the conceptual gymnastics that seem to be needed to make sense of
how it is possible for someone to lose her humnigints.

The usual way to understand human rights is with calleate can loser forfeit
her human rights by doing something bad. This is natural only retts®ns for having
human rights also pick out a category of agents and membership in this cae@ary
permanenti.e., it can end before biological deatid perhaps even be resumEdere
are thregoroblens | want to highlight with this idea, i.e., that membersbipd
permanen(in the above sens@) anOeligibldor human rightsO categoAll three
problems are due to the fabat any right, including human right&hould be an instance
of ageneral rights formuldy theGeneral Rights Formuld mean thatx has a clainR
againsty in virtue ofZ, wherex is the right holder for the righiR andy is the respondent
(the agents or institution that must see to it Biér x) andZ is the basis or reasons for
why x hasR againsty. And of course, itOs implausible that human rights donOt take this
general form.

It turns out that ihuman rightsaare an instance of this more general rights formula,
it seems that membership in @eligible for human rightsO category canOt fail to be
permanent in the way required by the caveat approach. The first¢asong will not
argue for(but rather give thbenefit of the doubtb the caveat approachhow we specify
Z for caveatstylehuman ridnts is likely either too broad, i.et,implies weincludes

things in an Oeligible for humeghtsO category we shouldnOt, or too narrovit, i.e.,
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excludes persons it shouldriit as | suggested, | want to suppose that somehow we do
getZright; if so, there is a more interesting problem that awaits dsslheither too
narrow nor too broad, but is compatible with the caveat approach, it snipdiepeople
who lose human rights arenOt hurnathat the various refant biological markers that
should becoincidert with reasons for human rights fail to be so.

| will assume without further argument that claiming that Opeople who lose human
rightsstop being humanO is unacceptable. On the other hand, it would seem that the
various stories for how the relevant biological markers arenOt coincident with reasons for
human rights are all a méésor an easyarget reciprocity is a terrible basis for a
comprehensive moral category as it ignores the most vulnerable and hence those most in
need of the protection afforded by human rightsf course, | promised to give the
benefit of the doubt regarding how we spedfy.e., in a way that is neither too lab
nor too narrow, so | will puhese concerns off to the side so we can focus on the real
issue. There are various biological markéeg should be coincident with reasons for
human rights and any story that claims to justify them failing to be sapgiapriate.
With the stage set, let me explain in more detail what | mean by Orelevant biological
markers.O

Consider Mary. Mary is a human, and, however one feels compelled to articulate
them, she has all the features relevant to her claininganrights. In fact, any correct
formulation forthe grounds of human rights, i&.must determine a set that is implied
by being human. This is not to say that Ohuman beingO is a moral category; that is, we can
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say, of some human righitsayRN that all humandaveR because every human Has

(or belongs t&Z etc.). To paraphrase Brian Orend [2002], human rights are founded upon
reasons to treat every human in the relevant fashion (pgs. 19, 34.) And of course, Mary
beinghumanis not such a reason; rather ithaitZ picks out Mary, just like any other
human, which matters, morally speaking. In other words, it is a coincidence, but by
design, that being human biologically (together almost certainly with other biological
features, such as having a brain, beigtient perhaps, and so on) implies belonging to a
moral categorythattherebyconfers upon its membgcertain rights. But it iempting to

think thatZ has loopholes, by which a person may satisfy some condition whereby the
reasons to treat all humamsthe relevant sense no longer hatlleast for this person
HereOs why.

Suppose we have the relevant sort of very good reasons to not place Mary into a
dangerous situation against her will. And such good reasons turn out to apply equally to
any human heg: that is, we should not place any human in situations of unreasonable
risk, i.e. we have no right to do so. But alas, Mary shoots Jack with a shotgun for telling
her where to put her apple. In societies such as ours, prisons tend to be very dangerous
places. If Mary has a right to not be placed in a dangerous situation against her will, it
appears that she has, like all humans, a right to not be sent to prison against her will.

This seems all too fast: prisons are a fundamental ativxdniman rightsRlow,
as suggestedhere are all sorts of stories trying to show how the releuangah rights
stop applying when certasrimes arecommitted, but all such stories are unnecessary and,
if I am right, incoherent. Such stories seem to implicate that wieerfrain from

applying human rights to any particular human this is equivalent to denying that she or he



is humaror that the relevant biological markers that should be coincident with the
reasons for human rights fail to be 3o see this, we can forne the set membership
talk from above by considering a gbeoretic deduction.

We useH to represent the set of all human being, whitndR are as above. We
can reackRyas ®has a clainR againstyO. And as promised, taking this approach will
imply a General Rights Formulax has a clainR againsty in virtue ofZ. If this general
rights formula is applicable we have the following inference that shows that denying a
human right to a human is incoherent.

N (R e B 4 L (R A L0 A S TR R I

This inference obviously requires a more detailed interpretation and defense than can be
given here. But the idea is that anytime a human right is denied, the humanity of that
person is deniesince membership in Z must farld bymodus tollesso to does
membership iH, i.e., being human. Of course, there is the possibility that what is going
on here is that we are slipping between a generim @aout humans, generally, having
said rights and confusing this with a universal claim, i.at,ali humans have said rights.
But taking this route suggestmplausibly,that the general rights formula isnOt
applicable to human rights. But eviéthis is so, itthenbecomes strained to see just what
work using biological markers, i.e., being humas a shorthand for assigning moral
membership into this class of rights is doing.

Practically speaking, this suggests that caveafssach as Oas long as you donOt
commit certain offencesO would mean khdbesnOt impl after all, and the fear,is

there be dragons. The practical value of human rights on this account is that appeal to



them shuts down further discussion, so to speak. No government official or tyrant can
spend enough time to dream up some scheme by which someone no longer deberves to
treated with basic humadignity, for exampleand this because we can simply point to
the relevant biological markers

Again, | donOt pretend that this brigfd of argument is conclusiveh& hopéds
that readers might now shaseme of my suspicrotowards the caveat approaahd
perhaps find a simpler and, | propose, a far more accurate way of understanding human
rights more attractiveSimply put, itOs just a fact thpople donOt haagyeneraright,
human or otherwiseép not go to prisomvhenthey are rightly convicted of the relevant
crimes.lt is a virtue of my system that, bging contrastive principles amtioices we
cansee how wenissed such an elus response and how to fix the problem

In my systemit is the content of the rigliself that is at fault for such a bizarre
result (i.e., that there is a human right against incarceration). The clue perhaps is the word
OunreasonableO in Owe should not place any huinetioms of unreasonable risk.O
The appropriate response sedmbe that the dangers of prison are not unreasonable, that
is, giventhat MaryOs shooting Jack constitutes murder. It is by glossing over the
conditionalityof the content of rights that give us such bizarre resultseasabove. On
my account, weepresent rights as an obligation for someone to make a particular choice.
The choice in this case: Should lgave someone alone instead of incarcerating her for
murder? When the issue is clarified by thinking in terms of choices, it turns out there is
no huma right for governments to leave you alone when you murder somEugiss,
any legitimate take oA wonOt justify making the choice to leave someone aistead

of incarcerating her when rightly convictedrotirder, all else being equélnalytically,



choicesexplain whatOs going on when we correctly (I assume) limit rights in such cases;
there may be other analysans, but the simplaiy technical powesf choicesturns out

to beremarkablywell-suited for our current purposes.

1.3.40n Using Formal Methods in Moral Foundations

However, the further question remains: why use formal methods to investigate the
notion of moral necessity? All | have done so far is to show that we could do so and
illustrate some of the utility in so doin@n the other hand, | am not unaware of
AristotleOs injunction against precision in moral th&oe argues that we should never
aim for more precision than we should expect from different fields of inquiry. When
articulating doctrines in different fieldgrecision can be countproductive when
accuracy is better served by remaining more vague. He found this to be especially the
case with moral inquiry where he held a large place for reasonable differences in moral
judgment. In fact he contrasted the wofka mathematician with that ahethicist as an
example of when we should expect or reject a high level of precision.

Nonetheless, the traddf between accuracy and precision in ethics can be
moderated by the development of better tools of precikjgmopose that, even if
AristotleOs injunction was at one time wise advice, its appropriateness needs to be
reassessed; given the [massive] progress we have made in designing artificial languages
and their formal techniques, itOs not unreasonable thaugoiaing is called for. His
point was that precision is limited by the nature of the subject matter and | donOt deny that

this is true, but only to some degree. | propose that better tools can extract more detalil
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and illuminate finer distinctions than neocoarsegrained techniques, for nearly any
subject matter. And on the flip side, better tools may allow us to safely ignore some
details and distinctions when called for (more on this later). | think we can do better than
what Aristotle proposed, i.e., deing the nature of conflicting principles up to legitimate
differences in mature, trained, and considered judgment or sensibilities. | hope my results
will help make this case but | also think there are good reasons to expect this outcome.
On this noteit is worth a short tangent to see how in particular using logical
machinery can advance our understanding, even in a domain like moral theory. When we
set up a formal calculus and itOs associated formal semantics, in order for it to be "the
logic of " sane domain, we hope to build the machinery in such a way that it captures the
concepts we are interested in investigating. And as IOm sure even Aristotle would agree,
this is more art than science. Once done, though, it is a familiar fact that formaktools
enable us to reveal things that are simply not obvious, and in some cases is seems safe to
say, would never have been discovered, had the formalization never happened. For
example, the informal understanding of notions such as provability or trudhaaged
dramatically thanks to the investigation of the formalized versions of these important
notions. The hope is that we can do the same for "obligatory," "permissible," and the rest.
Of course, there remain philosophical questions about the relapdrestiareen
the concepts of truth or provability and their formalized versions. For any particular
formal result, it is always open to ask whether the result teaches us something about the
concept under investigation, or if it only teaches us that the f@anadbgue is different
from the concept we care abbiutonsider, for instance, Tarski’956]well-known

result about "no language containing its own truth predicate." However, this process is



fruitfully viewed as one of pursuing a sort of reflective &quium, and both adjustments
to the formal machinery to better reflect the actual concept and revision to our thinking
about the nature of the original concept are both on the¥able.
With this said, what | will be trying to do in this project is provad®rmalized
version of key moral concepts, with the hope of learning some useful lessons about those
concepts, ones that would not be easily learned if the formalization were not undertaken.
But, as should be clear from the discussion above, attentidrfistibe paid to the
guestion of what to build into the formal systemill investigate.As | have already
suggested, | think standard deontic logics won't do the job. To get a sense of what we
need to do differentlyit is necessaryo do some prelimigry philosophical investigation.
And to get a sense of the subtle and nuanced deviations a pluralist and constructivist
notion ofobligationundergoes, let me briefly survey some of these philosophical issues.
While it has many virtues, the megéhicsl will look at must reject many
common theoretical assumptions regarding the conceptsnaiple or obligationand
their cognates. As mentioned in the Introduction, | show that neutrality towards the
existence of moral dilemmas (i.e., taking the possiilitpnoral disagreement seriously)

renders the inferencedyhtimpliescarO invalid®* Moreover, in the formal language |
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develop for PRITRD-choice | prove that it is only in ideal situations tlatght to
choose Ampliesit is permissible to choose X

Specifically, in 4.68 and 4.69 | argue that any concepti@bbfationthat
impliescanor permissibilityis inapplicable, all things being equal, to any world like ours.
With the system | have developed, it will be possible to distinguish betweeipj@snc
and obligations that can guide action at an ideal level of abstraction from the mess of
moral properties we tend to see in concrete situations that end up insufficiently guiding
action for people like us. | also prove that, given neutrality towaels:tistence of moral
dilemmas, obligation and permission are irtefinable only under ideal conditiof’sTo
be more precise, | show that itmaustrather than ought that impli@say(technically,
mustimplies what deontic logicians cdllweak permissi®but more on this later)

At first glance, this may seem a radical modificatiomloifgationand samay be
thought implausible; | shall argue that closer attention paid to our best practices reveals
that my proposed theory accords better with such etmtouchstones. The question then
becomes: Is it reasonable to cling to a conception of obligation, when a more nuanced
conception fits our practices better, even given how obviously correct it feels? In what
follows | hope to demonstrate that a correxdaaunt requires a far more subtle and careful
relationship between obligation and actguidance than is commonly supposed. This

holds even more so in political discourse.
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As promised | can now explain how we can have atheory (since theories can
bethought of as consistent sets of propositions) but systematic approach -tetmestaf
we can use a deontic logic, i.e., a formal system, to represent the cldigatidnis
related tonustasbestis related tanlyO then | have proved that it idesst possible to
have a systematic moral foundation that can account for WilliamsO starting points in
concrete moral experience. Thus while logics are theories and thus consistent themselves,
we can apply logics to domains that arenOt consistent. Rt ygincan represent what is
going on in terms of a single logical system, we have what | hope deserves to called a
systematic foundation. It just turns out that all the principles etc. that we represent with
the logic are themselves not consistent, and, that a theoryin fact, one of the main
results of the formal presentation is that we can justify the claim that liberalism itself is
an unrealizable plan, not that it just can allow for reasoning regarding unrealizable

plans\ seein particular 4.64

1.4 Constructivism, Pluralism and Prescription

As | have laid out the project, the style of methicsIOmooking at deals in the
construction of an ideally just society (in our case, ideally liberal). The issue that
pluralism raises, in large part,lisw must our understanding of the doctrine Owhatever is
prescribed by an ideal, all things being equal, is obligatory, a principle of justice etc.O
change?

To see why it is reasonable to suppose that changes must be made, let us assume
that this charactestic inference is correctvhat a correct moral theory or ideal

prescribes is prescribed his seems pretty reasonable, or it's hard to see what the



correctress of the theory consists However, if pluralism means that we will be

confronted with more #m one correct moral theory, the prospect of being obliged to

more than one, incompatible thing looms. Conflicting obligations raise a whole host of
problems, so at least two questions arise at this point. First, is the cure (pluralism) worse
than the disase? And secondly: why isnOt pluralism just a code word for Owe havenOt got
liberalism right yetO? | will answer the second question next. The project at large is

intended to answer the first.

1.4.1Constructive Foundations and the Burden of Pluralism

All this talk about methods for understanding moral concepts in a phuralist
friendly manner may seem to be putting the cart before the horse. HereOs what | mean:
just because some important philosophers are talking about or have taken a pluralist turn
in theface of persistent problems doesnOt mean that pluralism is the right way to go in the
foundations of liberalism. After all, we might just have gotten things wrong or be
working with incomplete theories so far. Instead, perhaps we ought to hope that in the
foreseeable future we will discover one uniquely correct theory that captures everything
we thought mattered in previous attempts. In this section | will argue that this hope is
misguided, at least if we are proposing constructivist foundations forligmera

Once we pay close attention to what makes a theoretical principle suitably
constructivist in nature, we will see that justifying a constructivist approach in any
foundational domain generateprama faciecase for pluralism in that domain. | conten
that it is implicit in the nature of constructivist foundations (for any domain) that there are

good reasons to be suspicious of any claim to some uniquely correct approach. If this



argument is cogent, the burden of proof is on any constructivist towhgwhe is not
also a pluralist.

| will also briefly look at a plausible premise that, if added to the argument,
suggests that in order to justify constructivist foundations, one must also justify a pluralist
foundation. However | am less sure about sieisond, extended version of the argument;
while the additional premise seems plausible, giving a fuller defense of it is part of a
much larger project. A quick note: | donOt mean that to justify constrowiedsone
must justify pluralist foundationsome classical mathematicians are nevertheless fans of
constructive methods, but merely because they give better details or more informative
proofs (for example) rather than because they think they are fundamentally correct.
Instead, in the argument tHatlows, | propose that any type fdundationghat can
deserve the title afonstructivas alsq all things being equal, very likefy pluralist
foundation.

It will be useful to approach this argument by answering two questions. First:
what makes a pnciple, method, or foundatiaonstructivis? Secondly: assuming that a
genuine plurality in foundations requires interesting,-tiamal disagreement between
foundational theories, what is the connection between constructive foundations and
interestingnontrivial disagreement? As a first pass, the answers | have in mind are as
follows. For something to count as constructive in the relevant sense means being able, at

least in principle, to trace the grounds for any true claim back to the basic sdurces o

&R2(1C-77"(>1780156770.1"(170.5/1*+1/-,81)"/6>.0050(71!2!+*44*31DVO"")"1%Y $%;H!2!
)"/ -I1VOA")"B/N,."70."61+*.161C8"4*/*C8",644=I"5C* B(7!C4-.64"/5!"(15*.01)076"4!"(!
d86C70.123%1'7178"/IC*"(711213"441*(4=16.>-0178671780!C4-.64"/512186#0!" (15" ()! 8640!
780/0!C.*C0.7"0/;1a670.11213"441/8*318*316()!38=1780/0!C.*C0.7"0/!56770.!"(1780!
.040#6(7!5078078",64!"//-0/



evidence underlying it there are no epistemically inaccessible truhg.as | shall try to
show, this means that a correct constructive claim is relative to a starting point. As | will
suggest, this is naturally thought of as relativity thaice ofstarting pointNot just any
starting point will do, i.e. our choice is not unconstrained. But there is little reason
(notwithstanding a commitment to some "mind independent rgadityich alone makes

true statements true) to suppose that there's onlgarnect starting point. And of course,
believing that there is some such reality undermines the commitment touctimsm in

the first placeAs we will see, more than one correct starting point will make for
interesting, nottrivial disagreement andhais a pluralism worth having.

This lesson is especially easy to see in the mathematical case, where
constructivism is better worked out than in any other domain in philosophy. To answer
these questions in more detail, | will develop insights drawn frenttéian school of
intuitionistic mathematics, most notably Giovanni Sambinidsnalist foundations

SambinOs minimalist foundations tafygee theorywhich | will explain in more
detail below) to be conceptually priorget theoryIn brief, in SammOs minimalist
foundations the definition of setis not given bysettheoreticaxioms but is worked up
from elements of type theory. In particular, in SambinOs tisebsetsre not, in general,
sets(contrary to the standard ZFC axiomatizatidrset theory)’ But not any sort of
type theory, but only a constructive version will do. Following Per Mdutif) Sambin
and Silvio Valentini [1998] explain what is at stake for an intuitionistic (i.e., constructive)

type theory (and thus for the pdsity of a constructive foundation):

EWI/"5CA0! *(/7.-, 7"H#OLET"™ (6401+*.178"/1)0("641+1/08*)1+* 1/-://07/Z1)0+"("(>16!
[-:/071*(16Y/07!"/1"5C.0)", 6 7"#0116()1 78-/\(*( ", *(/7.-,7"H#O; |

! 0]¢



The form of type theory is that of a logical calculus where inference rules to
derive judgments are at the same time [type] theoretic conhstrsicbecause

of the [Oformulasstypes"f® interpretation. The spirit of/pe theoryD
expressing our interpretation in a single senteisce® adopt those notions

and rules which keep total control of the amount of information contained in

the different forms of judgment (pg.3)

In general, from an intuitionistic perspective truth of a proposition (sds)
depends upon Othe existence of a verificatioP ¢fQ. 2) In type theory, talk ofruth
and propositions is replaced with (in mathematical terminologydgmenthat! ! !,
that is, a judgment that some teimis of typeP. An intuitionistic version requires that
such a judgment Oexplicitly exhibits a verificationOgtiigbf typeP. Paraphrasing Greg
Restall [2008], type theory allows us to OnameO proofs by keeping track of the terms used
throughout the "consetian” (or proof) (pg 127) Thus the judgments in type theory
record each step (i.e. rule and assumptigejluo verify some conclusioNot only does
a typetheoretic presentation of a proof tell you what was inferred from what; the
conclusion also exmitly contains all the assumptions, premises and rules used to derive
it.

On this account, the judgment th&ti®©a setO explicitly encodes the specific

procedure for delineating the element®\@and, since the procedure is constructive, this
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proceduras often required to satisfy a further condition, such as recursiveSassbin
and Valenti write:
In fact, the rules for primitive types and for type constructors are so devised
that whenever a judgmeAtsetis proved, it means that one has also cotaple
information on the rules which describe how canonical elemeitsu
formedESumming up, we see not only that [intuitionistic] type theory is
inspired by the principle of control of information, but also that the same
principle should be at the baskeamy coherent treatment of sets and
propositions, if it has to be both intuitionistic and free of wastes (pg 2)
As it turns out, in their theory of subsets, a judgment tRas @ subset 0AO doesnOt
necessarily encode a specific recursive procedure for delineating the elenints of
instead, the judgment encodes a specific propositional function on the relevant set (pg 7).
And without delineating the elements of the input domain, the funcaaOt be used to
recursively populate the subset, i.e., itOs impredicative.

However, there is such a thing as too much detail. In Sambin and ValentiOs terms,
orthodox type theory is Oa burden when dealing with the synthetic methods of
mathematics, whiclforgetO or take for granted most of the detailsO. @gn&¢quently,
the goal is to develop Odefinitions and rules which OforgetO some information, and thus
allow a higher level of abstraction, which can make type theory more handy and suitable
to workout (intuitionistic) mathematicsEO (pg. 3) However, for it to be constructivist,
properly speaking, we must be able to later recover what was OforgottenO.

It can be helpful to focus on how we can take the notidargetting detailsaas a

metaphor fombgraction. Similarly to how David DeVidi makes the point, abstracting



away properties of objects is a matter of forgetting those properties when formulating
Oprinciples that, as we might say, govern the phenomena in quggt®vidd 2012] The
stricter theprinciples, the finer grain of distinctions we can make. On the other hand, we
must be careful that we are not merely changing the subject matter by changing how
much or what we abstract away. An (overly?) simple way of looking at this is that age
old maxm: make sure you compare apples with apples. There is nothing amiss, all else
being equal, if we compare apples with oranges when what matbeisggruit.
Alternatively, if what matters iseing baking applethe criteria we use to compare
apples shdd reflect what goes into making an apple suitable for baking. Clearly,
comparing fruit is a different subject matter from comparing baking apples; thus
abstracting away too many properties surely results in a change of subject matter. But
comparing sweetss and comparing ripeness may be seen as two different bases of
abstraction in the subject matter of Owhen apples are ready to eatO. In other words,
different principles governing Owhen apples are ready to eatO can be obtained by
alternatively forgettingpne property or the other (i.e., sweetness or ripeness). At this
point, we have different readg-eat principles; but where is the interesting and non
trivial disagreement?

Given just these principles (i.e., the ripenrpgaciple and sweetnegsinciple),
there may already be disagreement about which apples are ready to eat. But this
possibility (i.e., one principle identifies an appleeadyto-eatbut the other doesnOt)
would seem to suggest something went wrong with the choice of one principla@ver
other. After all, a principle formulated with both properties in mind (i.e., those apples

belonging in a union afipenessandsweetnegsvould be preferable, all else being equal.



But it is sometimes hard to tell whatl things are equalthis fix issometimes more

trouble than may first appear. In the case of intuitionistic mathematics, it is impossible to
combine a principle that the collection of all subsets of a set is a s€ftferset Axiom

with the principle that every total relation hascemempty section that contains a

function (theAxiom of Choicewithout proving the law of excluded middle (and thereby
become incompatible with intuitionism) [Bell 1988; Mai&tValentini 1999; Maietti

1999] Given different starting points, these prileis both encode something that is
desirable in, for instance, the notion of "well behaved concept of set", and so are
analogous to our imaginary case of disagreement about which apples are ready to eat.
However, trying to come up with a stricter notionaadfll-behaved concept of set that
incorporates both requirements doesn't work, because a classical notion of set is one that
is, for the constructivists in question, beyond thepalher as though apples that were
both sweet and ripe were al§osofacto, toxic. On the other hand, letOs say that the
single-property constructive principles agree with each other every time about which
apples were ready to eatEwhat sort of disagreement can still arise? One sort of
disagreement is fairly trivial. The disagraent | have in mind here is when the
verificationalcontent of the judgment, i.e., the terms in which the conclusion is
proved/confirmegddiffers. In this case, there is no disagreement about which apples are
ready-to-eat only in the tests recorded adsn the different judgments: in one

judgment ripeness tests are explicitly recorded and in the other judgment we would have
sweetness tests. This disagreement is trigfadoursedifferent tests would be recorded

corresponding to the differeptopertiescharacteristic of the principles. Taking different



paths to the same destination, even if one is more scenic (or informative) than the other,
doesnOt really amount to much disagreement about where you &fe now.

The second sort of disagreement is far more interesting. This sort of disagreement
again assumes that the principles abstracted from the same Oreality®, phenomena, or basic
notion nevertheless disagree. In other words, in a given domain or subject nudtifge m
principles may equally apply but still disagree in some other manner. The question,
though, is how that could be: if they begin from the same "reality" and merely forget
different parts of it, how could the different remainders disagrees?posdbility
suggestthat the disagreement we are looking for occurs down the road, so to speak.
DeVidi writes that this possibility requires Othat abstraction yield principles that, when
stated in properly abstract, i.e. formal terms, are correct when werpeeitthem in the
original domain. But once abstracted and formalized, mathematical practice involves
extending principles as far as they will go, or at least as far as we can push them. This is a
process that fairly often yields surprising resultsEprpies that agree in the realm from
which we originally abstract them can, when pushed beyond that realm, produce
incompatiblesurprises [original italics][DeVidi 2012.]*°

Sambin points out that this possibility (i.e., of having different principles

governng the same subject matter or phenomena) is actually inherent in pinning
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constructivism to @rocesf abstraction and formalization of the resulting principles.
He writes [Sambin 2010]:
Only by Oforgetting® some information can one obtain some abstreepts
[sic], treat them Omathematically,O that is with no mention of the reality they
come from, and 'nally apply them back to reality successfully. This is
probably taken for granted by most. However, one tends to overlook the fact
that there is no sgle and necessary method of doing it. Actually, different
foundations can be seen, under this perspectivdffasentchoices as to
what should or should not be considered as relevant, that is, as different
principles to be used to abstract from readityl idealize it (Pg. 67)

At this point, we need to look in more detail regarding the question othoiwe
of a starting poinshould be constrained if it is to be correct on construttgreunds
and otherwise. What we need, | argue, is a distincimong the different bases of
abstraction, i.e., how much and what we OforgetO when formulating principles. The
distinction | have in mind is between when OfeaturesO are included or excluded merely in
order to get some desired outcome and when such incloisexclusion is taken (or
seen) as relevant for (and as still) beiaighful to the source notion, reality, or

phenomena. The first sort bears some resemblance to what can be caletya
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instrumental theorywhile the second has a much better claim to the title of a
constructive theory.

Sambin and Valenf{iL988] argue for something quite similar: Oour principle is
that an abstraction is constructive, that is, a reliable tool in getting knowledge that is
faithful to reality, not when information is kept as much as possible, but when it is
OforgottenO in such a way that it can be restored at will in any moment. This after all is the
test to show that an abstraction does not lead astray from reality, that ispreserves
truthO(pg. 4)

On the other hand, if we do not care tddhful to our target phenomenon, data
or OrealityO we can readily admit OfeaturesO into our process in order to generate principles
that get some sort of desired results (ineclgdnatching data). In the constructive case,
since we must be able guiaranteethat anything OforgottenO by principles of a more
abstract level can be restored, we can prove that the more abstract principle is faithful to
the more concrete level. But h@an we know when the inclusion or exclusion of some
feature is constructivelselevan® The answer, | will now argue, is due to a
generalization from this discussion: what | @dktraction norms

First off, an abstraction norm presupposes that someoballrbases of
abstraction may bgstifiedin some context: some choices as to what is relevant may be
justified, while others rejected (or merely unjustified). What is at stake when we so
justify these choices (of a basis of abstraction) is explainegpgal to abstraction

norms. In other words, abstraction is justified like any other philosophical activity: as



subsumed under relevant norfigind we have already looked at one sort of abstraction
norm, namely a constructive abstraction norm. So whatreséooking for is not merely

that we are using the abstraction for some purpose that is relevant, but whether we can
justify such an abstraction as being faithful to a more concretedredetlevant for said
purpose, all else being equal.

Thus, an absaction norm governs not only what details will get in the way of (or
just be superfluous for) some theoretical purpose but also at what detiree
abstraction procesdterationsbecomedistortions For example, and as already argued,
at some levels dadbstraction we might have a change in the subject matter and thus could
be comparing apples with oranges. Consequently, criteria for what counts as the subject
matter, OrealityO, or the phenomena at hand must figure in with such abstraction norms.

At this point, | am in good shape to show what we have gained so far in my
pursuit of aprima faciecase for a plurality of foundations (that is, if you start from a
constructivist foundationBpecifically, | can answer the two questions | pointed out
above.

First what makes a principle, method, or foundatonstructiv® A constructive
principle, method, or foundation is the Hansel and Gretel of theoretical perspectives: it
will always leave a trail of breadcrumbs so we can back track to the source. @f cours
this needs for most interesting subject matters to be hedge®imithrinciple jOst as the

defenders of verification theories of meaning for &o@l claims needed to inseihO
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principleClauses to avoid being committed to the claim that veramlistars never had
planets if nobody would ever observe them, and various other qualifications will no doubt
be required for domains that differ from the mathecaitnes. But the principle ofi®
in principle unknowable truths®basic.

Secondly, whais the connection between constructive foundations and
interesting, notirivial disagreement? The connection can be found in how we can justify
different bases of abstraction, that each nonetheless satisfies our constructive norms. For
exampe, the two nbons of a set, i.e., a subset is a set orwetlooked at are both
constructive, as long as we don't try to have them both at once ... but they each
correspond to a further goal fdret abstracting mathematicians. The Oas foleside
motivated as dgcribe above. The Oinput output behavimtbematicians are motivated
by the idea that wherever possibl@thematics should be extensionhat the point of
mathematics is to investigate structures that can be instantiated in different ways, and that
to consider two things that share the same structure as different simply because they are
differently described is to betraynan-mathematical motivatiorSo one can qualify as a
constructivist, but one can have different motivations and goals within tis&wcivist
framework and so abstract in different ways with different resulting foundations. And
assuming that neither of these isiacorrectmotivation, we get alternative constructivist
foundations. And, supposing DeVidi is on to something, we sedl@wncan come to
disagree when we extetiteir use beyond the Orealitgth which they were first
abstracted.

Thus, to suppose that merely requiring a constructive framework in any domain

will pin us down to a single correatay to abstract is unmotited. Constructivist



motivations will seldom be thenly motives involved in abstracting. Supposing that more
than one collection of other legitimate motives is compatible with constructivism for a
given domain, alternative foundations are possible.

WhatSambin seems to have asserted as fact, i.e., that there isnOt a single and
necessary way of Oforgetting® what doesnOt matter in some context, we can now see that
there are in fact good reasons why such a monist posit is unjustified. This implies that it
is prima faciepossible that there is always more than one correct, constructive basis for
abstracting what matters when formulating relevant principles. And we know that the
results of formalizing or situating such principles in larger theories often ebeling
incompatible in an interesting and nwoivial manner.

We now have, at least what | hope, looks like a typical or exemplary case (i.e., in
the mathematical case of the notiorfusfctionor subsef of a notion for which distinct,
perfectly acceptdb (and all constructive) accounts can arise because different acts, i.e.,
basespf abstraction underlie therAnd this typical case may also point us to a stronger
argument for pluralism (given constructivist starting points). As mentioned above, what |
propose is an argument with the stronger conclusion that accepting constructivist
foundationgequiresaccepting pluralism about foundations, is available if an additional
premise is acceptable. The premise in question is that given any notion aptrictaiost
there are always be at least two distinct bases for abstractions that give rise to distinct
foundations within theame general abstraction norfhat is, when we set about
abstracting, and our abstraction is governed by some norm (Oit musstreative,O or

Oit must be a liberal theory,0) that norm by itself will not be so constraining that what else



is abstracted away or included cannot vary depending on the other interests the
abstracters bring to the exercise.

Specifically | propose that ¢éne are always, or at least generally, supplementary
interests that can be brought to bear that can be described in terms of two general types of
norms: that the principles one should use, i.e., abstract out, may be characterized as either
intentional or &tensional (but not both if constructive). The idea here is that any
constructive approach must allow for both levels of analysis, i.e. abstract, extensional
reasoning and computational, intensional algorithms, but not both at the same time. |
must profesggnorance on how to defend such a premise, rather | am inclined to only fear
it is true (since the burden of proof returns to the pluralist constructivist, rather than the

monist constructivist).

1.5 Two Rival Norms in Constructive Liberalism

Ignoring fa now the stronger premise, if what | have said above is true, there
should be a parallel story for constructivist liberal theories to the one just told about
constructive mathematics. And in the same way, this will amounptiona faciecase
for pluralism in liberal foundations.

In the mathematical case, constructive motivations alone canOt determine an
approach to answering foundational questions. Instead, for at least some foundational
guestions, there is a multiplicity of mathematical norms thatale eonsistent with
constructivisniN indeed, that are plausible parts of a constructive answer to a
foundational questidd but which are jointly incompatible when constructivism is

assumed. | have considered two such norms above, namely the norms of eadignsion



and of computability. | will briefly present an example of political/moral norms that
might play a similar role for constructivist liberalism.

An important foundational principle in any political theory where fairness or
justice is central, and sorfall liberal theories, will beequal concerns should be treated
the sameAs is probably well known, there are many difficulties spelling out exactly
what this principle means; itOs far more complicated than merely being a claim that
decisions be princlpd or consistent and so constructivism alone is insufficient to
determine what it means. To start, letOs break down this principle into two subsidiary
issues. First, what does it mean for two considerations to be equal in moral or political
stature? Secdalty, what does it mean to then treat such equal considerations as the same?
(E.g., the world being the way it is may allow for us to act on one but not the other in
identical fashion)

The obvious way to understand the second issue is that political/moral decisions
must bempartial: whatever you do for one concern, do for any equal conceterjius
paribus This isnOt to say that there isnOt a lot of disagreement regarding hovize theor
this impartiality. For example, Harsany[@&75] utilitarian notion of impartiality means
treating everyoneOs preferences as if one-pepson had them all. The best known
variant of Rawl41971] notion of impartiality is spelled out in terms of tmechanism of
theveil of ignorancewith reasons being suitably impartial when accepted there.
Scanlon@5998] notion of impartialitymeans using reasons that no reasonable person
would reject. SenOs notion of impartiality [208%juite similar to Scaoh in many
ways; he argues for what he calls an open impartialitgre reasoned scrutiny can come

from any source, so as to help undermine parochialism.



Likely, there is an interesting story to be told here regarding different theoretical
or abstraction arms at work in these various accounts of impartiality. However, | want to
focus on the first subsidiary issue, due to what turns out to be an interesting parallel with
the previous discussion. Sorting what it means for two concerns to be equal in moral or
political stature leads to interesting questions regarding the nature of categorization or
class membership, and logically minded folk find such questions illuminating. | will
focus on two ways of answering this question. These two answers will, indiyjce
compatible with political liberalism; but under the assumption of constructive liberalism
are instead jointly incompatible. Furthermore, | argue that each answer is predicated upon
a different norm for what matters in making political/moral deossio

The first answer is that when two groups (individuals can be groups) have the
same to gain or lose in the outcome of some decision, the concerns of each group are
equal. The norm | propose as the basis for this answer is that political/moral decisions
should be focused on peopleOs wellhaindefitting a focus on what one has to gain or
lose®® As such, | will call this thevellbeingnorm:; its important feature is that it only
sorts interests in terms of tbatcome®f a decision. The second answethist when two
groups invest or entrust the same sort of resource in a decision, i.e., to the decision
makers, the concerns of each group are equal. The norm here is that political/moral

decisions should besponsible
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To illustrate the wellbeing normgeker SingerOs preference utilitarianism is
helpful (even if one thinks his view isnOt constructivist, the norm is more general than just
as a part of constructivism). He is explicit in answering the foundational question we are
looking atin Singer[2011] He writes: Oln accepting that ethical judgments must be made
from a universal point of view, | am accepting that my own needs, wants and desires
cannot, simply because they are my preferences, count more than the wants, needs and
desires of anyone elsehds, my very natural concern that my own [preferences] be
looked after must, when | think ethically, be extended to thegmmetes of others(Bgs
11-12).

With this wellbeing approach, political decistamakers must count groups with
the same preference regarding an outcome as having equal weight whenanaking
decision. Obviously, not all wellbeing minded moral theorists are preference utilitarians,
but SingerOs explicit focus on the outcomes of a decision is exemplary of this approach.
And if one needs an example of a constructivist utilitarian, Harsanyi can be seen as
footing this bill with his version of the veil of ignorance.

On the other hand, the resgdnlity norm prescribes focusing on the roles people
may have in the process of a decision or in the life of the deaisaier. Thus, equality
of such roles in a decision implies equality of concerns, all else being equal. On this
account, sorting conaas as equal requires taking into account differing concern for the
resources or trusts invested in the first place. A key virtue for responsiiaibtd
accounts is that they can straightforwardly handle cases where social roles seem to play
an essentialole. For example, two drowning children have an equal concern in the

outcome of surviving. But if one child is your child while the other is a stranger to you,



there is something very wrong in treating their concerns [in being saved by you] as equal.
Your child trusts you in a way the stranger does not. This is not to sayeliaging
accounts canOt deal with this issue somehow, but resipensibilityaccounts can be
applied in a relatively simple and straightforward way to d¥' sothe political spere,
responsibilityaccounts straightforwardly handle questions regarding why a preference for
oneOs own citizens over the needs of others, all things considered, seems morally justified.
The question now at hand is whether each norm, i.e., the welllbeiththe
responsibility norms, are individually compatible with political liberalism and
specifically constructive liberalism. To show compatibility, | will give an example of
each norm at work in liberal theories that eschew appeal to somendemendent
reality for what makes moral/political claims true.
The wellbeing norm can be seen as the basis for RawlsOs appadienry of
Justice as his principles for a just society clearly privileges libertythedfocuses on
the benefits the worsdff will receive when implementing some fundamental policy. And
of course, the social contract reasoning at the hedfléfeory of Justices constructivist.
An explicit and simple example of a liberal theory based on the responsibility
norm is a bit hardeilo come by. To avoid having to justify interpreting a-pxésting
liberal theory as responsibilHyased, | will cook one up, so to speak, to do the job. In
Richard Freeman@1984] stakeholder analysis for ethical business decisions, the moral
principleat its heart is that one should maximize value for all stakeholders. And whether

or not this principle is wellbeing or responsibility based depends then on how carefully
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we define OstakeholderO. To make explicit how the responsibility norm can werk in thi
approach, | will deviate from FreemanOs [2002] most widely known defiftitietOs
defineStakeholdens:

Given a decisioimakerO, a stakeholder $or O is a group whose concerns are or

have been placed und®@Osare, giveroOsunction(s), purpose(s)r social

role(s).

This definition allows for children to be stakehokl&r their parents, where there is no
explicit choice on the part of children to place themselves under their 2namatslt

also allows for bondholders to be a stakeholder ®otiganization in which they have

their creditorOs stake, where here there is an explicit choice to place their coupon under
theorganizationOs care. Of cousseange of examples canOt directly justify a definition,
but they can illustrate how the detion can be put to work.

To ensure that a political version of this stakeholder theory can be both liberal and
constructivist, we need an example where individual citizensO liberty is a privileged
concern placed under the governmentOs care, but justifietle of a constructive
method. | propose that we could construct conditions under which individuals would risk
their liberty under the care of political representatives using a framework that resembles
Philip PettitOR005] civicism. With such a fraework we could avoid any ontological
essentialism when it comes to delineating when a group of individuals constitute a

political people. Unfortunately, such interesting details are beyond the scope of this
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project. However, plausibility and compatibilgfould travel hand in hand well enough
for now*°

Nonetheless, we still need to answer why itOs possibtastructa situation
where individuals will reasonably place their liberty under their govern®eants?’
Since itOs possible to use the veigobrance to characterize an ideal contract, such that,
at the minimum, we agree to a society where each has the most liberty compatible with
like liberty for alt this much can be said regarding the political stakeholder approach as
well. Of course, thisssumes that other conditions of such an ideal contract are
independent of this privileging of liberty; but this assumption must be made anyways
since, as | will argue i€hapterTwo, we will need a plurality of such ideal states in order
to theorizdiberalismiN more on this in due course.

The next issue is to sort wellbeing and responsibility norms as incompatible, that
IS, once we assume constructivism. It is not hard to see wellbeing accounts as often and
directly conflicting with responsibility accmts. To illustrate, | see the
wellbeing/responsibility divide roughly tracking Nozickd®874] patterned/historical
accounts of justicdVhat someone has invested (whether itOs trust or capital) in some
project is a matter of historical record; outcoraEsome project can be articulated solely
in terms of an abstract pattern. If NozickOs arguments regarding the incompatibility of
patterned and historical accounts of justice are cogent, we should also expect that the
wellbeing and responsibility normseatin fact, incompatible once we assume

constructivism. Here is a brief argument to this effect: reference to some historical
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investment etc. in some project regarding what its outcome should be is clearly
intensional, while wellbeing is straightforwardiducible to questions of membership in

the same groufi.e., could be read as extensional, and thus logically, constructivism is
undermined if we combine both of these further norms (as is in the case with constructive
mathematics and combining extensibwith computable norms)

But suppose we donOt want to rely on the cogency of NozickOs arguments. If we
can show that these different norms justify conflicting answers to basic policy questions,
we would have a good grasp of what the right sort of inatiipty would look like. To
do so, let me explain how | see these norms as operating at a basic level. | propose that
the norms regarding wellbeing and responsibility, as | have called them, arise from the
context of moral criticism in actual moral priaet*®

When one is on the hot seat, so to speak, the charge one is accountable for, i.e.
what we are responding to, is: whose concerns did you take into account in your
decision? More concretely, if someone did wrong, the charge may be glossed as: why did
you not think of so and soOs concerns, wellbeing, rights, and/or trust etc. when you did
such and such? (How could you?) On this account, principles governing the notion of
wellbeingandresponsibilityare formulated from and with details abstracted freat r

life callsfor considering all the people (or even sentient beings) and their legitimate
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concerns one should in making appropriate choit&ke question here is: why couldnOt
we formulate constructive principles that treat concerns with trust, inget&ratc. and
with wellbeing as on par? As in the case of retmdgat principles for apples, where we
seeming could combine ripendsased and sweetnelsased principles, can we always
combine wellbeing with responsibility norms in a constructive prie@iglo see why not,
consider the following case of moral criticism.

Suppose we are on the hot seat. We, as state officisésl taxes to help a
company outsource jobs from a local plant to a factory in a developing Ma@oe. can
readily imagine that thiwudest criticism will sound something like: how could you use
our money to take away our jobs and give them to people in E.? Here, there is a claim
that we must defend a decision to use resources from one group to bdiitfreat
group. Now, insteadf answering the criticism, and in the fine political tradition of
criticizing oneOs critics, we could query: how could you critics think families here are
more important than families there, especially since helping families in a developing
nation can radt in far more benefit from the same tax dollar? This isnOt to say that
responsibilitybased theorists wonOt prescribe, say, foreign aid. They may do so, but likely
in a way that by providing such aid, there will be spifbenefits for the donor countds
taxpayers (and probably international business stakehalttec®ntrast, wellbeing based

theorists wouldikely instead prescribe aid where the benefit to recipients is the greatest

OMP8"/14+*-()6 7"*(1"/146.>04=I5*7"#670)!:=IT0.(6.)!1Q"44"65/BID%Y $%H!+* -/*QTE!
5* 641C80(*50(61!10/C0,"644=1C0./*(6416()!/*,"641.0/C*(/":"4"7"0/IR(*7!7*1:0!
*(+-/0)13"7815=170,8(", 641 (*7"*(1*+161(*.51*+!  responsibilityS116/17801/76.7"(>1C*"(7!
*+16(64=/"/IR6/1*CC*/0)!7*161/=/70567"1*.1780*.07",!6 CC.*6,8S!.0>6.)"(>!3867!
,86(>0/17*1 78013*.4)1%(01/8*-4):."(>16:*-7; |
08gQ8=KB!*(0!5">87!6/9;!K0.86C/130!30.0!5*#0)!:=1780!C4">87!*+178%/0!/-++0."(>!
+.¥5161,676/7.%C8" 1#6."6:"4"7=1*+10,*(*5" 16, 7"#"7=116()! 78-/\C."#"40>0)! 78*/0!-()0.!
<" 7" (/1*+16:/+4-T0IC*#0.7=1.046 7"#O1 7*1%- 1¥3(1.046 7"#04=16++4-0(7!,"7"MO(/;

! Wi



overall. And of course, itOs a contingent fact which country wounkfibthe most from
aid and which country, provided with aid, would provide the mostafbibenefits for
the donorOs taxpayers. Thus we would have interestimgyjvial, constructive but
conflicting answers to fundamental policy questions about dldigaregarding foreign
aid.

If I am right regarding the nature of pluralism in constructive mathematics, there
should be a parallel story for constructivist liberal theories. | argued that, as in the case
with math, constructivism alor@uldnOdeterminenow to answer some fundamental
policy questions in liberal theory; we need to apply further abstraction norms to provide
the relevant answers. This will also result jprisna faciecase for pluralism in liberal
foundations. | argued that sorting whicncerns are equal when making political
decisions can be based on two constructive abstraction neaitiseingand
responsibility For the former, political decisions shouldfbeused, i.e., given a
privileging of liberty, a the wellbeing of thos@volved. For the lattemorm, political
decisions should be responsible to those who have entrusted their care to the-decision
makers. | gave an example of two constructive liberal theories, each based on each norm,
to show that the norms are individuatlgmpatible with constructive liberalism. Then, |
argued that there are two ways in which these norms are instead jointly incompatible
once we assume constructivism. First, the wellbeing norm is extensional in nature and the
responsibility norm is intensmal in nature. As with the case for mathematics,
constructivism canOt be combined with both extensional and intensional accounts of
group membership. The second argument showed that each norm gives rise to conflicting

principles for directing foreign aiénd thus disagree at a fundamental level.



1.5.2A Plurality of Prescriptions

On this account of the nature or foundations of constructive reasoningtirhes
faciethe case that there are multiple correct, but disagreeeas from which we can
abstact out prescriptions, obligations, principles of justice etc. As mentioned, these
prescriptions etc. are not merely claims made by the relevant ideal; rather if the ideal is
cogent, what it prescribes is in fact prescribed. Thus we will have some iteonsis
prescriptions in such cases; to make pluralism intelligible, we need to know how to make
sense of such a possibility. And this is part of the contribution this project is aimed at

providing.

1.6 Conclusion

Summarizing so fat,have looked at why, iive want a systematic and
constructivist metathics for liberal foundations, we will need to allow for such a system
to be seHinconsistent. And to investigate such possibilities, it would be appropriate to
use formal tools. Specifically, | have argubdttBernard WilliamsO and Amartya SenOs
claims, i.e., that taking pluralism seriously is tantamount to rejecting systematic
constructivism in ethics, leaves open at least one avenue of escape. And this is the option
| propose: that we should allow for anstructive system to be inconsistent. | briefly and
informally sketched out how the sort of pluralist approach | propose, i.e., that allowing
for the system to be inconsistent, we are able to respond to their objections.

But this talk of theoretical incamstency is likely hard to handle. The idea is that
while we may want to usemuralist perspectivéo defend a foundation for political

liberalism, we first need to justify a method for investigating the details of a suitable



pluralism. | argued that threlevant moral terms and concepts can be treated as particular
sorts of mathematical objects. In particular, | introduced and informally sketched out the
technical notion of ghoice Given an appropriate formal language to reason with and
about suclthoices we will be well on our way to understanding the ramifications and
consequences of a pluralist approach for liberal foundations.

Finally, | responded to doubts regarding the epistemic status of pluralism in meta
ethics. It may have been hoped thatrthétiplicity of moral approaches to liberalism is
merely an artifact of the state of current scholarstoptraWilliams or Sen. However, |
argued that the very nature of constructivist foundations, when properly understood,
generates prima faciecase or a plurality of such foundations. It would appear that a
constructivist approach leads one to allow for inconsistent systems, in general and in

metaethics in particular.



Chapter Two A Feasible Plurality

2.0 Introduction

In Chapter One | suggested that a proper foundation for liberalism ought to be a
pluralist one. In this chapter, | begin the defense of this claim.

| will begin by considering how best to understand the phenomena of moral
conflict and disagreement in @dto clarify what a correct pluralist account should look
like. | then turn to the important task of defending pluralism against some obvious
objections. This part of the chapter is not merely defensive, though, since the shape a
defensible pluralism mustke has important implications for megthics. As it turns out,
taking conflicting principles seriously requires a nuanced and complex conception of

disagreement and incompatibility between rival theories.

2.1 CA and Value Conflicts

CA methodologieseeem (but only seem) to have a better grasp on how to handle
conflicting principles than RITs. As S¢R009 pointed out, RITs seemingly suffer from
what he calls the infeasibility problem when faced with conflicting principles. Since CAs
specify which prigiples are socially preferable (i.e., which principle is selected from
some specified impartial perspective) they promise to resolve disputes in any particular
context. Consider two principles, sAyandB. And suppose that in some contextA
prescribesome choice thd prohibits. Perhap® always prohibits lying bud says you
should not put someoneQs life at risk without good reason (all other things being equal).
The context is a person having a hedtack and she asks you if she is having athear

attack. Since you have basic CPR training you know that staying silent or telling the truth



will likely worsen the symptoms or cause death. Given a social choice methodology, we
could input principle\ andB together with assumptions about how eachoopivill
ramify in distributing Ogooda€ross society. Presumably, in this example, a reasonable
CA will opt for the pinciple that allows us to tell Owhite ligsfife-and-death
circumstances. More generally, though, one option will be better or ahtea®rse than
the other option in how well it distributes goods according to the preferences of our social
perspective.

However, using CAs does seem to imply that the principleeo$hould always
maximize the preferences of the impartial perspeetillenever be overidden by any
other principle, on pain of circularity or nonsense. In other words, upon closer
examination CA methods do in fact presuppose a uniquely correct principle. Since for
such CA methodologiegjsticejust is a species of choicpeeferred by impartial
perspectived?we must give up the possibility of conflicting principles at a fundamental
level. What may have looked promising, i.e., in terms of taking conflicting principles
seriously, in ordinary moral contexts turns out to bsuitable for handling the more
foundational issues at hand.

| am assuming that there is not just one way of appropriately thinking about

justice, and Sen claims to make a similar assumptibagree with Sen that our store of
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such impartial reasons andtions regarding justice do seem to outstrip our ability to
capture every relevant consideration in one unangconsistenget of principles.
However, for any relevant CA all these conflicting principles of justice can be attributed
to different accouts of what claims can be defended as appropriately impariiak
problem is that even if all reasonable considerations are given due weight and concern
within any and every suitably impartial perspective, this does not imply that there are still
no otherreasonable ways to think about justice. In fact, this séerauggest another
openquestion: But is it reasonable to only defend claims from impartial perspettives?
It looks like takingjusticeto be a species of choices preferred by an impartial
perspective doesnOt allow for us to represent all the conflict we do find in actual moral
practice. If this is the case, CA methodologies flounder at a fundamental level, given a
pluralist starting point. On the other hand, it is clear that CA methodslogietake
conflicting principles in more ordinary contexts quite seriously. And as you will see, |
will borrow ruthlessly from what makes CA methods work at an ordinary level to help

RIT approaches handle more fundamental disagreement.

2.2 O0ughtO Implie OCanO and Monism

There is another common view regarding the nature of intractable conflict
between principles: there are none. | will briefly and informally introduce this view by
using an argument proposed by Terrance McConnell [1976;1978]. McConmaH #iat

the conjunction of the following three sentences express an inconsistent set of
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propositions: (1) there are genuine moral dilemmaspghtimpliescan (3) if one is
obligated to do each of two courses of action, then one is obligated tohdoobioses of

action. McConnell does not offer a formal specification of to his deontic language, but it
is not hard to identify the reasoning behind his argument. In keeping with normal practice
in deontic logicsQA stands for Oit is obligatory that A 4rstands for classical alethic
possibility. Premises introduced to represent the above propositions will be noted by [1],

[2], or [3] to keep distinct from rules referring to steps in the argument.

1) OA premise

2) OB premise

3) ~"(A&B) premise; 13 represent [1]
4) OA&B)#" (A&B) premise; by way of [2]

5 (OA & OB)# O(A&B) premise; by way of [3]

6) OA & OB 1,2 &l
7) O(A&B) 5, 6 #E
8) ~O (A&B) 3,4 m.t.

Since 7 and 8 are a contradiction, some step leading to them must go. McConnellOs
choice is line 3, and so he puts the fault on the assumption that there are genuine moral
dilemmas. He makes this because the formulas of #4 and #5 are axioms in hisofersion
standard deontic logic (SDL). But this is too fast; why shouldnOt we instead revise the
axioms or logic being used to represent deontic deductions? There are technical reasons
for rejecting a polymodal logic combini{D andS5(the closest wellindersbod logic

to approximate McConnellOs take on SDL). For example, it seems like the naturalistic



fallacy (that is, a formula reasonably interpreted as such) is satisfied by all models for
such a polymodal logic (details can be found in appendix 1).

Less echnically, it seems problematic to use a formal representation to rule out
one side in a live debate, unless that formal representation is taken to be indisputable by
all relevant sides. McConnell seems instead to have the tail wagging tivetdisg
argument As | will show, the inference fromughtto canis not in general valid if we
take the distinction betwe@ughtandmustseriously, let alone the possibility of moral
conflicts. Moreover, the formalization of obligation that McConnell seems toihave
mind is not constructive, however the details of such an argument is part of a much larger
project.

In ChapteFour| developed a logic for characterizing the deontic consequence
relation that rejects both [2] and [3]. At worst, then, even if weraggucConnellOs line
of reasoning is correct, we have a stalemate since the axioms of my deontic logic permits
us to posit the existence of moral dilemmas if we so desire. However, as | will show,
there are independent reasons for preferring my system.

Given the sort of considerations raised by Ses,safe to assume that there are
many, diverse impartial reasons that actually exists for thinking of justice in one way or
another. Our store of such impartial reasons and notions regarding justice do seem t
outstrip our ability to capture every relevant consideration in one uaipieonsistent
set of principles. If at least some obligations follow from our notiopsstitethen a
logic that is at least neutral with respect to the existence of monairdds is far more
appropriate than the OstandardO logic assumed by McConnell and those \itie share

view on this issue.



2.3 On a Family of Liberalisms

Indeed, it is the recognition of this failure of any single, consistent theory of
justice to capturevery relevant consideration that has motivated other philosophers to
consider some form of pluralism. For example, the many ceertanples offered in the
literature to RawlSprinciples of justice fromA Theory of Justiceend to show how there
are legiimate instances of injustice that RawlsOs principles fail to pick out [Copp 1974;
Keyt 1974; G.A. Cohen 1991; Harsanyi 1975]. As noted in the introductory chapter, near
the end of his life Rawls explicitly argues that his principles of justice should have
perhaponly a minor role in justifying public policy. Instead, he argues there should be a
family of liberal theories that make up the Public Reason that may be used to justify
policy. Rawl€move to a plurality of RITs was motivated by this recognitibthe many,
diverse and seemingly correct reasons for thinking about equality and liberty that actually
exist in our sort of democratic culture.

Let us pause here to distinguish the case for pluralism from the mere recognition
that people sometimes disag. So far | have relied on an intuitive sense of what sort of
disagreement matters in a philosophically worthwhile pluralism. To develop a more
nuanced notion of pluralist disagreement, | think a useful place to start is David DeVidiOs
[2012] argument fomathematical pluralism. His claim is that for pluralism to be a
philosophical view worthy of philosophical attention, it must be, when spelled out,
interesting(e.g. it canOt turn out that weOve all been pluralists all along)raridial
(the differing theorsts cannot be merariants, suliheories of the same overarching

theory, etcbthey need to disagree!)



While DeVidi had mathematical and logical theories in mind, this seems a
plausible requirement for moral or political pluralism as well. Andl & condition | think
RawlsO Public Reason meets. There are, of course, subsidiary conditions pluralism must
meeN the different theories of the same thihgo that the disagreements are not merely
argument, involving a subtle changing the subject fromtbrory to another and so on.

We can develop this pluralist notion of disagreement further: the sort of
disagreement that we are looking for should have rival theories or ways of seeing the
same subject matter. But not just any rival theories will dothie disagreement to be
philosophically worthwhile, the rivalry must be intractable. In this das@ctable
rivalry must mean two things: 1) at a fundamental level there is some sense in which the
rivals agree, e.g. on what metaphorical race theyumm@ng; 2) that the criteria for
success is neaxcludable’i.e., that it doesnOt follow from a theory satisfying the criteria
that no other theory can.

It should be clearer now why the recognition of rival theories or abstract
principles could motivateations similar to PRIT. In fact, when we look at the theoretic
resources PRIT has to handle the infeasibility objection, these resources are due in large
part to the structural features PRIT shares with other interesting astdwiain
pluralisms found irother domains.

In the math case, a ndnvial and interesting pluralism implies that there may be

more than one correct solution to a watlsed mathematical problem. To be clear,
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pluralism on this account neeuultiple correctanswers to a weposed gestion®’ As
argued in Chapter One, given a constructivist starting point for liberalism, there is a
prima faciecase for pluralism. Given these considerations, such pluralism implies that
the bases for such rival theories or formal principles are usaubstoact said principles
etc. from the same concrete level. On this account, rivals must be faithful to the same
more concrete notion. If this is the case, there can be no aspect of the concrete notion that
can decisively rule out all but one of the rivé8énce the infeasibility objection is what it
is because of the plurality of impartial reasons, if we were to posit rival theories, rival
ideals, it is possible to then account for such a plurality.

Recall that PRIT is the view that there is at leasteégually (and maximally)
correct but distinct accounts, i.e. rivals, of what a perfectly just institution consists in.
(While, like later Rawls seems to suggestrduethere are more than just two such riyals
andall we need for pluralism to hold is thithere are at least two.) PRIT is therefore
similar to other interesting and namvial pluralisms from other domains: to be an
interesting and notrivial sort of pluralism the view must be that a particular
phenomenon, domain, or subject matter cacopeectly specified or explained in more
than onggenuinely distinctnanner. The shorthand version for these criteria in the case of
PRIT is that the cogency of PRIT rests on the claim that there is more than one correct
answer to a welposed question regding the nature of ideally just societies.

In the political context, | will use RawdBrganizing question (but choose your

own if you want): How should we balance the valuekbefty andequalityin the basic
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framework of social cooperation? Supposecar justify different starting points in how
we specify these values or what counts as impartial or what counts as a good balance. The
result will most likely be a netrivial and interesting pluralism. In the liberal RIT
tradition,| explicate a particalr balance of these values by trying to describe a perfectly
just society based on those starting points.

For PRIT, the many, diverse impartial reasons that actually exist for thinking
different things unjust are understood as parts of rival accountsesfextly just society.
To be explicit, PRIT is an interesting and rtamial pluralism since we have but one
subject matter, namelyhatis the nature of a perfectly just societ#fd | propose that,
for the purposes of the present inquiry, we can assume we have at least two genuinely
distinct but correct answers. Each correct account of a perfectly just society can be seen
as formulated upon a distinct group of the many, divenpairtial reasons for thinking
different situations unjust. There can be some overlap in these groupings of reasons;
however, we assume that there must be at least one difference when we assume the
pluralism to be nottrivial.

As pointed out above, | agreath Sen that our desire to capture every relevant
consideration in one uniqwend consisterget of principles of justice is a false hope. But
| contend that there is good reason to suppose that for any one of the many, diverse,
impartial reasons that clolbe a relevant consideration in theorizing justice, we have
good reason to think it to be included in one ofghueality of accounts of a perfectly just
society. HereOs why: if you consider what an impartial reason would have to be like in
order for itto be independent of every regulatory ideal, such thimalgpendence will

not look plausible. Such a reason could not:



1. Play any role in modeling the decisions of a just society

2. Be entailed by any correct version of an ideally just society.

3. Be a premise in the construction of any theory of ideal justice.

4. Be added to an ideal theory to construct an improved theory (that is,

extending a theory if it is consistent to do so).
5. Approximate the sorts of reasons used in policy decisions in argctorr
version of a just society.
The idea here is it seems implausible that such impartial reasons could not count as
touchstones for a theory of an ideally just society. Conditiehsurvey the different
ways rivals can be formulated upon these relevapartial reasons or imply such
reasons are acceptable. 1 and 3 are clear examples of how rivals may take aspects
abstracted from the more concrete level and then formulate principles based on these
considerations. Conditions 2 and 5 point out the Odig€dwé a new sort of reason we
should think of as relevant or impartial, either in formal terms or in approximate form as
the case may be. And condition 4 indicates how we might be able to accommodate
principles in the context of prexisting theory. Eachondition captures how such reasons
can count as touchstones for our various rivals, either as criteria in their formation or as
tests of their results.
It seems unlikely that any significant consideration could not be accounted for as

a touchstone for &ast one rival version of an ideally just society. Obviously, this

argument is not conclusive; it is not intended to be so but rather it is conductive in nature.



2.4 Pluralism and Paraconsistency
An obvious objection looms, so lete pause to address The cost of a PRIT
framework is that deductive reasoning from a PRIT perspective must be paraconsistent.
Assuming that we have an interesting and-tsouial pluralism there must be sorpe
such that one theory permpsvhile the other does not permpitAs | have developed the
notion, our family of liberal principles of justice must be jointly inconsistent in order to
be an interesting and nanvial sort of pluralism. They must disagree and that
disagreement cannot be explained away by each thealipglavith a different subject
matter or some other form of equivocation. To be clear, the individual theories
themselves need not be inconsistent; inconsistency only arises when we combine them
into a family of rival theories. But if we assume that thenpuncements of each correct
theory about what is obligatory and what is not, then if deductive reasoning is to be
fruitful under these conditions, we need a logic that does not verify the rule of explosion.
Could we avoid this conclusion? Why not chatlge properties of the theories in
our family of RITs so that such inconsistency does not arise automatically? Perhaps we
should give up the claisthat each acceptable theory be complete. That is, should we
allow individual RITs to have truth gaps (i.eaich lacking both truth and falsity) instead
of truth gluts (i.e., claims being both true and false)? In this way, we could have
disagreement between the members of our family of RITs that amounts to one theory
permittingp and a different theory failing teay one way or the other whetlpes
permissible; thus, there would be no need for paraconsistency, at least at face value.
Two problems arise. The first problem is that such disagreement is not vigorous

enough to be natrivial. In this domain it seemaways justifiable to appeal to the



stronger theory in such cases, even when the theories are rivals in other cases. In other
words, if one theory is silent on some issue but a rival rules it just or unjust, the silent
theory does not guide action in thayits rival does. This seems to suggest that being
silent is a theoretical vice in such a case,; i.e., the agtiading theory has prima facie

claim to being a better theory. This would render such disagreement trivial.

Moreover, there is an additidrespect to this problem. Supervalutation
techniques allow us to fill in truth gaps of incomplete theories. Supervaluation treats the
incompleteness of a theory in terms of its underdevelopment. Thus, given assumptions
about how things will turn out thedreally, truth gaps are only relative to a stage of
theoretical achievement, progress or available evidence, information etc. With such
formal representations available, there would have to be independent justification for not
using filledin-theories instad of the gaypy theories. That is, we could always in theory
generate a stronger theory than an incomplete one.

The second problem questions the conceptual plausibility of a theory of an ideally
just society failing to be maximally complete. It is tthat our actual theories in use in
contemporary public debate are not maximally complete, let alone generally.correct
However, RITs are not meretyeaned up versiaof actual beliefs held by citizens; they
are theories that specify an ideally just stci# is not plausible that an ideally just
society would be less than maximally complete for the following reasons. First, there is a
conceptual connection, albeit an inchoate one, between an ideal society and complete set
of actionguiding principles athe heart of the RIT approach. The idea here is that there is
something sutideal with a society that doesnOt know which policies to implement. There

is a distinctly comparative or attributive element to this notion afi@al society My



society answersiore policy questions than yours so mine is better, i.e., the more
comprehensive theory, consistent with the same question is better than a less
comprehensive theory. In an important sense, the current project can be seen as an
attempt to make explicit thinchoate connection between an ideal society and action
guiding principles.

Secondly, in this sort of normative research we are aiming at providing-action
guiding principles for collective choosing, everything else being equal; this goal seems to
incline us to construct maximal theories instead of less maximal theories. It is only when
we find discrepancies between equally correct maximal theories that we bemoan such
completeness. We have a conflict here between the theoretical values of consistency and
actionguiding/maximal completeness. | have noted already the difficulties with living up
to our actionguiding duties in a pluralistic theoretical framework. We should not choose
options to make this harder than it must be. One quick clarification: kynakor
complete theories in this case | do not mean a theory that is formulated upon every
impartial reason. Recall the distinction between infeasible incompleteness and theoretical
incompleteness from the discussion of SenQOs infeasibility arguméis. dade, the
completeness is in terms of ruling for @yhetherP is true or false. The above
argument for an ideally just society providing a complete theory is by no means
conclusive. But until such justification is provided, the balance of consmiesat

decisively tilts to using the trutlut approach instead of the truglap approach.



2.4.1 PRIT and True Contradictions

There is a metathical and metaphysical worry | want to head off. If prescriptions
are truthapt, and mixed inferenc€suggest at least some are [Tappolet 1997; 2000], and
PRIT is true then it seems plausible at first blush that some dialethias (true
contradictions) exist. For instance, suppose we have some fbaoyg two rival
liberalisms XandY that disagree aboute justness d®. If both X andY liberalismsare
equally applicable for evaluatirigthen it seems thd is both just and not just. It seems
we are contradicting ourselves, if we are not equivocating on the meaning of Justice.
We could bite the bulletral accept one of the options, i.e., that we are truly contraglictin
ourselves or equivocating on Ojustn@astdn an interesting and ndrivial way).
However, neither option seems all that appealing at first pass. True contradictions are
unappealing foobvious reasons. Equivocal usgudticewould seem to undermine the
notion of being rival accounts, i.e. in terms of the interesting disagreement criterion, of an
ideally just society. Nonetheless, | shall adopt versions of both these options. Tise plan
that careful and nuanced formulations of both these opiogetherwill provide a
sensible account of what is going on when rivals disagree (as required by a
philosophically worthwhile pluralism).

On the first option, dialetheism in PRIT may not betaange or troubling as

perhaps first thought. In the next chapter | will develop tools for dealing with trumping
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reasoning in ethics. In doing so, | will show that the best way to construct formulas
representing prescriptions will be in terms of a piiescr choic€? Thus it is not that we
have a proposition and its negand both being true, as is in the case of the standard
presentation of dialetheism. Rather | posit that we have two jointly incompatible choices

both beingacceptableor Otrued more on thisn the next chaptet:

2.4.2 Equivocating on Justness at different levels of analysis

But there is a further problem regarding incompatible properties, sygstiasss
| want to highlight. Dealing with this problem will lead us to see how there carsbg
of equivocation on justice on one level of analysis that still allows for the relevant
theories to be rivals on a different level of analysis. The idea is that by representing
different sorts of incompatibility we can allow for an interesting arahoad
equivocation rather than merely changing the subject matter. Moreover, by having
differentincompatibilitieswe can provide a useful perspective for regimenting the
relation between moral properties, prescribing choices and moral theories. Thendroble
have in mind is a sort of oveletermination issue, in that actions may have properties
independent of any theoryOs assertion (contrary to a constructivist account of the

attribution of properties).
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As | will argue in ChaptethreeandFour, it is choces that are, in the first
instance, subject to moral evaluation; actions have properties only due to thag role
options fromwhich a choice must be made. But for this to get off the ground, two actions
compared in this way must not only be rankaddetter or worse, but also must have a
measure of how much better one is that the dfHésuch comparisons can measure how
much better an option is than another, i.e. a cardinal ranking, then the following problem
for pluralism can seemingly occur.

Suppose we interpret the acceptability of a choice, according to a theory, as
implying that the selected optionnsorejustthan the rejected options. Given that a
theory is comparing actions to other actions (and assuming that a theory may be in some
cass indifferent between trading off a certain number of actions against another type of
action) thgustnesof actions can be cardinally ranked by a theory. Assume we have two
theoriesA, Band three actions, y, zbut thatx andy are incomparable accongdj to A and
B. Suppose th&h states that we should chooseverz but noty overz andB states that
we should choosgoverzbut notx overz. The problem is that if theor states thax is
much more just thanbut B states thay is barely more jst thanz then(if we are not
equivocating on Ojusti¢eds more just thay is relative taz, even though we have no

theory stating that is more just thay.®®
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It seems that what started out as an interesting antrinai pluralism regarding
ideally just societies threatens to turn into monism. HereOs why. If moral theories
cardinally rank options and we can unequivocally attripiggnessaccordingly then we
seem to have a sort of intéreoretical comparishthat can overule any given theory
regarding what properties obtain.

| want to approach this oveletermination problem by finding a way to
equivocate ofustnessas applied to specific choices whitedting thgustnesof an
ideal state unequivocally. In other words, we want a principled reason to move between a
sort of theoretical relativism when dealing with claims regarding the justness of specific
choices and a theoretical pluralism when deahtg claims regarding what we ought to
do, in ideally just states or otherwise. By theoretical relativism, | mean that predicates are
indexed to the theory used: given a predidasmd theories ' , if X according to theory
I is!,, we have relatigm. Framed this way, theoretical pluralism is: given a predicate
Aand theories ' , if X according to theory' is A, we have pluralismOn this view,
theoretical pluralism abstracts away or ignores the source, i.e. the relevant theory, of the
predicaton. So the question now is, what abstraction norm can underwrite this base of
abstraction?

We could first find out when we shouldnOt abstract away the source of predication.
For example, we already have a rule that specifies that the justness of ahrogsgs (
other property) is a matter of theoretical relativism (and because such a rule wouldnOt
allow the ranking ok, yandzin the manner described abov@jt itOs not a very

philosophically interesting rule: given the fact that we are committed &irceotive
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norms, theoretical relativism lets us exclude the faulty sort of ranking. Obviously, this
seems more than slighthd hog | think we can reversengineer a more principled rule.
If a multiplicity of theories in one case calls for pluralism, asdknow the bases for this
requirement, we might have a better view for understanding when a multiplicity of
theories calls instead for relativism.

The idea | have in mind is thabligationcan be, and should be, treated as a
logical word (as argued i@hapterOng, but not so with moral properties. We may use
moral propertyclaims, which obtain relative to some theory, to justify an obligation; but
justifying an obligation by using a moral theory doesnOt imply that the resulting
obligation inherits anyheoretical connection to that theory, given that it is a logical word
(understood in terms of a suitable deontic lagir)ce we have an acceptable obligation,
we kick away the theoretical ladder, so to speak, that let us defend it in the first place.
Logical words donOt care about content, i.e., the particular theory used, that is, once they
are recognized as (deontic) logical in nature. Therefore, when representing obligation in a
formal system we must ignore what theory was used in deriving said abligatce
obligation is a logical worf®

Thus, the rule | have in mind is that when dealing with a multiplicity of theories:
if the subject matter, i.e., the concepts, predicates etc., can be and should be treated as a

logical word, pluralism is needed;hatrwise, relativism is called for. That is, given a
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multiplicity of correct theories, pluralism abstracts away which theory was used, as called
for when the subject matter is a logical word; but not so with relativism: each claim is
indexed to the theorysed. Obviously, there are important details to be worked out here;
however, defending such a pluralist basis of abstraction is a far larger project (especially,
how it relates to the arguments in chapter one regarding constructivism impyingea
faciecase for pluralismiNonetheless, something similar to this basis of abstraction is at

work throughouChapterFour and some details can be found there.

2.5 Different Pluralisms

A final question still remains regarding pluralism. Why not instead deny tha
equality of correctness implies equality of applicability? I will call this option,
OJurisdictional PluralismO. On this alternative, there is a distinction between the sorts of
answers equally correct theories may cogently disagree upon. The ideaisathative
guestions are kept distinct from theoretical questions. For a more widely understood
example (but one where | want to bracket off the issue of whether it is merely a
methodological pluralism or a fundamental one), say we have two models for
representing fundamental physics. The first understands a basic element as a wave and
the second represents the same thing as a particle. Clearly the obvious ways to interpret
these models disagree on questions on the nature of this element of physics.rHoweve
given different experimental setups, the context will indicate that one of these theories is
inappropriate or appropriate for predicting experimental outcomes.

My notion of jurisdictional pluralism claims that namvial and interesting

disagreement ay take place only at a descriptive or theoretical level; no disagreement



occurs at the evaluative or predictive level. The idea is that the nature of evaluative or
predictive questions relies in large part ongheposesve are aiming for in making this
assessment. On the other hand,-avaluative questions are asking for a description or
abstract representation of some phenomenon. A PRIT version of jurisdictional pluralism
would then claim that only orlberalismcan ever be applicable in evaluatingetirer a
particular policy is just or not, even though othieeralismsare no less correct in how

they describe the nature of ideally just institutions.

In this project, | assume that the less problematic option is to let incompatible
choices be jointly eceptable. | think we can make sense of the notion that policies can be
both just and unjust: acceptable in one ideally just society but objectionable in a different
ideally just society. On the other hand, there is no clear rule for when one of our rival
liberalism would be exclusively applicable for evaluating a particular policy, as required
by the jurisdictional account. Of course, an argument from ignorance is no argument at
all. Rather, | propose that both sorts of projects should be of some védloe)ythe one

is in play in the current work.

2.6 Conclusion

| started off with looking at two monist ways of looking at conflicting principles
or obligations. In particulat,showedhat Oought@nOt imply OcanO if we allow for
conflicting obligationsi.e., genuine moral dilemmas. And if we use an impartial
perspective to decide all questions of conflicting principles, we rule out reasonably
disagreeing about using an impartial perspeckirding fault with both these monist

frameworks] showedtha a philosophically useful pluralism neesiltiple correct



answers to the same wplbsed question. | argued that we should understand such an
interesting and notrivial pluralism as needingval theories. Rivals disagree in a
particular fashion: Rivalsust be complete regarding the question at hand.
| then looked at some plausible objections to theoretical pluralism, including
whether pluralism is a sort of dialetheism and questions of when we are mistakenly
equivocating on the relevant terms. | amgjtigat the semantic values underlying the
notion ofobligationand its cognates should be understood in termasa#ptableor not.
If | am correct, a true contradiction of obligations isnOt as bizarre or worrying as if
obligations were truttapt like, saypropositions about apples on tables. Next, | argued
that we could formulate the distinction between relativism and pluralism in terms of
pluralism ignoring the theory used in predication, whereas relativism indexes such claims.
With this formulation in had, we could then look to whether the relevant terms should
be treated as logical in nature. This technique should then answer whether a term should
have an unequivocal sense or whether terms should be indexed to the relevant theories.
Finally, | briefly looked at an alternative way of understanding pluralism, what |
called OJurisdictional®. But without a clear sense of the norms we could use for uniquely
applying different liberal theories to particular evaluative questions, | suggested we stick
with theaccount already at hand. And as it stands, we have a good enough view of
theoretical pluralism that we can now turn to looking at how the notioblimfation

must adapt to such a context.



Chapter Three Ordering Obligations

3.0 Introduction

In this chapter | begin the work on how we should adapt the notion of obligation
(and cognates), if we are to fruitfully use it in a pluralist context. Fivet| be
concerned with the problem of actignidance in a pluralist context. The idea is that,
when faced with the sort of disagreement seen as problematic forgeitamce, the
relevant codes may prescribe trumping the original but conflicting obligation with a
coordination mechanism. These mechanisms could allow us to settle disagreement in
same, if not most, cases in a liberal society. Clearly, there are two subordinate issues
involved in this strategy. First, what is a trumping relation? Second, what is a fair
coordination mechanism?

First up,l look at the philosophical problems with fornzaig trumpingrelations
in deontic logic. This part of the project allows me to resolve two problems. First, using
such a formal perspective offers a powerful method to respond to a large part of SenOs
redundancy objection to RIT foundations. Second,maace helpful at a general level,
this perspective shows how the actguiding problem raised by disagreeing principles
can be made far more reasonable, and manageable from a practical point of view. But the
reasons for looking at these issues go beyoadhtimediate demands of this project.
Trumpingrelations are ubiquitous in moral, political, and legal reasoning and so deserve
to be taken seriously in any deontic logic. But trumpigligtions are largely ignored in
most deontic logics. This isnOt suiipgssincetrumpingposes many inconvenient

problems for those constructing formal systems.



3.1 The Persistent problem with trumping

The different consequence relations formalized in logical systems are for the most
part what we call monotonic relatioriis means that the premise set from which a
specified conclusion set is deduced can be freely extended with additional pféfiaes.
example, ifA entails BthenA and C entail B for anyC whatsoever. Monotonic logics
include classical and intuitionistiagics, as well as normal modal logics. However,
trumpsreasoning is not monotonic: the purpose of trumps reasoning is to change what is
permitted or obligatory, as the case may be, by introducing a new premise. Relevant logic
is not monotonic in the seamslefined above.

However, trumpseasoning is also not symmetrical. For exampde)etting
someonealie may trumpnottelling a lie butnot telling a lierarely trumpsot letting
someone didn relevant logics the order of premises does not matter to what may be
deduced. However, with the neymmetrical nature of trumpegasoning, the order in
which premises are introduced is significant. The usual method for handling the
difficulties posed ¥ this sort of consideration is to eliminate rules that let us ignore the
order of premises, which results in a more complicated semantics for negation.
Essentially, a noisymmetrical negation of incompatibility would need to be addexd to
replacethe stamdard negation of being falsewill not follow the usual methadnstead, |
will introduce a technique that instead simplifies trusmgesoning. In fact, | will not
introduce any extra semantics for negation to deal with trumping relations. But to, be fai

this choice is purely pragmatic; the change from the familiar logic we learned in
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undergrad to relevant and constructive versions is extreme enough. Further deviations
from the familiar are likely just unhelpful at this point.

| will first show how thetools available in current nestandard deontic logics fail
to accurately represent trumps reasoning. This will allow me to explain how my approach
differs in a way that productively addresses these problems. | then take this technique and
solve two problms. | will show how members of a RIT plurality can use coordination
devices they prescribe to solve some, but only some, disagreement between members in
our family of liberal theories. This result will mitigate some of the aegjoiaing worry
mentioned irthe introduction. But perhaps most importantly for current purposes, these
coordination devices are used to solve concrete policy problems. In the light of these
results, the redundancy complaint loses much of its bite.

The difficulties existing approackéave with trumps reasoning are due to the
persistencef truth. By the persistence of trutimean that if a proposition is true in our
semantics, that proposition will remain true regardless of further developments. The
persistence of truth is normallgnd | assume correctly, regarded as a conceptual truth.
Recall thaimy starting point is that moral necessity=obligation, and stémdard
approaches this means that moral necessity is represented by the truth of a proposition at
all morally accessible arlds. If we assume that trumpsasoning with such a
propositional moral necessity requires a4sgmmetrical negation, (so that the order of
premises matters to which premise trumps which premise), the persistence of truth is
impaired.

The problem withthis framework is that if an obligation can be trumped by a

different obligation, truth at a moral world is no longer persistent (or as we shall
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sometimes also salgereditary. Persistence would fail if a proposition, saytrue at all
morally accessiblevorldscould be rendered no longer true at all morally accessible
worlds because of trumping. To see this possibility, assum©#at true in the actual
world, i.e.,A is true at all morally accessible worlds, but @atis trumped by a

different oblgation, sayOB. The truth of the trumping obligatio®B, requires that there
be a proposition true at all accessible worlds that is incompatibleawight B andA

cannot both be true at all morally accessible worlds, if there are any. In other words, if
OB trumpsOA, it can no longer be permissible or obligatory to makeue. Thus, the
semantics would have to somehow record haould be true at all morally accessible
worlds, if it were not for the fact th@B trumpsOA. We started off thinking that we

could represerabligationin terms of truth at all morally accessible worlds! However we
now have to represent the notion, at least in part, in terms of a conditional logic or
counterfactual model of some sort. In otheras, given this approach, we must treat the
trumping relation along the lines of: if it werenOt (or isnOt) the cagBthiatvould be

the case thaDA.

While | grant that there might be a case to be made for using conditional logics to
represent trumpg, | think such an approach would miss out on an important fact about
trumpingreasoning. The fact | have in mind is that a trumping relation is also its own (or
introduces a new) obligation: an obligation regardingoticker in which you may do
certainactions. In an important senseQB trumpsOA, you are obligated to malgtrue
insteadof A. HereOs what | mean: suppose we as@#is true at the actual world and
thatOB trumpsOA. If we then also assun@B we are not just obligated to maRdrue

but also to not maka true after all. This fact suggests that in order to represent
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trumpingrelations, we should do so in terms of an obligation to order actions in some
particular fashion. If this is true, representing obligatioprapositionstrue atall

morally accessible is wroAgeaded. In a nutshell, this is why you will see me use -order
theoretic tools and what is called neighborhood semantics for representing moral
necessity irChapterFour, instead of the more familiar universal quantificativaro

accessible OworldsO.

3.2 Why not OObligationO as suitably modified actions?

As a first step towards representing trumping relations as an obligation ordering
actions, | begin with the hypothesis that, instead of modifying propositions with deontic
boxes and diamonds, they should modify a logic of actions. Let me explain: suppose we
have a sentence expressing an action and modify it with a deontic box or diamond. In
other words, it is actions (not propositigisipliciter) that are prescribed, proscriher
permitted as the case may be. Important for current purposes, the order of actions matters
in a properly constrained logic of action (as we will shortly see in more detail). Thus, this
approach seems a promising start for constructing sentencegphass moral
obligations and permissions, in particular, obligations to do actions in a particular order.

Using a deontic logic of actions rather that propositions may require other
adjustments that may be problematic for use in deontic logic. Thefoulesmbining
actionsshould not include commutative rules, but standard logics involving propositions
do include such commutative rules. (An example of a commutative rule is that the order
of premises doesnOt matter.) In other words, | can combine stions & one order but

not in the reverse order. Consider an example, due to Greg Restall, where | can go buy a
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car and then give all my money away but | canOt first give away all my money and then
buy a car (all other things being equal). One cantiine oneOs logic using commutative

rules of differing strength, i.e., with different types of reordering being acceptable. It

might look, given the issues raised about trumping and how order matters in what
obligations trump which others, that removing contative rules is a good fit. But as |

have already mentioned, there are significant costs when we turn to representing negation,
and thusecessity, and possibility.

The first issue is that losing commutativity seems to introduce very fine
distinctions beween different senses of obligation and its cognates into our semantics
that donOt generally arise in actual practice. HereOs how: when the order of premises
matters, we must have two implication arrows instead of one in our logic. The reason for
this, whie technical, is not hard to see. When we combine two premises to prove some
conclusion, the deduction theorem states that we can also infer that one of the premises
can prove a conditional with the other premise as antecedent and the original conclusion
as the consequent. Thatis framB ! | both! I I = !IlandB! A! C follow.

However, the deduction theorem must be refined when the order of the premises matters,
as two different kinds of conditionals follow from! ! ! . The first uses the standard

left to rightarrow that we learned in intro loglic ! ! — ! . The second sort of arrow

records that the order of the premises in themalgroof matters; it is a right to Iefor
backwards) arrov: ! « I .Itis not easy to gloss this distinction in orayn&anguage,

but perhaps we could say for the first sort: frAmve can deduce that if we aBdahenC.

The second can be read as: frBwe can deduce thatovided that we had in the first

placethenC. The distinction between Oif we addO and Oprthad®dlisappears when
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order doesnOt matter; but in the current case OifO represents adding information and
Oprovided thatO represents a prior assumption. As we will see in the next chapter, in this
system negation of a formula is defined intensionakgy, (by reference to OworldsO other
than the one it is OtrueO at). We can use arrows to represent this definition of negation,
which implies that there would be two sorts of negation (i.e., right to left and left to right),
and so two ways of representingitg obligatechotto do something (or not obligated as

the case may be) depending on which sort of negation is in play. This is probably an
example of how a subtle distinction in an artificial language sometimes doesnOt matter for
understanding or repraséng the corresponding ordinary concept. So, this distinction is

of value for deontic logicians, and probably very few others. In other words, positing
different senses gfrohibition etc. in order to interpret nescommutative rules in a formal
system maye seen as too cumbersome to be worth the trek. If we could do without

adding these extra versions of obligation, all the better.

3.3 Order puzzles and actions

A connected, butnore philosophical, problem is that the nature of actions in of
itself shoudl not dictate moral theory. But this could happen in improperly constrained
deontic action logic. A good example of this can be found in the vasides puzzles
common to the literature. While the details on how my proposal resolves this class of
problens is part of a larger project, the basic issue with such puzzles resolves around
specifying a rule for the order in which obligations are to be discharged. (For example,
representing trumpingelations is a type of order puz3l@he nature of action

combhnation is in many ways at the heart of order puzzles. Since actions are
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asymmetrically incompatible, we have a puzzle with how to specify the moral
accessibility relation so that we couldnOt represent the permissibility of arranging our
actions in such aay to avoid doing something we think we, jineoretically, must do,

and so solely in virtue of the nature of action combination. The problem with so
specifying the moral accessibility relation is that we seem to need to refer to the particular
contentof the relevant worlds, which canOt be done formallyaigriori or in axiomatic

terms.

For example, to be responsible for some harm, a person should be mentally
competent. But getting drunk renders one temporarily mentally incompetent. At first
glance,it looks like getting drunk and thus temporarily mentally incompetent absolves
you of responsibility for harms you inflict after you become drunk. Indeed, it is a (I think
sad) fact of legal and moral history (from 19¥982 in U.S.A.) that showing thateth
accused was drunk was successfully used as a defense in sexual assault cases in just this
way [Hasse 1972]. Improperly constrained, the logic can justify past judgesO decisions to
find accused rapists not guilty because being drunk rendered them miectaihpetent.

As mentioned above, being able to appropriately specify such a constraint on the logic is
deeply problematic. ThiisnOt to say that there might notria@y promising attempts to
do so. My proposal is that most of the problem can be dealt with in a far simplgr way
but more on this in the next section.

One final example before we move on. The issue | have in mind comes from the
idea that @ughtimpliescanO. This claim seems to imply that morality is silent when there
are no options. $pose now that a person perfornaations at an earlier time that have

the effect that at a later time she has no other options but to, for example, maximize profit
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within the bounds of the law. Then, on this account, moral obligations are no longer
operative. Why should the order in which actions can be combined have such
ramification for moral theory? We need more than an appeal to an ambiguous platitude as

is ©@ughtimpliescan). | think we can do so.

3.4 Obligation in terms of Contrastive Principles

While the technical details are part of a different project, my philosophical response
to order puzzles such as representing trumping relations is to use what | chtitee
structure. The basic idea is that representing the relative moral ordering of actions should
use a complex structure of the relevant actions, rather than what actions are true in
accessible worlds.

To motivate this technique philosophically, | williatiuce and develop what | call
the concept ofontrastive principlesin a nutshell, we are quantifying over ideal answers
to a contrastive OMay/Ought 10 question when we are looking for-guiitamce. A
contrastive OMay 1?20 question is regimented bghibieesof actionsoveralternatives
In other words, the question queries the moral nature of choosing one option from a
specified group of alternative options. Understanding principles in terms of answers to
contrastive OMay 1?0 questions (theh@cesinstead of actionsimpliciter) will permit
me, or so | will argue, to avoid deontic problems with the order in which actions are
performed.

First, a quick tangent regarding what is at stake when represantiogs Of
course, whether or not the axts in the system are clustered iohmicesn some way, it

remains true thactionsare being represented. So it may well seem that | owe an
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account of what | take actions to be. It seems to me, though, that the only theoretic
assumption | need to makéout actions is that there can be multiple tokens of the same
type of action. | do not deny that different tokens of a single action will have different
empirical descriptions. However, if we can treat such actions as equivalent for the
purposes of devefing intentional explanations then a tyjo&en structure is appropriate.
On this account, actions are individuated in terms of the role they play in intentional

explanations. However, PRIT is neutral regarding the nature of intentional explanations.

3.4.1 Contrastive Principles

Before | can explain and justifyontrastiveprinciples, it is important to try to
clarify how principlesfigure into this system. | take it as a starting point that principles
guide our actions, either implicitly or explicitliloreover principles are what give
content to moral theories that specify the Right. Since RITs specialize in specifying what
an ideally just society consists in and thus a version of the Right, we are looking for a
plurality of principles, given RIT pluram. | will call OchoicerinciplesO those abstract
principles we are willing to commit ourselves to employing when deliberating about
deciding future concrete cases. | propose that a clpoiceiple is, to a first
approximation, the answer to a questioiay | do X?0. However, decisions, as even
elementary decision theory correctly teaches us are abouoifadé decisions are
about selecting one option from among alternatives, there is something conceptually
amiss if we take the answer to OMay X®® as fully capturing what matters in a choice

principle.
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Considering actual choices, it is clear that any choice is drawn from among a class
of alternatives. If the class of possible alternatives picks out the important aspects of the
decision at handye will want in our theory a way to represent the distinction between
OMay | do X instead of Y?0 and OMay | do X instead of Z? The contrast class is the set of
alternatives (Y in the first case and Z in the second) to be considered as available options
we could choose instead of the one actually takenX.eAdapting from Van Fraassen
[1980], | will call the questionOs targeted optiortdpé, in this case X. For example
consider the topic of lying. OMay | lie instead of telling the truth and pe@pées di
result?0 questions the permissibility of lying, the topic, differently than does OMay | lie
instead of telling the truth and lose 2 million dollars as a result?0 Since | am modeling
principles as answers May | questions, | will also refer to aipcipleOsopic as well;
the answer is supposed to tell us whether we can choose the topic instead of a member of
the contrast class.

Analogously to the literature on explanation, | call this refinement of
permissibility normsddntrastive principl®To afirst approximation| define amoral
principle as a universal (morally speaking) answer tha@icequestion, i.e. OMay | do X
instead of Y?0 And as expectgeimissibilityis a negated universal negation but in my
system, this does not imply thagrmissibilitycan be representes an existential
quantifier.Briefly, hereOs whytaving oneyesanswer to a choice question is not
equivalent to it not being the case you ought not to choose so, since we are taking moral
dilemmas seriously. But more dealing with having botlgesandno answers to &ay

I? question later.
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Employingcontrastive principlegives this theory important flexibility. For
instance, it makes it possible to model various subtly different sosyp1? questions
As we shall see below, being able to model the change in questions allows us to solve a
lot of different problems, including order puzzles.

The first and most obvious way of changiniylay I? question is by changing the
composition of the contrast clad® repeat the example that | raised earlier, we could
change the consequences of telling the truth from losing two million dollars to someone
dying. While bothViay 1? questions regarding the topic ¢filgO seem to have a token of
the type ®lling thetruthO in the contrast class, the consequences of acting in such a way
are quite different. And we can structure the components of a contrast class to reflect this
complexity. The truth is, that the contrast class differs for &aghl? question in terms
of a different type of action. In the first case, it will have a token of the tiypeuQell
the truth then you will lose two million doll&s in the second case, the token is of the
type @ you tell the truth then the patient will de

A second wayf changing a&hoicequestion is by changing tleentextual factors
relevant to giving a satisfactory answer. The idea here is that the question may be framed
by conversational clues, contextual constraints, or outright specification for a particular
typeof answer. For example, say you are an astute listener [and presumably are talking to
a philosopher] and you pick up on a conversational implicature that the person wants a
Kantian answer. You gather from this implicit demand that the question requires mor
than a simple yes or no, but requires a specific sort of explanation as to why Kant would
have said yes or no, under ideal circumstances. In other words we need to model how we

can preserve theatisfactionwith an answer.
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To tie this in with the previaiaccount of constructive abstraction, if | want to
safely use the notion aforal principlein what follows, it is best if | show how we can
recover what is Oforgotten® in the abstraction process. As in the mathematical case, it
looks like we can formulattheoretical principles governimday 1? contextual factors
either extensionally or intensionally. For instance, we can formulate a theory of
contextual factors intensionally, by listing or forming & ‘set variables representing
contextual concerns thean be Ochecked off® when we evaluate an ansviéayda
guestion. On the other hand, we could formulate a theory of contextual factors
extensionally by directly treating elements in the model as denoting the type of contexts
salient toMay 1? questiors.

| arguethe right approach is to choose an intensional metfiodt of my
confidence in this approach comes from a deeply ingrained prejudice for computable
types of constructivism. However, if you donOt share this motivational framework, more
can be aid. HereOs what | mean: if we treat ObecauseO as part of the statement form of
answers tiMay |1? questions, the resulting structure cannot guarantee preservation of
satisfaction over substitution of -®@xtensive expressions. The statement form (of a
positve answer) | have in mind is the following.

Yes, you can choose (topic) instead of (contrast) because (topic) is (blank) but

(contrast) is (blank)

For example, consider the possibility that the topic of some choice is both the greatest
good for the greast number and can be willed as a universal law. Moreover, suppose

each member of the contrast class is equally good or bad in respect to each moral theory,
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i.e., for anyy of the contrast class, both theories claim yhads the same moral property
relaive to the topic. | am well aware that this supposition is completely false for the real
world versions of these theories. However the issue here is logical, not whether | am
being faithful to these theories; if you want a more believable case, somarKieinries
may be very close to having the same extensions as other-Bagets accounts. Suppose
now that theMay 1? question is being asked by a stalwart defender of rights and as such
finds any appeal to treating the good of individuals in termsroksmmposite super
person deeply unsatisfactory. In this case, even though choosing the topic belongs in the
extension of both moral categories and each element of the contrast class has the same
value regardless of the moral theory used, only one of theseategories may be part of
a satisfactory answer for this stalwart Kantian. But this means that the categories of
contextual features cannot be extensional after all since on supposition all the terms are
co-extensive (i.e x(I" ! gx) »! =1), thatis, for anyk of the contrast class). In
other words, our imaginary Kantian wants to krimewyou came about in deciding that
the topic is an acceptable choice over the alternatives.

Modeling this piece of language/behavior under this conditien @f the failure
of substitution of ceextensive terms to preserve satisfaction) indicates that an intensional
approach is more appropriate. As in other cases, sutflsgmssible thatit is known
that, it is believed thatan intensional approackems best served by constraining how
terms in an extensional semantics r@atedto each other. For instance,gossible
world semantics, this is accomplished by using the accessibility relation. By configuring
this accessibility relation in differentays, we can develop different extensional

semantics for various intensional operators.
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In theMay 1? case we are looking for an answer that says something along the
lines of Owith this information together with such and such moral theory you can reach,
get to, access, favor, or accept the topic but nettiher contrast class membeBobe
more precise, the structure of a minimally satisfactory answer looks more like: Ono other
member of the contrast class is more reachable, accessible, favoralteetbef
combination of said information and moral theory than is the topic.O This more precise
version jettisons any assumption that there is a limit to the comparative intervals of
favorability, etc. It also abandons any assumption that there is amooigtithres one
unique option that is most favorable, reachable%tc.

In contrastive explanation, contextual factors are modeled by usaigvance
relation that an appropriate answer must satisfy between the questionOs topic and its
contrast class. Borvang terminology from the literature aontrastive explanatioh
will say that aMay 1? question is a tripl€ =(! !! 11 ), such that any appropriate answer
to Q must offer relevant information and theoretical considerafs to why the topic,

T, may a may not be chosen instead of other members of the contrastclass

To further develop this account, it will help to look more closely at how choice
questions are answered. | will start with a brief and informal typology of answers.
Consider thehoicequestion OMay | lie to make 2 million dollars instead of telling the
truth that my product is more risky than previously thought?0

1. Yes.

2. You can lie instead of informing the public of the risks because the market

will set the price for any increase in risk.
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3. You can lie instead of informing the public of the risks because consumers
have no right to information they donOt pay for.
4. No.
5. You canOt lie instead of informing the public of the risks because such risks
have more marginal costs for the most vulnerabkesociety
6. You canOt lie instead of informing the public of the risks because it is unfair
since the worsbff in society would be better off if they knew the additional
information®®
The negative and positive answers are clearly parallel, so |0ikjusisionglet us look
at the negative answers. Number 6 diract moralanswer as it explicitly uses a piece of
moral/political theory to answer the question and offers no auxiliary information. Number
five is adirect contextuahnswer since it assu¢éhe moral theory @ and makes
explicit the grounds assumed in 6, i.e., that the waffstvould be better off knowing the
risks. If we combined 5 and 6, we would haweepletemoral answer. Not complete in
terms of accounting for all and any morahswmlerations, but complete in explicitly
offering relevant information and data from the salient moral theories and from the
context. Number 4 isodefor the other negative answers. The same sort of relationships
holds for the positive answers.
Perhapshe most important lesson to draw from this typology is that some
answers, i.e., the direct contextual sort, can presuppose a particular moral theory or facts
from a context. This indicates thatlaoiceanswer can be rejected (or changed) on

multiple couns. And as argued above, by changing what answers would be satisfactory,
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we thereby change the question asked. We can change the options under consideration by
changing the contrast class. When we change a question by changing what we hold true
in a contextwe change theelevanceelation characteristic of the question. In changing
therelevanceaelation we challenge the presuppositions ofcih@icequestion; by

changing thosdirect contexanswers which are satisfactory we might challenge which
moral theory should be used to help decide the issue. Or we can challenge facts about the
context. From the example above, we may challenge number 2 because risks external to
the parties directly imved in a transaction generally fail to be accounted for in the price
mechanism of the market. If the product has such externalities (the indirect costs
mentioned above) then the market will not set the price for all the risks involved in

selling, distriluting, and using the product. In the sense indicated, the answer
misunderstands what the question demanded or assumed in what would count as a good
answer, in this case: the facts.

Choices can then be specified to be as fugedined (or not) as requirdxy the
phenomenon in question. This framework provides considerable flexibility in the level of
specificity of questions because both the contrast class and the relevance relation are
variable. Likecontrastive explanatigrchanging the contrast classrefevanceelation
changes the relevant aspects of the topic under investigation. And this allows different
sorts of contrast classesretevanceelations to represent requiring or presupposing
different sorts of moral or political theories in satisfagtanswers.

No matter whether we want to specify an action intensionally, intentionally,
extensionally, externally, collectively, cooperatively, individually or even divinely we

can set up a contrast class or relevaptaion to correspond to however al@oose to
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specify the target action/topic. So far it should look like anything goes in terms of what
could count as a relevangsation since any direct answer tol@icequestion will bear

at least one sort of relevance relation between the topic arbtirast class.

Appearances are deceiving since constraints on the relevance relation are not specified
priori but regimented by the selection of classes of worlds where the propositions that
represent answers are true. This selection of classestswyltall a neighborhood of

worlds, but more on this in the following chapter.

3.4.2 ChoicePrinciples and Moral Sentiments

So far, | have offered what may be seen as a fairly syntactical account of moral
principles. After all, in the theory | am offering, permissibility and other moral norms are
understood in terms of choiginciples. And before I turn to showing how we cee
choiceprinciple structures to represent trumping (and other order puzzles), Itis
appropriate to make a short foray into what | propose is a powerful philosophical
interpretation of choic@rinciple structures.

Choiceprinciples, | propose, should bermulated from elements drawn from
what | call justified choicattitudes. By using the term Ojustified chaittéudesO | mean
to indicate that some of our attitudes to how our choices affect others may be justified,
while other attitudes unjustifiedgain, the concrete level | argue we should abstract our
more formal notions from is the context of moral criticism. The relevant type of criticism
is less focused on what rules you followed or not as the case may be, but at an even more

concrete level. Téatype of criticism | have in mind cuts right to the heart of how your
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choices appear to reflect due, or its lack of, concern for othersBeimgj) rights,
interests etc.

On this account, PRIT metghics is a cognitivist approach, and constructivist
about the role of moral sensibilities in theory. With this interpretation, PRIT may then be
characterized as explaining moral judgments in terms of which moral sentiments are
justified under ideal procedures. An unjust situation is one in which someon&eaén
process should find unjust. Alternatively, ideal procedures allow us to simulate what an
ideal sensibility would find just or unjust. But as constructivists, we have to give reasons
for why such a procedure can faithfully model ideal sensibililias notion assumes
that sensibilities are subject to criticism, training, or degradation and that we can make
explicit certain moral properties (and their structure) to explain why someoneOs
sensibilities are better than anotherOs.

However, even if one we to reject this interpretation for choipenciples
nothing regarding the core (i.e., logical) framework of PRIT rests on this specific account.
Nonetheless, this specific interpretation of the foundation shows up again later in an
interpretation of theelationship between choice semantics and the-tromtiglitions for
obligation inChapterfour; this should be unsurprising given the terminology outlined
above.

This being said, let me sum up so far, sinamabout to put these structures to
work. We sart with a sentence expressing a choice of an action over a specified set of
alternative actions. We then modify this sentence with a deontic box or diamond. All

things being equal, this is the best hope for developing an artificial language whose
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sentence can represent moral obligations and permissions. In other wordshatices

that are permitted, prescribed, or proscribed as the case may be.

3.5 Contrastive Principles and Trumping
| now return to how | account for the phenomenotruhpsreasoningWe may
need to represent prohibiting, for example, choosing one sort of action over choosing two
actions of a different sort (saving one evil personQOs life or saving two innocent kittens).
Principles, in essence, may need to be capable of beingramed.
To this end] start with interpreting the atoms of the system in terms of choices of
atuple’® of actions over a specified settaplesof alternative actions. Thdrmodify
some of these sentences with a deontic box or diamond, as the case Byay be.
interpreting our logical atoms as choices we have a much better way of expressing moral
obligations and permissions. For exampleCéie achoicein the sense just described.
The salient tuples are constructed from a set of atyjesA. For exampleletA=(a, b, ¢
d). Then letA be the set of all tuples constructed on A. We defideciceas! ! !!!
such that the first argument fGris a single tuple and the second argument may contain
any number of tuple$Ve can then use eacH C to represent a sequence of action
tokens that could be chosen at the cost of not choosing other sequences -tbleetion
Consider the horrible situation of saving beloved pets from a burning house. Let
be the actioftype of saving a dodp the type ofsaving a caf; the type of saving a

hamster, and the type of saving a bird. A couple of examples of possible choice
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relations would be: 2, =(!,!,)Y({! Icld!!), (d!! )) which represents the choice of first
saving two cats then a dog. The alternativethis case are: saving a bird then going to
the hamster cage and grabbing a hamster then returning to the bird cage to grab another
bird and then returning to the hamster wheel for the last hamster; or just saving the two
lovebirds in the same cagec2=(!, c!!!c!! )({! 'd)!(a)) which perhaps represents the
choice of grabbing the entire cage of hamsters then whistling for the dog instead of
chasing the cat and bird around the burning house or just saving the dog. What tuples of
actiontokens are availabl®e thoose among depends on many facts about the case. These
facts often lie outside of moral theory, of colNd®ow fast you run, how obedient your
dog, how hard it is to carry the birdcage etc.

With these tools, we can represent a sort of trumpsagoningy modifyingCOs
relata. Suppose is a choice of! 'a!! ) over(! ). For ease of presentation, | am for now
going to use the idea that moral necessity is a matter of truth at all morally accessible
worlds. Of course, this changes in the next chapter éragasons explained above, but
nothing in what follows depends essentially on one notion or the other of moral necessity.
Lety be true at all morally accessible worlds, i.e., in all such worlds one chooses to save
three dogs over saving a single cat. Thisonsistent with a choice, like (b!! ) is to be
chosen ove(! !! 11 ) also being true at all such worlds. We can have batidy true at
all morally accessible worlds with no inconsisty or incoherence resultingis
obligatory to choose doing @amaction three times instead of doin@-action once, but
saving two cats is always chosen over three dogs.

Let us return to the question OMay | tell a lie instead of telling the truth and

having a person die as a direct result?0 Suppose that oug stanaipleanswerp, is
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Olt is permissible to lie if it saves lives.O However, upon further investigation we learn
there are good reasons to think that the young man whose life would be saved by the lie
told will in turn torture hundreds of innocent kitts. Suppose that we then affirm the
principle,Q, Olt is impermissible to lie to save the life of serial kitten torturers.O This
example is chosen because looked at apart from the contrast classes the claims look
inconsistent; one entailing the permiskipiof saving the person the other says it is
impermissible to save. But this inconsistencgngy apparent. The choieguestion has
clearly been changed, and each principle answers a different question. So both can still be
true at all morally accessidlworlds with no conflict. To be clear, while the princifle
trumpsP in this case, nonethele@sandP happily coexist in oumtendedsemantics;
which principle trumps which principle is in large part up to the question asked.

To represent trumping in terms of a change inréevanceelation, the technical
apparatus that will be developed in the next chapter is needed. Informally, like the
previous account such trumping can be understood as changing what counts as a

satisfacbry answer to #ay 1? question.

3.6 Trumping and CTD Obligations

In many respects, this picture of trumping shares a structure with CTD obligations.
Ideally, you should be able to get your way, i.e., do what your code prescribes. But in the
subideal canditions of disagreement between moral codes, it is often best to find some
compromise. CTD structures are all about-glédal conditions. In the case of CTDs like
the Gentle Murder Paradox [Forrester 1981], ideally you should not perform some evil,

such & murder. But letOs say, as the story goes, that you do go about planning on some
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murder. Clearly, this is a morally sudkeal condition. Nonetheless, it is best, if you do

kill, to do so gently. The issue that CTD obligations bring to deontic logicgs isthow

to make sense of the closure of obligations under known entailment. It seems to make
sense that iA impliesB and you are obligated to choo&¢hat you are thereby obligated

to also choos8. But hold on here; if you ought to kill someone genkilling someone
gently implies that you killed him; thus if you ought to kill someone gently, you ought to
kill him (simpliciter). And since conditionals are thought to be transitive, we can derive:
If you murder, you ought to murder. This puzzle cathioeight to suggest we need to
index obligations to their respective conditions of moral ideality. But we need to do so
without thereby equivocating upon OoughtO or its cognates. Technically, in the proof
theory inChapterFour we accomplish this by not tiing in a structuralule called Omodal
modus ponensO and in the semantics by using neighborhood functions to determine
obligation/* This rule lets us combine two necessities (in our case, obligations) into one.
The philosophical issue however is how taka sense of not adding in this rule. I turn to
this issue now.

The similarity with trumping under conditions of disagreement with CTD
obligations suggests that if we have an order theory that represents reasoning about CTD
obligations, we will thereby havan order theory that can be used to reason about
trumping. Thus, the hope is that the order theory justifies not adding in modal modus

ponens.
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However the similarity between CTD reasoning and trumpatations can be
misleading at first. This similagitmay seem to suggest that we should override a more
ideal principle with one less ideal. In this case, it looks like a better option is being
trumped by a worse option and that is a problem. While the formalization of these
concepts will provide the needi¢ools, some preamble may help explain what is going on.
We do not move down the ideality scade to speakp represent the trumping relation
Rather the disagreement or other-gidal conditions trigger the need to find out what
should guide us givethese subideal conditions. Once we find ourselves at a lower level
of ideality, we ardooking to move upln other words, it is the principles in terms of
being involved in the disagreement or conflict that are being truniped, in an
important sense/e have to keep clear at what level the relevant principles can be found.
And if this is the case, a rule allowing us to always combine obligations into one, such as
modal modus ponens, couldnOt be safely adtiedformal order theory that follows will
clarify this notion. Not only will we be able to get clear on how we can reason about and
with CTD structures and trumping, but with the underlying order theory we will be all
that much closer to defining a deontic consequence relation, given the pluralist

framework of PRIT.

3.7 Trumping, Cooperation and Coordination Devices

Recall that there were two motivations for analyzing how obligations can be
trumped. The previous sections dealt largely with the logicajandralphilosophical
issues. The seconssue was that | plan on using trumping relations to respond to worries

that disagreement in a pluralist context renders the agtiahng power of such moral
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theories void, or at least problematically muted. And now that | have contrastive
principles orboard | can turn to this proposal that some but not all disagreement between
RITs can be solved by appeal to shared coordination devices. In so doing | need to show
that acceptable RITs need to include principles that specify which coordination devices
maybe used and under what circumstances. Moreover, this step will render SenOs
redundancy objection largely implausible. Thus a pluralist turn does in fact provide a
helpful defense for an RIT approach.

After this result, | show how a class of these devie¢s be mobilized when
disagreement between two distinct but equally correct RITs occurs. Under such
circumstances, the relevant RITs must share a principle that amounts to: when there is
disagreement, and all other things are equal, using such andoswrdimation device
trumps the original prescription within each RIT.

As it is now understood, an ideally just society specifies the terms of fair
cooperation among its citizens. However, any instance of cooperation requires
coordination and this coordifian itself can be just or unjust, fair or unfair, perhaps
based on a lottery that may be unjustified or justified. Thus each RIT, to be adequate,
must contain at least one account of what counts as a fair, just, moral etc coordination
device with its chacterizing equilibrium selection mechanism, i.e., some procedure to
decide who contributes what to making everyone the best off they could be. More
precisely, by OequilibriumO | mean distributions such that no one can improve her lot
given the choices madiy everyone else involved. To be clear, we could have two
equilibria but that the biggest winners in one distribution are the least improved in the

other andriceversa The terms of fair cooperation would have to specify how to fairly
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coordinate on oneistribution instead of the othéfIf adequate, such RITs may then
appropriately model the terms of fair cooperation. For if such equilibrium selection
mechanisms are just, fair and soietependent of RITs then something similar to SenOs
redundancy objemn will return. That is, an RIT must posit how we are to coordinate on
collectively choosing one equilibrium option over another.

Appropriate RITs can then justify concrete policy decisions in virtue of the
inclusion of equilibrium selection mechanismghin each characteristic Ideal. In other
words, concrete policy choices can be treated as instances of coordination and RITs must
have something to say about fair or just coordination. | now turn to use coordination
devices within the political realm itiéen order to resolve, in part, actigguiding
concerns.

There are many types of cooperation (social, family, economic, militaryTéte
need for coordination devices is not restricted to social and economic life but is needed in
the political sphere as well. | propose that an adequate version of PRIT requires each RIT

to include principles that permit cooperation with those who two@nflicting RITs.
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More specifically, adequate RITs in RIT pluralistic worlds such as ours will include
principlesgoverning what to do when other acceptable RITs disagree with our favored
RIT. Adequate RITs, on this account, must recognize the acdéptabother RITs in

the political sphere, and in so doing must then include terms of cooperation with such
disagreeable partnef%.

Suppose we have a case where such disagreement arises and each RIT involved
has a principle that asks us to use such aold a coordination device to resolve the
disagreement (a coordination principle). Now if each RIT involved had the same
coordination principle, the disagreement could be resolved. In this case, all relevant RITs
would need to have, for whatever reason ey fit, at least one such coordination
principle in common. To be frank, itOs possible that an RIT may not override a conflicting
prescription with a coordination principle. One way this could happen is that a stalemate
may be seen as more approximajast than the chance an opposing RIT would get its
way. Perhaps more disastrously, conflicting RITs may not share a coordination principle

in common.

3.8 Conclusion
| first looked at why trutkapt propositions make for terrible atoms in a deontic
logic that can represent trumpisgyle reasoning. Even when we try a conditional logic,

we miss out on the fact that a trumping relation introduces a new obligation: how we
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ought to order the fulfilling of obligations. This legeto try to represent trumping as
obligation ordering actions. Here we saw that the nature of action combination poses
some difficult issues for representing obligation.

Instead of trying to specify how the nature of action combination and obligation
can work together, | suggested wava a simpler and more illuminating option: cheice
principles. | argued that choices and chegpcaciples far more directly capture what
matters when we are looking to a moral theory to guide action. Next we saw how the
structure of choic@rinciples modks trumping as changing the question at hand. To
finish off this line of argument, | briefly and informally explained how contrastive
principles could solve order puzzles more generally by showing the similarity between
CTD (contraryto-duty) structures ahtrumping relations.

With these preliminaries set up, | turned to using my theory of trumping relations
to explain how even when moral theories disagree, we still might have action guidance.
Here | introduce and defend the distinction between fair coatidmand fair cooperation.
Fair cooperation is a matter of identifying what sort of equilibrium we may choose; fair
coordination is a matter of identifying how we should choose a particular equilibrium
state so identified: the equilibrium selection measrammust itself be fair. With the idea
of fair coordination we have a powerful philosophical interpretation of how and why
moral theories, if they disagree, may nonetheless jointly decide upon a method to
compromise (or what | call OpoliticaoperationOBut of course, it is neither a matter of
logic nor metaethics whether two disagreeing theories will always have a coordination

mechanism in common. This means that we may still allow for intractable and principled
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disagreement in a liberal society, &giting a foundational theory trying to keep actual

practice as a touchstone.
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Chapter Four  All the Different Best Options

4.0 The Order Theory for PRIT

To sum up so far: given a RIT framework, formulating a democratic and liberal
notion of justice seems to require a pluralistic approach. Together with the notion of
contrastive principleso account for the trumping phenomenon and other order pukzles,
seem to be at a good starting point for developing a formal-etéias for PRIT. It is
also fairly clear at this point that by taking a pluralist approach with theorizing justice
(including the notion o€ontrastive principlesthere will be some rather ditéc changes
in how we should structure our concepbbfigation And as | have argued, using the
formal tools of deontic logic looks like a promising, albeit perhaps surprising, way

forward in such an investigation.

4.1 Preliminary Issues

Thus far | lave argued thathoicesshould replace atomic propositions as the
parameters of a suitable deontic logibeginmy formalization ofobligationin earnest
by developing some ideas that naturally arise if we take an algebraic approach to our
models. In usal formulations of algebraic semantics for various logical systems, we
allow for the possibility there are manyore truthvalues than merely Otrue® and Ofalse,0
and assume that any such trutiues are (partially) ordered. This approach lets us think
of logical consequence in a particularly perspicuous manner. That is, when the relation of
semantic consequence, iR..= ! , holds between two propositions, this will correspond
to it being the case that in every interpretafas less true tharmr equallytrueto Q. In a

deontic logic such an algebraic ordering can be glossed as a moral orderingRince if
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being good (for example) is less true ti@@aheing good, this relation is (on this account)
equivalent to saying that the latter is morally better ttramorally as good as the former.
And as in the case with OtruthO (i.€.jsftrue but less true thait follows thatQ is
true is well), wherP is a good thing to do but less good tlgant follows thatQ is a
good thing to do as well.
There are three issues that naturally come up at this juncture. The first question is
fairly formal in nature.
(0&0) Given a moral ordering of choices, how should we identify which choices
are obligatory?
Sure, an ordering tells us which choices aréebéhhan others but what is the connection
between a choice being obligatory and such an ordering? This question seems to suggest
that the moral status of an action, i.e., whether it is obligatory, is solely determined by it
being better than or equal tther available choices. But this canOt be quite correct; in
fact, questioning this presupposition helps illuminate the second issue | have in mind.
Such a presupposition, i.e., that the moral status of actions can be solely
determined by itselative OgodnessO, treads upon a characteristic aihpiguhe
informal concept of Othe moral nature of actioisedssue here is how we can respect
the distinction between choosing the better of two options, morally speaking, and a
categorization of actions inggod or bad, right and wrong, fair and unfair, or acceptable
and unacceptablé.In what follows, | will be using the pair Oacceptable, unacceptable® as
a generalization of all such categorization schemas. But as we will see, how one

interprets thesemanit valuesof the logic is a matter of choice, all else being equal.
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While this might be controversial in some circles, | take the distinction between a
ranking of choices and a categorization of actions to be part of the very bedrock of moral
reasoning. Péaps this is all too brief, but I think confusion regarding this distinction
could be cleared up with the following considerations. Moral decisiaking can often
be quite simple; much of the time we can simply check to see how a certain action is
correcty categorized. For example, in many cases, all we may need to know is that an
action counts adeceptiorand, as such, is (for example) wrong. However, in more
complex situations, we may start with such a categorization of actions but cannot stop
thereN instead we must update how we think about the relevant actions given other
options. To accurately represent this sort of reasoning, we need to answer a second
guestion.

(C&MP) How should a choice of one action over other options be related to the
moral natwe of the various actions?

There is still one more question that comes to the fore, especially with our focus
on liberal theory. The issue here is closely related to O&O, the idea being how can we tell
when some choice might be obligatory for one sogavon but not for another. In
ChapterThree, | argued that the notion of a contrast class is insufficient to determine
when an answer to an actigniding question is satisfactory. We needed to also know
what sort of answer the interlocutor would fintek@nt. The casdbatl have in mind
guestion whais fair to demand of such and such sort of person to do for the greater or
common good, for example. The case of peace officers having much higher demands
reasonably expected of them than, say, the gepepalace is especially germane. While

some metathics reject the idea of supererogation, we need a more general notion of

! $&Y



norms that we can make use of in liberal contexts; after all, liberalism is supposed to
generally leave people alone, all else geaqual. Given this approach to ordering
options:

(SO How can we identify when it is unfair to oblige someone to choose the

best option?

4.2 Choices and Options

In what follows, | argue that answers to these questions indicate that the notion of
obligation should be formulated in terms of a complex relationship betwbanh option
is best themoral nature of actionand thdimits to what we can reasonably expect of
others In PRIT, this formulation is accomplished in part by combining an ordering of
cortrast classes with an ordering of actions with an ordering of what we can morally
demand of different persewgpes or social role&s such, this system uses a complex
evaluation in its models. The evaluation | introduce orders three distinct primitigasiot
corresponding to the above answers: the moral acceptability of options, the relative moral
superiority of decisioitypes and the moral limits to what we may demand of person
types. Ultimately, the hope is that with appropriate answers to these geesttha logic
that enables us to reason with and about these moral orderings, we will be able to define a
cogent deontic consequence relation. Given that the larger project is focused on using
formal tools to investigate the nature of political princi@ad related concepts under
conditions of pluralism, this will be a major hurdéeovercome.

| recognize that many philosophers will be familiar instead with evaluations that

order one and only one primitive notion, i.e., truth (or some cognitive ceydbat
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throughout this project | have defended, and will continue to do so, the idea that deontic

reasoning is too complex to be represented using these more familiar accounts.

4.3 Best Choices and Unacceptable Options

To answeO&O, it is natural, if ve set aside the question of what it means to ask
too much of someone, to think of an obligatory choice in terms of which choice is best
(morally speaking) given the circumstances. In other words, since obligations guide
action,each person should be guideg doing what is best given the circumstances
seems like a fitting notion with which to begin. My methodology will not only analyze
the concept of thbestbut will also break down what we mean by Othe circumstancesO of
a moral situation. There will be oaparts to my formal treatment of relevant moral
conditions or circumstances, namely specifying the options available and the type of
person (or social role etc.) of the person making the choice. Thus, in order to analyze a
notion of obligation apt for phalist settings such as liberalism, | will develop an analysis
of each component independent of each other and then combine the resulting structures to
achievemy overall goal.

Beforel deal with the notion of moral circumstances, it will be useful to
distinguish three features of a moral ordering of choices that are relevant to developing a
formal conception of obligation. We can extract criteria from these features that
illuminate thesurprisingly complex relationship between best choices and acceptable
options.

The first feature | have in mind is that it looks possible to have many options in

one particular contrast class be acceptable (i.e., to select) but from among these
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acceptabl®ptions there may also be a best option. In other words, an action being
acceptabldgo choosedoes not imply being the best choice unless we add other
assumptions (in other words, the acceptability of an option does not guide action without
further consideations). Again, we want our system to respect the distinction between a
moral categorization of actions, in this case between acceptable to choose and not, and a
comparative process for assigning moral statahtices’

The second feature is that there may be ties for best in some moral orderings, and
this is especially germane in the case of liberalism. Philosophically, this possibility
indicates a subtle revision to what we can meaolhgationsguideactiorn choosing
what is best guides action when there are no ties for best. When we look for action
guidance, morally speaking, we want to learn what we are obliged to do and if, as
suggested, we should be guided by doing what is best (given the relevant caveats) doing
what is best (so construed) is what we are obliged to duieadersa However when
there are such ties for best, a further choice, one that cannot be based on the moral
reasoning that led to the tie for best, must be made. In other words, ties feqoest &
higher order notion of actieguiding than merely doing what is best or what we are
obliged to do. After all, being told that there are two options we are obliged to do tells us

nothing about which one to actually choose. Philosophically, thgestighat such ties
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for best could be used to represent moral dilemmas or disagreement regarding
foundational policy in a liberal state; in fact, this is the approach | will take. On the
formal side of things, these considerations suggest representbjgation as a
maximalelement in a moral ordering rather than just asma@munelement, at least as a
starting point for developing the concept of a morally best choice.

The third feature is that, for all that has been said so far, we could have an
ordeing that yields an obligation to choose an unacceptable option. This possibility
seems, intuitively, quite problematic in a formalism for liberal foundations. The problem
| have in mind is due to an ambiguity in how we use, correctly | assume, the moral
imperative expressed by Oyou ought toEO locutions. Consider a moral ordering of
choices, none of which is acceptable, but where at least one choice is better than the rest.
If best choices are obligatory, we have an obligation to do something unacceptable.
Perhaps even more worrisome: imagine if all available choices are not acceptable and an
ordering posits that no choice is any better than any other option (or that a large subset
ties for best of this bad lot). In this case, we seem to have a whole dutrohally) best
options, none of which is acceptable.

First, | want to head off a potential misunderstanding. | am not claiming that |
donOt need to represent that Oone should make the best out of a bad situationO in my
system’® The issue here, as les#, is whether such a choice, i.e., the best of a bad lot,
should count as asbligationor rather something more along the lineshef least you
should do In what follows, | will develop and defend the latter idea; | call it the
obligationapprobationdistinction. Taking this distinction seriously will allaweto
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distinguish the best choices we can use to represieciples of justicdrom the best
choices we should sort in some other way, or so | will argue. | begin by clearing away

some temptingihes of thought that may obscure this distinction.

4.4 Obligations and the Attribution of Responsibility

At a linguistic level, normally we have no problem with saying Osincelyauld
morally speaking, do the lesser of two evils (all else being equalpughtto do the
lesser of two evils (all else beirgual)ONow it may seem reasonable that if yaught
to do the lesser of two evils, you haveddntigationto do the lesser of two evils. But the
hazy sort of obligation reflected in this linguistic phenomenon is not the right guide for
our intuitions insofar as we are trying to formalize a notiooliyationthat can provide
the right framework for identiing principles of justicelnstead, that notion abligation
is closely tied upvith theresponsibilitiesve take ourselves to hate.

First, let me lay out a couple of preliminary definitions of the ideas at work here.
The moralkshouldof Oyou should ditve lesser of two evilsO | will calpprobatory(i.e.,
you should do some evil thatsanctionedn this particular case). Secondly, recall that a
choice that i®eyond the call of duty.e., which asks too much of an individual to be
required, is calle supererogatoryln the context of anbligationwe assume you are held
responsible for the good or evil done (or foregone as the case may be), all else being
equal. But in aupererogatoryontext, you are not held responsible for the good forgone

but orly the good you do, all else being equal. This basis for the
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supererogatory/obligatory distinction in turn illuminates a similar difference between the
obligatory and the merely approbatory.

In the case of doing the lesser of two evils, we tend to badkrightly so, at
ascribing responsibility to the unfortunate person for doing evil when she or he chooses
to do the lesser of two evils. For example, consider a parent caught in a typhoon with two
small children. If the parent holds on to both childréinthaee will die. However, one
child has a small chance of surviving if let go, while the other is still an infant and will
surely die if let go. Let us assume that the parent who lets go of the older child, in order
to have the best chance for all liviftas done the best from available options, all else
being equal. However, it is also clear that letting go of either child is a bad thing, as is
holding on to both and damning all. But we generally, and correctly | assume, ascribe
responsibility to the pant in this case, not for the bad they do, i.e., letting go of the older
child, rather for the bad they avditiThe lesson is that in approbatorycontext, you
are held responsible for the evil mitigated, but not the evil perpetrated. This fact grounds
the obligatory/approbatory distinction in a way that clearly parallels the relation between
supererogatory and obligatory responsibilities; thus the cogency of the two distinctions

should rise or fall togethé? And while in ethics and ordinary moralitygrae may
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dispute the distinction between supererogatory and obligatory (some utilitarians or
puritans perhaps?), in the context of political liberalism we need such a disfihction
citizens canOt be forced to give up, say religious beliefs, for a-puiogsOnotion of
the greater good.

With this analysis in mind, representing an obligatquabest option) with the
choosing of an unacceptable action undermines these distinctions. Moreover, it seems
fitting then that the moral nature of actions, i.e., wawat of moral category actions
belong to, should play a straightforward role in hahligationsguide action. This
suggests a simple change. We should instead undergiagationin terms ofbest
acceptable option

For current purposes, | will assumatlanobligationis a best acceptable option,
unless otherwise noted. Moreover, we will see that the same sort of formal structure that
allows us to distinguish between what is supererogatory and what is obligatory can also
be used to distinguish what iblmatory from what is merely approbatory (see definition
4.21). This suggests that the formalism accurately captures the distinctions between these
different sort of best choices. In some sense, being able to formulate these differences in
this manner shdd count as evidence that tbkligatory/approbatonydistinction is
principled in general, and not just in the special case of the foundations of liberalism.

More to the present point, though, is that we have clear criteria for answering

0O&O (How should we should identify which choices in a moral orderinglligatory.)
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We therefore need our formulationalfligationto capture this relationship betweeest

choicesand themoral status of actions.e.,C&MP .

4.5 Two Moral Orderings

With this preamble, it should not be surprising that our formal machinery takes as
its starting point two distinct sorts of moral ordefihgn ordering ofictionsand another
of contrast classesr choice setups. We begin with some machinery for distinguishing
choicesof actionsinto acceptable and not acceptable.

Definition 4.6 (Course of Action)Let A be a set of action types. We will say that a finite
sequence! !! !, ), where each; ! Ais acourse of actiorfor anoptior) from A.

(Note that we assunie! !, butnis finite, and we dmot assume thdt, #!,.)
Let B be the set of all courses of action frdqmandB be the set of all finite subsetsBf

A choiceC is an ordered pair consisting of a course of adiand a set of courses of
action thaincludes it. ThatisC ! (!,!)! I'I'l suchthat ! ! .

We can then designate the set of all choices AwsrC. (We will usea, b, c, detc. to
designate courses of actidn,! etc. to designatsetsof courses of action.)

Definition 4.7 (Contrast Class)If I | (! 11}, ¢ is contrast clas$or C. That is,the
tuples of actiontokens forthegiven choicas thecontrast classgor that choice.
Ultimately, for anychoice Cwe want a structure representing whether that chosen
element of theantrast class should be chosen (that is, whatever value the choice is
assigned, it is as good as or better than any other option ghvedgfinethe valuation,
we first need the points or nodes in our model.

Definition 4.8 (Situations) A situationis a set of choices. L&itbe the [norempty] set
of all situations.
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The intuitive notion here is that situations are the analogues for worlds in relational
semantics for modal logic. We next introduce our fiedtiation which will tell us which

choices aracceptableandnot acceptabléwhich we represent with a good old fashioned

{1, 0})

Definition 4.9 (Valuation) A valuationl overchoices in each situation is a function
I 1" This is equivalent to assigmjra subset oBitto each choice by stipulating
that for anys | "#!s ! 1(c),if I(c) (s) = 1. We think of this as the set of situations in
whichcis acceptable. Whesis inl(c), we also writd ! ' 1 or[!]i =!.

(We sometimes suppress mentiont of swhere context makes it obvious whikchr sis
in question.)

Also note that a valuation assigns 1 or 0 to all choices for any situation; as it stands, there
is no distinction yet between a choice being not acceptable because we have information
that it is wrong, for example, versus not having enough reason to say that it is acceptable.
In other words, there is no distinction yet between incompleteness and falsity; this comes

later on when | introduceegationas a monadic operator, instead of asgmantic value.

Definition 4.10 We define gre-orderingd®! ; on the options included in each contrast
class! € B, given an interpretatioh by setting fot ! !y ! I 1Cxp ! 5 "# iff in any
situation wherd deemd"# acceptable, it also deerti$ acceptable.

The idea here is as follows. Suppase!!!d ! I in some choice situatios) botha and

b may be acceptable options according to an interpretgttbat is! ! !"# and

LL g (Butif!"# ! g I"# while!"# <, Cbg then (according tb) optionais
morally better than ib even though both options are acceptable. We can now define

frames and models for our choices in situations.
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Definition 4.11 (Frames and ModelsA frameis an! ! ("#!! | ); A modelis an

M ("HI<, 1),

As previously argued, acceptability of an option is not enough to represeiligation

we need to identify which options are maximal. We employ an obvious generalization of

the previous notation to consider the effects of the interpretatidrordering on subsets

of Sitand on particular choices. Given a structgg ,,!), we denote the set of

maximal elements df accordingtd , with I"# (1 '). If we let ©!" O represent that it

is obligatory to choosefrom! we have the follomg first pass on definingbligation
LLorm rrr g nnrg (0

But as can be gleaned from the discussion of obligatory, approbatory and
supererogatory distinctions, we still need a suitable answ&& kP . And sorting out
how the moral natre of the chosen action matters to the choice of it over other options
requires us to identify the moral nature of each element of any contrast class. In some
sense, this issue amounts to the question of what comes biedteenes®rdering similar
to that above or the identification of the moral nature of actions.

Formally, identifying which option is best among acceptable options does not
require identifying the moral nature of options from other contrast classes. And as argued
earlier, the point ofising a contrastive structure to regiment prescriptions (and cognates)
is to represent how a choiceOs moral status is relative to a specifiable group of alternatives.

It seems that with what we have so far, the moral nature of actions is merely dedf/ative
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a betterness ordering; but this must be too fast, given the distinction between obligatory

and supererogatory and so on.

4.12 Better Choices

The order | defined above orders the options from one contrast class at a time. It
doesnOt order choices drawam different contrast classes, e.g., whettér < !"# .

This distinction indicates that formally there is another moral ordering we need to take
into account.

My methodology uses a moral ranking of differgitesof decisionsetups, i.e.,
contrasttlasses. The idea here is that we find ourselves frequently expressing a
preference for some sorts of decisions over others. For-enncal example, choosing
which beer to drink from a selection of American beers is a clearly inferior situation to
one inwhich the selection includes beers from around the world. Similarly, on the moral
side of things, some types of choices are less morally ideal than others: SophieOs choice is
a clear example of a type of decision that is less desirable that almost arty wehef
choice. Politically, a decision whether to bomb a hospital or a refugee camp (say in order
to stop a dirty bomb from being deployed) is again a type of choice no reasonable and
morally decent person would relish facing. In these cases, the ®ptidhe table as a
whole, i.e. the contrast class, are morally better or worse than a different class of options.
Definition 4.13(Ideality-chains on contrast classes): Lée an evaluation as above. An
ideality-chainfor | isa tuple! ' | (B!! ) such that:

¥ B is a finite set of contrast classes as before
¥ We modifyl to evaluate which contrast classes are morally better than or equal to
others, i.e.j!l | 2"%, Here(I Il') represents, in the case of 010 an ideal decision

setup and in the case @&Da morally regrettable state of affairs, at least insofar as
the options available when making a decision.
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¥ | is areflexive, transitive, partial binary relation Bngiven byl.
¥ Forall!,! ! BIU L VEFFLIIL % Gf 11! ! then! Ji ! 1
where[!]! again denotes the salient tregit functiorf* We can then denote the set of
maximal elements of an Idealighain according tbas!"# (B').
We can now construct a composite ordering of choices together with this non
total preordering of contrastlasses. To create this new ordering we take the

coordinatewise orderingnC! ! I, a composite relation between the orderinghafices

in C and our nortotal, reflexive, and transitive ordering of contrast classes.

Definition 4.14 (Goodnessgraph or Ggraphs)A goodnesgraph for lis a tuple

' =(,!,)where<, is a partial preorder onG such that
¥ it ec! B}
¥ (D ) g

So for each contrast class frarh, together with each choice withthat contrast class, is
now ordered by , . We again denote the set of maximal elements fdoy !"# (! 7). A
goodness ordering accordingltseems a good approximation of a normative code; such
a code specifies what is the best ogtiérom each tass of options, while each class of
options is itself ordered. While perhaps not yet conclusive, wakgeaphwe at least

have a good handle on how to ans@&MP .

4.15 Obligations and Principles of Justice

At this point we have a fairly rough sketechwhat our formulation of an
obligation will look like. In other words, we can sort different best choices into different
groups. But we still have no rule for identifying which sort of best choices should

represent obligations.
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For foundations of liberam, we are interested in obligations so that we can
reason about principles of justice, i.e. some class of obligations we will find interesting as
principles of justice. Not only do we need to know what are the best options given a class
of alternativesbut we need to know which sort of best options deserve to be seen as
obligations and thereafter isolate some of these as our principles of justice. To get there
we need to turn to issues of normative codes bumping up against an ugly reality.

We will needthree operations on' in order to make sense of some common
cases of morgpolitical reasoning, and thus to shed light on the nature of best options.
The first helps capture the notion that we sometimes have to choose the lesser of two
evils, or to makéehe best out of a bad situation (but not quiteaygirobatory see 4.21).
The second is closely related and helps represent the notion that building castles in the
sky is all well and good for theoretical purposes, but we should reject foolishly chasing
idealistic options. The third allows us to represent how a code is transformed in the face
of disagreement with other codes.
Definition 4.16 (Relative Ggraphs) For any ggraph! !, we want to represent what is
best relative to a particular contrast slasay! . We designate the greatest lower bound
(with respect td , ) of two contrast classes il using! , i.e. the meet. We define a
relative ggraphG' ! (G%!! , ) such that

¥ =0y
¥ o ey, t (e )t g

That is, the elements of the relative contrast class are just the meets of all the original
elements with . An element of the new relative graph is less than or equal to another
exactly when their nerelativized originals are so ordered. In other wotlds, technique

lets us see Owhat happens, all else staying the same, if we asstniettrabest
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situationO by identifying with a top element, since it will be the top element of any
contrast class ordered by andipso facb also with! , . We hen define a maximal
element for a relative-graph in similar fashion from before. Thus, if we must choose
what is best from among unpalatable options, for whatever reason, we can represent this
with the relative egraph for the contrast class that in@dadhe unpalatable options. But
as of yet, there is no need to identify such best options, i.e., from among unpalatable
options, as obligations.

Not all subideal reasoning involves choosing under bad conditions. In some cases,
that which is more ideal thavhat one ought to do is instead impractical or infeasible.
For example, a certain fox had a code that guided him to reach for some grapes; however,
the grapes were out of reach and the fox replaced his old code with a new one. The new
code reclassifieche grapes as not so good afteNat fact, those grapes were probably
sour. This sort of normative code change is more than just a change in which contrast
class we take to be relevant. We need a more permanent type of chanegrapla. ¢n
other wordsyve need an operation to chop off the unfeasible choices rather than just the
Omoving spotlightO operation of the relatigeaphs. But this cannot be a simple matter
of lopping the tops off orderings since the changes that motivate removing upper options
from an evaluation often ramify below as well: some options at a lower level of ideality
will also disappear.

In the fox example, if we remove eating grapes as the thing most worth doing, the
lower level option of wandering through vineyards will al¢ely be removed. Thus we

cannot just take a relative maximal element as a new top element and keep the remaining
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order the same to represent the sgnapes phenomendhA more comprehensive
revision tol is required. And as may be gleaned from the faj#agerally which options
are sour is anaterialrather tharformal property of options. In what follows, it is more
perspicuous to use the strict part of our ideality ordering! i.eastead of , in order to

make clear how sotgrapes reasoning works.

Definition 4.17 (Realistic Options and Sograpes): LeS designate a set of Osour
optionsO. Givenld (a goodnesgraph), we designate ahye ! larealistic contrast

class ifffor anys" ! ! ,if 1”1, § then! " contains sour options, i.&} n! ! ! . Thus

5 represents a Osecond bestO contrast class, i.e., a highest such class (atctivaing to
does not include the Osour grapesO option(s). We will tigfingnesourgrapesgraph

for! as follows.!'is asour grapeseinterpretation of iff !°is such that for any' !

| Ithat is preferable tb according td, i.e.,! ' !, !, [!'']" is noncomparable td! ' .

1\ is! ' defined relative t@' rather thar '.

Note that it follows thaf! ] ! I"# (! !!) since! I'l I 1I"ggI"#l 1l 1 - §; anything
previously thought better has been declared Osour grapesO.

Since we ordet in virtue of the membership of options and their ordering, a new
ordering ofl  will presuppose a revision of how some particular options are ordered

Proposition 4.17.1A sourgrapes interpretation, i.e., revision!of, implies that some
choices that may have been comparable accordihgr®onow incomparable according
to that sowgrapes interpretation.

FAKA406/0!">(*.016(=!(0>67"#0!,*((*767"*(/'6//*,"670)13"781780!-/01*+1g/*-.! > 6CO/B;!
Q8"40!780.0!6.0!C0.86C/15*.0!+.0L-0(7!-/0/"*+178"/170.5!"(161(0>67"#0!/0(/01!";0:116/!6!
[* TR BT (641" 7. 7"*(1*+1C.0+0.0(,0/'R5646)6C7"#0!"(/706)!*+150.04=16)6C7"#0S1!
Cl=,8*4*>" 644=1"71"/1>0(0.644=1804C+-417*1gC.070()B! 786713867 36(PQ)136/(B7!
.0644=164417867!>*)16(=36=/;\* ION65C401!38"40!U6.786156=!:016!+6".4=! *5C0O70(7!
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7*156901/0(/017*!/7*CI7.6"("(>1+*.1/- 816!>*64116()!C-7!80.17"50!6()!0++*.71"(7*180.!
6,6)05",13*.9;!'()178"/1/005/105"(0(74=1.67"*(64i6()!"7!"'804C+-41"+1/80! *(#"(,0/!
80./04+178671:0"(>!6!3*.4)!,865C"*(13*-4)1J-/71506(1/80!86)! 7+11/6=1)0+0()!80.!7"740!
-(7"41/80UH/71"T;1'()1+*.1UB. 78611 780!" (0#"76:4014%/" (>1*+180.17"74013*-4)1:013* /01+* .|
80.1786(13"(("(>1"713*-4)1:01>%*); |
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Proof: Follows trivially from 4.14.

Thus, since membership is sufficient for discriminating contrast classes and we
order contrast classes in virtue of the moral nature of the options, a change in the ordering
of contrast classes presupposes a change in the ordering of individual options. The
guestion is: how far can this revision go down the ordering? Intuitively, the idea is that if
the reason why the option of walking in a vineyard would discriminate a better contrast
class than one without that option is due to eating grapes being the ontbst thing to
do (i.e., walking in the vineyard increases the prospects of finding grapes newly fallen to
the ground, say, and so might rank ahead of more laborious options such as raiding the
hen house)Once eating grapes is removed as the best possitdeme, it seems
wandering in the vineyard could no longer be seen as better than other options, all else
being equal. Since the detailed application of this idea requires appeal to the content of
individual codes, i.e., that the value of some optioms ierms of means for some other
purpose, the notion above (4.17) can only pick out some formal constraints for a sour
grapes interpretation. But as we will shortly see, this nonetheless allows us to
demonstrate some fairly interesting results aboutdbedations of liberalism.

The sourgrapes definition illustrates that a moral evaluation is a complex system
that depends both on an ordering of and specifying relevant choiagsssas well as
specific interpretations stating which choices are acckgpéatal which are not. Thus,
which options are best is not a matter of logic (i.e., in this presentation, does not hold
across all interpretations); and this is a virtue for a deontic logic modeling a plurality of
moral codes. This leads us to our nextapthe difference between a moral code in

general and a code that may be suitable in the foundations of liberalism.
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4.18 Plurality of Codes and Liberalism

A plurality of codes results in at least some disagreement. As noted, a liberal
society takes suchpurality as a startip point. In fact, calling it a Osocieiy@lves the
hope that the codes can (at least usually) get along despite the disagreement. With this in
mind, we will need a way to represent what changes in a code when, sometimes at least,
it can get along with others. Again, we will see some of the subtleties involved in using a
bestoptionto represent an obligation, especially in liberal foundations.
Definition 4.19 (liberal ggraph): Let_ (for Olibera)de the chairf!"##$%I"#$ I"# |
compromise ! 1"#$%#&'I$(disagreement). A liberal g-graphfor! ! is a
coordinatewise ordering dn' x! , i.e.,(g!l)! (g''l')iffg! !"'and!'! !'.
As a motivating example, consider the simple (and overly simplisgicaph that says a
society with no guns is better than a society with some guns. The relafraetyfor this
code and_ will rank the paik!" !guns!!"##$%!I"# 'slI"# way) best of all. Next best
and not comparable to one another@bg#$%!"#$ "4 "% 11"#$ 1"#$ ) and
(I"#$%"#&'( 1" 1"#3$ ). Next best but comparable with both is
("#$%"#&'( !!"#$ guns) and so onE In total we have a sirode directed graph
corresponding to a coordinatewise ordering on tkigsagph and the liberdl. A fact that
will be important later on is that in virtue of this composite ordering witiere will
always be at least one Ogetrymun waypairO node better than any Ocomprepais®
node in a liberal gyraph.

Readers suspicious of formalism for its own sake might well wonder whether all
this machinery is worth the trouble. Clearly, | think it is. Let us briefly turn to an example
of its uses as a possible tool to reveal something about the foundations of liberalism, in

particular how we can use the notion dfest optionin this context. | will introduce two
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more definitions. These definitions | take to encode important concagtsicto
discussions of liberalism. If thesefuhtions are apt then 4.19[8oves an intriguing

claim about the moral nature of liberalism.

Definition 4.19.1 (liberal modus vivendi): Anodus vivendagreement is any
compromisepair on a liberal ggraphthat is less good than at least one getting your way
pair.

Intuitively, a modus vivendi is an agreement for the time being. A modus vivendi implies

that at the earliest opportunity to get your way your code guides you to get your own way.

Definition 4.19.2(liberal principled agreementX principled agreemeris any
compromisepair of a liberal ggraph that is also a maximal element.

Proposition 4.19.3A sourgrapesinterpretation that removes Ogetting your wayO as most
desirable is botBufficient and necessary for a principled liberal agreement.

Proof: Given a coordinatewise ordering in composing a libgigdaph it follows that
any liberalg-graphwill have at least one Oget your own wagi®as maximal. Thus
assuming no sour grapeperation is available, it follows any comprompsar in a
liberal g-graphwill satisfy definition4.19.1, i.e. it will be anodusvivendi

On the other hand, if we compossaur liberal ggraphwe can make a
compromisepair of a liberalg-grapha maxmal element and thus can satidBfinition
4.19.2. HereOs how: assumeshavetheunderlyingliberal g-graphand its associated
interpretatior. Let! ! ! Irepresent political compromisé/e createa new graph & by
replacingl with ! such that weake the trutkset of any element &f! , § instead as
incomparable td! ],:(with respect to setheoretic inclusion). It followshat[! J,- !
' (11)1"#$%—3¢ | Blsuch!l! 1" Il | - 8. Thus, there is somié -pair that satisfies
definition 419.2.

The point of 4.19.3 is that what is bestpliciteris not obligatory; rather, in this case the
best compromise or osensus is obligatory. And so it should be in a pluralist, liberal
society. Thissourgrapesstyle of change to a moral code is of fundamental importance to

the foundations of liberalism and the legitimacy of a liberal state, at least if we are

assuming luralist liberal societi more on this below. In section 4.42 | will show how
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we can, with a minimal logic (i.e., one that has no rules besides the basic connectives and
that by adding new rules could only prove more not less) prove af&mdad Scanlon

esque criterion for allowing multiple, equally correct but conflictirayahcodes

(regarding policy)This criterion claims that being guided by an appropriate code implies
that one must find grounds that those who hold disagreeing but nonethelessiaigprop
codes couldnOt object to that choice. There | argue that thgrapes style of change to

moral codes plays a fundamental role in interpreting this criterion.

4.20 More on the Different Types of Best Options

There is still more machinery requirgdorder to make all the key distinctions we
need. First, we will want to be able to distinguish wha¢iredfrom what ismore
thanwhatis required.Plausibly, one can think of circumstances in which, for instance,
an action would be required of a police officer (or parentnbti&a bystander. Thus we
shall take as given a sewf Otypes of persoafperhaps better Osocial roles@define
obligaton and related notions relative to such ro@sen the Cartesian product of the
set of person types and maximal elements for some contrast class we can define a new
predicate that can represent the distinction between obligatory and supererogatory, and,
as promised, between obligatory and approbatory.
Definition 4.21 (Superchoices): We modify to evaluate which maximal choices are too
much to ask for each type of person, iB.! I"# (G')! !"#. Here(1,!) represents,
in the case of O00, thatmaximal choice is too much to ask with regards to that type of
person, while O10 we interpret as coming under this limit. Thusegrigamrdiscussion
Oacceptabla@s just shorthand that meant Omeets a minimum to be Bkapze we

no longer absact away consideration of social roles, it becomesmatural to speak in
terms of Oat least meets the limit.O
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Given a set of persetypes P and the set of maximal choices from a relativgraph, i.e.,

I"# (1), we define a predicateon! ! "# (G'),suchthatfot ! ! if [!]i ! ! and

[6]f = ! 'we say that is obligatoryaccording td for the relevanp ! P. Andif! ! @
and['Ji ! ! but[! 5! ! thenaccording to ) cis supererogatoryor p; otherwise if

['7i ! ! but[®]; ! ! forc! !, thencis the best of unacceptable choices (the least you

could do:approbatoryaccording td).
Intuitively the supercchoice structure tells us which maximal choices are unacceptable
relative to prescribing said choice for a particular persgre. And as canébseen, it also
represents which choices, normally objectionable, become sanctioned when no other
choice is better. Alternatively, we can interp®eds telling us whether the choice to
prescribe a particular maximal choice for some person is acceptatie®»0n this
account, obligations amount to which maximally acceptable choices may be (i.e.,
unobjectionably) prescribed for a certain type of person according to

There is another, more political, distinction that we will want to represent. In
4.19.2I defined the notion of a principled agreement. But Martha may find herself
making a principled agreement, i.e., one that she is committed to regardless of better (in
terms of, for example, seifiterest) options coming by, even though there is no moral
principle guiding her to do so. She may be a psychopath who understands ttexriong
but seltinterested benefits of such principled compromises and cooperation (no political
affiliation should be read off this descriptio@n the other hand, MaryOs maede
regarding political behavior guides her to always find compromises that she commits to,
all things being equal. And lastly, JohnOs moratéied) code tells him to make
political compromises in the face of recalcitrant disagreement, but to tey tesgown

way at the earliest opportunity. Thus we could be principled in compromising in the first

FO__1:*78116/1C*/[":401"(17801+* 564"/51*+RD-choiceh!"+178"/1"/161)0/".6:401C*//":"4"7=1!
J0716(=I56N"5641,8*" 01786 7!"/1(*(*:J0,7"*(6:401.0 46 7"#0!7*161CO./*7=C0!6/!
*4">67* =1"(/706):
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place, but that the compromise fails to be itself principled, i.e., itOs meretjus
vivendi The philosophical pagff for these distinctions is thadf course, as moral agents
in the political sphere our ambition is to reach principled compromises for which the
parties to the agreement were principled in doing so. And the idea here, once again, is
that a formal representation may serve a fruitful nolenalysis.

In order to represent the distinction between a principled compromise and being
principled in compromising in the first place, we can use the notiorstobag
permission The notion of aveak permissiors just that there is no obligation to refrain
from the permitted choice. strongpermissiorcan be understood as permitting an
exception to a norm, i.e., while there is an obligation to refrain from that choice, the force
of this obligation is set asider a different obligation (for whatever reasofi)strong
permission tells you that under particular conditions, one need not be guided by the
relevant norm. Being able to represent the distinction between a weak and a strong sense
of permissiommay, in gneral, be a useful feature in a deontic system. It just so happens
that | will represent the notion of being principled in compromising in the first place as an
instance of a strong permission.

It may be helpful to understand this weak/strong permissgtimction by
appealing to a particularly literal notion of what it means for some claim to be morally
actionrguiding. On this account, only prescriptions can be morally agfiiing; they
prescribe what one should do and, as in the case of injunctidrdiractives, are
intended to change peoplesO behavior. The idea here is that one can guide action only if it
is possible to change someoneOs behavior by said guidance. A weak permission has no

such (perlocutionary) force, all else being equal: if somepparently changdser
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behavior due to a weak permission, this change presupposes independent motivation,
morally speaking, for the behavior. In other words, the agent had reasons &mdo
thought that she shouldnOt choose t4 kot then discoveredhat, after all, she was
permitted to doX. On this account of actieguiding, it is the agentOs prior motivation for
Xing that accounts for her choice, not the following of a moral chuke strong
permission is thus morally actigguiding in a way that #tnweak fails to be. The strong
permission is intended to change someoneOs behavior by changing what norm they should
follow. While perhaps not all may find it necessary to tie in aegioiling so closely
with the living up to norms, the distinction betwegeak and strong permission is not
without further philosophical pagff. As we will see, representing the notion of trumping
as a change in contrast class leads naturally to formalizing this notion in terms of a strong
permissiofN a change in which normapply is a change in which maximals we appeal to,
and which maximals we appeal to depends on the relevant contrast class.

In PRIT, 1 will represent a strong permission as guiding action by specifying a
change in contrast class. In particular, a strong igsram tells you when you can ignore
best options and then choose best from the remaining acceptable options, i.e., the second
best from the original class. Thus, as in other cases dfisabreasoning, by changing
the contrast class, we are then guidgaloing what is best from that class of options. To
help clarify the connection between strong permission and egtiolance, we can use
some of the surplus structure (that is, surplus in respect to what is obligatory) found in a

relative ggraph.

Definition 4.22 (Strong permission): We interpret evdGxe], = !, "% |
I"# (G') as an element ofstrong permission clas$o distinguish obligatory maximal
choices from supererogatory maximal choices, we interpret ¢@ery], ! ! such that
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I" @ ! ! as an element ofstrong permission clas®Ve then use the relativeggaph
operation to identify what is best from this strong permission.adassong permission

is a norm calling for us to choose a maximal from this strong permission class.

A strong permission may be used to represent a norm calling for compromise when
sticking to your guns will result in recalcitrant disagreement, but nonetheless allowing for
the compromise to beraodus vivendiThis is again a case of demonstrating thé&dito

the formal properties of such agreements and where material considerations must enter.
As we wanted, a strong permission is actjuiding in the sense explained above: it tells
you to choose a maximal from a contrast class and as such, is intejpadsdibly change

an ager® behavior, all else being equal.

In fact, on this account one needs a strong permission that says whether it is
permissible to trade in your code for a sour version; that is, if you ought to compromise, a
strong permission codltell you itOs okay to give up on your best options. Thus we can
make a distinction between agreements that are principled (i.e., 4.19.2) and being
principled in compromising in the first place (i.e., 4.22).

The more familiar notion of permission, i.@hat we call aveakpermission
defined in terms of obligation, will be representechby being obligated to not choose

The formal representation for this sense of permission must wait until the formal

language and its operators are introduced.

4.23Representing Liberal Choices and Codes
We can, with the tools developed so far, make a first pass on representing some
basic notions in the foundations of liberalism. To illustrate, we can represent a minimal

notion of liberty in terms of that which is tmauch to demand of a privileged person
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type: the citizen. Intuitively, we want to distinguish between maximal choices a liberal
state can demand a citizen to do for, say, the ruling partyOs idea of the greater good and
maximal choices that are, generalipfair to demand of ordinary citizens.

Philosophically, the idea here is that liberal states aim to leave people alone to live their
lives as they see best, all else being equal. The reason why | call this a minimal sense of
liberty is that the conditionggarding who counts as a citizen are essential to recognizing
a state as appropriately liberal, i.e., states with second class citizens (e.g., those who donOt
have the same standing in the law as first class citizens) generally donOt deserve honest
title to liberal. While there is more to be said about the concept of liberty, forl roan

develop this minimal notion as a ssbrt of supexchoice.

Definition 4.24 (simple liberty): We usé ! ! to denote the type Ocitiz€nWe use the

extended evaluatiomdm 4.21 (Supechoice) and define a predicdteon! x!"# (! ¢)
suchthatfor any! ! ! if [I]i =! and[E]; ! ! we definec asobligatoryfor all citizens

according td.If I I Zand[!']i ! ! but[!]i ! 0, accordingo, cisilliberal.

Obviously, there is conceptual space in the simple liberty structure for a correlate to
approbatoryas in super choices; | will leave this notion informal, with the unimaginative
name of Oliberal approbatory.O One of the goals for PRIT is to sort atinvelzats to
cooperate while leaving others alone to disagree with us; the formal condition above, i.e.,
for illiberal policy, wonOt get us very far without assuming this material property of

liberal societies. The natural thing to do here is to combinetmiques from

representing compromising in the face of disagreement with the above structure for

representing leaving people alone.
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First | define an ordering of simple liberty choices, constructingyeagh where
all options are considered in ternfsadat is fair to ask of citizens: instead of using
'y (4.14) we will define an ordering with respect toWe then compose this ordering
with L as we did with liberal graphs (4.19). Finally, to complete the code, we turn it
into a sour ordering.
Definition 4.24.1(! g-graphs)A ! g-graphis a! ' such that for eacte!! ) ! !,
M 16) 1y (ep!!)) iff according td from 4.24 for anys, if (1,16, ) meets our liberal
minimum atsthen so doe§! ,!! ).

Definition 4.24.2(liberal! <): A fair-liberal graphis the coordinatewise orderirg
IS1 L.

Next, | treat the call for political compromise in a political sphere chock full of
disagreeing codes as an instance of a sour grapes style of changéliertdigraphs.
Definition 4.24.3(sour liberall ' ): Let Sdesignate a set of Oget your own wayO options
(our sour grapes, so to speak). Given alfa@ral graptg' , we designqte any! ! a N
realistic contrast class ifior any! ! | ,if 1" >, & then! " contains Oget your own wayO
options, i.e.! " n! I 1. We will define! { , thesourgrapes faitliberal graph fors as

follows. !“is asour grapeseinterpretation of iff !°is such that for any' € ! lthat is
preferable td according td, i.e.,8' > !, [! ']’ is noncomparable tq! J''.

Thus, we interpréit!to represent the class of choices that result in political compromise
With 4.244.24.3 we can represent a liberal code that guides the choice of policy
in terms of prescribing the best upon which we can agree, subject tdipgptke liberty
of individual citizens. In order to represent being principled in compromising, we can
straightforwardly compose a strong permission in the same way as before.
With this logical machinery, we can represent daurliberal codes that codil
disagree with each other regarding what we mean by the ObestO, others upon the meaning

of Oliberty® and still others will disagree on how we should reach a compromise. Thus we
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must distinguish between what a code says is a best acceptable choid#igatarg
according to that code, and what is a best option acceptable to all relevant codes. To
handle all these codes and the resulting disagreement, we need a formal language and its

proof theory to reason about all these different orderings.

4.25 TheProof TheoryN Preliminaries

Often it would be sufficient to have a semantics in hand, especially tivben
primary goal is to apply logical insights to issues in other areas of philosophy. However,
in our case, it is also important that we develop a upedwf theory. The idea here is
that with PRIT foundations, we care not only absbatwe can prove (which we might
be able to get at merely by considering the class of valid formulas), but alsdvalout
we might prove our claims. And just providing @@edure for deciding whether a
formula is valid wonOt be good enough in our case; we need tools to analyze proofs.
Analyzing proofs themselves will allow us to identify OparametersO used in a sequent, i.e.,
a mathematical object expressing a conditiomadyment, and investigate what sort of
changes we could make to these parameters if want to see different conclusions. This sort
of approach allows us to focus on problem solving; we can see what went into proving a
conclusion we need to avoid (like libasah being incoherent if there are multiple correct
accounts of what is just) and sort how to make suitable changes (like making a distinction
between inconsistencies that are disastrous from those that can be reasoned with fruitfully
in a pluralist settingike liberalism)

The other reason to have this sort of pritadfory for PRIT is that sometimes we
might want to keep track of, i.e., recover information glossed over at a more general level

of abstraction, which moral theory was used to warrant somseofiaction. And to be
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slightly more pragmatic, | have also tried to get to interesting proofs, i.e., with meta
ethical import, as directly as possible. You will find in this section a proof claiming that,
in a pluralist setting, moral codes must reteand require compatibility with the content
of competing codes. Not only does this proof bear a resemblance to RawlsO claims about
the implications of what he calls Othe fact of Reasonable PluralismO, | prove this version
of the claim using none of hisdbretical assumptions or framework. In fact, this claim is
proved merely in virtue of a weakest logic capable of defining the relevant logical words.
This proof can be found at 4.42.

In keeping with two otherecurrent themes, | propose we want a pthebry for
our deonticaction-guidingconceptsn terms of a formal language that sets out how some
sortsof choices logically follow from other choices. But this phrasing is slightly
misleading. Granted, on a direct and simple reading, it is the cHaac#éians for which
we seek moral guidance; the issue here however is that we need more than just a typing
of choicesin order to represent reasoning about, for exaneplgjunctionof choices.
That is, a conjunction of choices is not itself automatically a choice. For example, the
conjunction of a choice to lower spending on foreign aid (instead of, say, keeping it
steady or raising it) and the choice to lower taxes for those whlddaevote for your
party (instead of, say, abolishing regressive tax breaks, i.e., tax breaks that required a
high income in the first place) is not itself a choice: choices are structures with contrast
classes and there is no contrast class with thigicotion, as it stands. Moreover, itOs not

clear how a logic could automatically populate a contrast class for such a conjunctions,
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i.e., extensional conjunctions, in a coherent mafitiill less are disjunctions of choices
themselves choices, let aloakbitrary conditionals. Since we want to know how certain
types of things follow from other types, the concepthadiceis not apt, on its own, for a
type-theoretic approach. At the very least, we should look for a sort of typing that is
simpler to work with.

The lesson here is similar to a point raise@l@apterOne. There is such a thing
as too much detail for some purposes [Sambin & Valentini 1998]. Recall how in order to
do some maths, some details important at a fundamental level must be ignored or
abstracted away, i.e., too much information can be Oa burden when dealing with the
syntheticmethods of mathematics (pg. 2@ again, what makes such abstraction
constructivas that such details can be recovered when warranted. In like fashion, the
fine-grained structure afhoicess important to solve problems at a fundamental level.
For example, when the order or priority of actions matters, | have urged the use of
something like the fingrained structure afhoicesto represent the relevant reas@nin
However, when such issues are not in play, and we are concerned (for example) with
conditional obligations or the combination of choices, the added structcineioéss
cumbersome (to say the least). In such cases, | propose we can treat theitopof ac

choiceas ifit were a OformulaO on its own right. Alternatively, one can think of this
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seemingly exclusive emphasis on the topic as actually elliptical for our discussion of the
corresponding choices.

| propose then that we should interpret fmumulas as plans. One of the
characteristic features of moral and political reasoning, i.e., in terms of justifying policy,
is the role of commitments. It is our commitments to make certain choices under certain
conditiond where we foresee selfish offsaterested confounding fact®tswhich is,
in some sense, paradigmatically the subject matter of moral reasoning and related action
guiding concepf¥ (i.e., instead of say, prudential reasoning where cognitive updating of
new information is paramountuch commitments can be described in terms of [moral]

plans.l propose we do so; consider some of the following examples of such typing.

4.26 The Type8l Plans

The question in front of us is how to formalize logical complexes of choices and
at this point, bw to interpret what such complexes even are, since as noted they donOt
seem to be choices in any straightforward sense. My suggestion has been to treat them,
instead, aplans Let us begin, then, with suitable interpretations of atomic formulas. A
choiceis, in a natural if not a rather simplistic sense, a plan. My plan for the next few
minutes may be that | will choose a green tea instead of another cup of coffee. And if we
focus on the topic of choices, this is a plan to drink green tea. The advaintaigeod
plans rather than choices is that such talk more readily generalizes when we bring plans

together via logical operations.
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Suppose we havemanto chooseA and the same plan is also a plan to ch&)se
it is thereby glanto chooseA andB. A plan to buy a car that is also a plan to give away
all my money involves, if it is a smart plan, ordering my choices in such a way that both
will be achieved. It must be a plan to buy aamad give away my mone$? The case for
disjunctions is similar: whd in standard propositional languadesnpliesA or B, the
disjunction of a choice té or a choice td is not, necessarily, itself a choice. Buglan
to choosé\ is also gplanto chooseA or B, extensionally speakirfj Similarly, a plan is
typeA or B just in case it is either a plan of typer a plan of type.

Negation is an interesting connective, for both plans and choices. Certainly the
negation of a choice is not naturally regarded as a diaiot choosing armed rebellion
and choosing not teebel are two quite different things, the former occurring much more
frequently than the latter. Similar remarks apply to plans. The distinction between choices
and plans regarding negation comes, instead, because we must allow for negation of
complex formilas and not just atoms, and complex formulas, as such, can be plans but

not choices.
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Since not planning is not itself a plan, all things being equal, we will interpret the
negation of a plaA to be aplan not to Aj.e., as a plan to do something incatble
with doingA. One naturally thinks of On&© as the disjunction of all the plans that are
incompatible with doing\, so for instance planning not to engage in armed rebellion is
the disjunction of planning to lead a quiet life or planning for aeran government and
SO on.

It will be useful to our overall project to have a negation built on the notion of
incompatibility. We want to allow for reasoning about cases that canOt be actualized,
notably ideal cases and about plans that canOt be gmitety upon. A straightforward
and germane case is when two different groups in a political community have different
plans for a certain chunk of tax revenue and where if one group gets their way the other
will lose out. Understanding deontic negationdmis ofincompatibilityrather than in
the more simple terms oh@O allows us to readily distinguish that case from the
situation in which one group has plans for the tax revenue and another hasnOt ever
thought about it and really doesnOt care what happe

Beforel set out conditions for implication, we need to be able to distinguish cases
where the same plan guides us to choose AdatidB, and where we combine a plan to
chooseA with a different plan to choo$® In relevant logics, this second soft o
conjunction, i.e.intensional conjunctions calledfusion We say a plan is of typefuse
Bif it is a plan to combine a plan to chodswiith a plan to choosB. This is in contrast
with the extensional conjunction case; as explained above, thes@yveeplan is typa

andBiif itis a plan to choosA andB.
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In the prooftheory for relevant and associated substructural logics, implication is
generally defined in terms @dsion Let me give a brief example of how this relationship
works. Supposee have a plan, a typgefuse Bplan, and our theory tells us that it is
therefore also a typ€ plan.This means that if we have Arplan, it follows it is also a
plan to choose a typ@ whenevemB is chosen, i.e., that OchoosB@mplies OchoosingO
follows from choosincA. However, the connection between antecedent and consequent in
relevant implication is subtler and more sophisticated than may perhaps be thought from
this brief characterization. And this connection is due to the constraints erfeepve

assign tdusion

4.27 Proof Constituents: Sequents, Structures and Punctuation

In an effort to describe the system in an efficient and readable way, | will leave
aside certain details | assume most philosophical readers will be familiaieh.
system may be unfamiliar in that it includes OrulesO of two different sorts. First, each
logical operator is equipped with introduction and elimination rules of a sort | assume is
familiar. The feature that may be less familiar is the inclusiatraftural rules.
Structural rules are, intuitively, ways to pay closer attention to the premises (or evidence)
by regarding them as a sort of structured entity, whereas in the more common systems,
the premises are treated as an unstructured collection. &opéx in proof systems
designed for classical or intuitionistic logic, we generally find that the premises are
represented as belonging to a set, whereas in the proof theory we will be looking at how

the order of premises could matter or that a premisklo®t be used more times then it
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appears, for example. So we will need to add structure to sets, so t3’speapresent

how we could use premises in these different ways. In order to make this idea clear, let
me introduce the notions ofséructureand punctuation (In what follows | am assuming

the notion of danguagein terms of a sdtangcomposed of its atomic formdand
connectives that satisfies unique decomposition. [Restall 2606jis pgs 14-16.) | will

use letters like AD, BOandOCfor formulas and reserve letters such@X0, ¥O and GZ

for structures, except of course where forraal@ being used as structurés.

Definition 4.28 (Punctuation marks)

An object together with its arity (the number of input arguments) ipanctuaion mark

p when its arguments are structures.

Definition 4.29 (Structures)

Given a set of punctuation marRsinct,disjoint fromLang, the multiseStruc(Lang,

Punc) will be a collection oktructureswhen it satisfies the following unique
decompositiorcondition.

Lemma 4.29.1Unique decomposition for structures)

"#H#$%&N | Struct(Lang!!"#$%) "# X! ply L X, =11, v nnm i gl

=1 "% Iforeact!'! 11l Inll, =Y

Like Lang if Structsatisfies unique decomposition, we can use induction to prove claims
about structuredVe can think of structures and their punctuation as a way of
representing how we combine, compose and manipulate premises in a conditional proof.

In order to show unigedecomposition, we need to make explicit some further

constraints orstruct
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Lemma 4.29.2(Struct conditions)
Let Struct be the smallest subsef!t#$ ! 1"#3%! such that"#$ ! 1"#$%"and if
PO) L ESOIIT I I, L1, L IS0, L X, 1 I"H$%"

Lemma 4.29.2 states that since any formula is a structure, all other structures are
constructed by combining these structures, i.e., the formula, using punctuation, similar to

the case of atomic formula and conneesivnLang

Proof for Lemma 4.29.1Now follows straightforwardly from the unique decomposition
of formula inLang

Theorem 4.29.3Induction over structures)

Take any collection of structures Strikeing, Punc). Suppose the property holds of
every brmula of Langour base case fatructure$ and suppose that for each
punctuation markp ! Punct with arity n whenevet holds of each ;! !, then!
holds for X, ! !, as well It follows that! holds for each structure in Stricang,
Punc).

Proof. We assume the collectignof all formula satisfyind . Q must also satisfy the
conditions in Lemma 1.3 sind&t$ ! Struct. But that means th&truc({Lang

Punc)! Q, sinceStructis the smallest such collection. Therefore, every structure in
Struc{Lang, Punc) satisfied as well.

We will also use the fact that, just as fornshave subformulg structures have
substructures.

Definition 4.29.4(Substructures)
We define thesubstructure®f a structure as denoting the elements of the smallest set of
structures satisfying two conditions:
¥ Any structureX is a substructure of itself
¥ If Xis! (1,11 11 4y y) then every substructure of any of the structlirgs also a
substucture ofX.
| will write &/(X)O to indicate a structude,with X as its substructure.

Definition 4.30 (Antecedents, Consequents and Consecutions)
GivenStruc({Lang Punc), we defined to be theconsecutionelation on!"#$%" !"#$
such that ! A, where theantecedenis an! ! !"#$%"and theconsequenis an

I e I"#$ .
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Before we can define when we have a proof of a consecution, we need the notions of
inferencerules andproofs

Definition 4.31 (Inferences and Rules)

The pairinf = ((! )!'! ) is aninferencesuch thai+-) is theset of consecutions that are
premises and thatter of thepair, i.e., thesingle consecutigns the conclusion. We
definethe set of any such pairule= (((! )!! )!) to be therule corresponding to the
inferences.

There is a particular sort of rule that is central to {fy@®oretic proof theory. Intuitively,
structural rules let you rearrange or adjust structures wail®losing® any of the
formulasthat followed from the antecedent structure. Before we can flyrméioduce
the notion ofstructural rules | need to explain what | mean bipsed under substitution
for formulas. As you can see from above, structuresquely) decompose into formulas
now, if a rule requires that you can replace any formula iruatste with an arbitrary
structure, that rule is closeshder substitution for formula&lso, when a structure, s&y
is generatedia a structural rule fronX, we will denote this relation by ! ! ‘I where in
this exampley'!stands foZ (given that he consequent witk as antecedent and the
consequent with ' is the same)

Definition 4.32 (Structural rules)

A rule (((F)!! )1 closedunder substitution for formulas astructural rulewhen the

structure of the conclusion is &hand the structure of ttentecedent is a¥ such that
Frorh

Definition 4.33 (Rule families)

We define a collectiofl [({((! )!T ) ! "#$%"(Lang! "#3$%! } to be theRulesfor a
Lang

Typically we will want one rule for introducing and one rule for eliminating each

connective in that language. Also, for each punctuation mark and given any structure

composed with that punctuation, there is a formula with a connective equivalent to that
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structurein virtue of 4.29.4i.e., in virtue of the unique decomposition of stases.)

Finally, any structural rule governing each punctuation mark is a memBetesf

4.34 Proof theory with no structural rules

Adding structural rules lets us prove more, not less. So, blefielee into the
intricacies of the particular proof they and formal semanticket me first prove an
interesting claim that must be true of any more complicated system. This claim is
interesting because, while it is a valid deduction in a weakest such proof system (i.e.,
given suitable elements for represegtthe relevant deontic notions), it makes what may
first strike one as an ampliative claim when interpreted back into ordinary language: it
makes an inference from what our logical words mean to what we will find in moral
codes acceptable in any libesaiciety. Obviously, this deduction is not ampliative.
Instead, it seems best to interpret it as revealing a requirement of any moral code under
conditions of pluralism: that any such code must guarantee that acting upon its
prescriptions is compatible withe obligations of rival codes. This criterion bears a
strong resemblance to a claim Rawls infers from what he calls Othe Ractsafnable
pluralismO What this proof shows is that this conclusion holds without using any of his

theoretical apparatus assumptions.

Let me now introduce the rules for our connectives. As noted above, these are the
mostly familiar introduction and elimination sort for each connective, though as | have
defined rules, we could have a rule with no premises. And this is hathirtroduce the

identity axiomas a rule with no premises.
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Definition 4.35 (Rule for Identity)

Therule for identityis the collection of all inferences with no premises to a conclusion of
the form! !

The connectives we will now be looking at wak: implication, fusion, conjunction,
disjunction, negation and obligation. There is a small technical caveat here. | promised to
start with a deontic logic with no structural rules, and if | were to be accurate in how |
present such a logic, | would hawedefine two different implications, the familiar left
to-right arrow and a righto-left arrow. It is only in the presence of a structural rule

letting us ignore the order in which premises may be combined where these two sorts of
arrow need no longereldistinguished. We find this sort of structural rule in the familiar
classical and intuitionistic logics, as well as the standard take on relevant logic, hence it is
not surprising that the lefo-right arrow is relatively welknown compared to its

backwvards sibling. For ease of presentation and also due to the lack of any present need,
we will ignore the righto-left conditional in what follows. And this same line of

reasoning applies to the fact that we would also need two different sorts of n@gation

any logic without structural rules.

We begin with the rules for the conditional. They are the familiar rules of modus
ponens and conditional proof, though written in sequent notation. Note that in the case of
conditional elimination, in the conclusion itself we explicitly keep track ohall t
evidence required to arrive at the concludsdoy including bothX andY in the

antecedent of the sequent.
Definition 4.36 (Implication Introduction and Elimination Rules)

Fo
;A ]
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| briefly mentionedabove that the key difference between a relevant and a classical or
intuitionistic conditional is that the arrow has precisely the relationship these rules
stipulate for the sergolon to different operators, viz. to fusion for the relevant arrow
and to cajunction for the classical or intuitionistic arrolntroduce a bit of technical
vocabulary for this relationship.

Definition 4.36.1(Punctuation residuating Conditionals) o

We say a connectivie is aconditionalthat residuates the punctuation markfitO
satisfies | and! E.

| now stipulate the rules for the fusion operator that ensures that it is related-tmkemi

in the appropriate way.

Definition 4.37 (Fusion Introduction and Elimination Rules)

rrrrrmmragryn

Iy

| have suggested above that fusion is Oanother sort of Oand0.0 1tOs not obvious what this

new sense amounts to, glossed in ordinary language terms. For the present, it might be
intuitive enough to see fusion as Otogethgrx@vand in some cases, Ocompatible withO,

Ocomposed withO or Ocombined withO. These interpretations of fusion will be appealed to
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in 4.42. Letmenow introduce the more familiar formal notion of Oand,® namely

conjunction.

Definition 4.38 (Conjunction Intoduction and Elimination rules)
I

The rules for disjunction for disjunction are familiar; thought the form that disjunction
elimination takes may require some unpacking. It may teethink of the two leftmost
premises in relation as establishing that eacharfdB, together with whatever, if any,

subsidiary information is provided by the restypfire enough to allow us to establSh

Definition 4.39 (Disjunction Introductiorand Elimination Rules)

v
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Next | will define a generic necessity operator based on Greg Re$2400%
proof-theoretical approach to necessity in his introduction to substructural. Y8 ¢iwsl
presently show how we can modify this definition to introduce the notion of multiple
sources of moral necessities, i.e., a plurality of moral codes. After | flre\Rawlslike
claim I mentioned above, | will show how we can safely and constructively abstract away
the details of the particular source of a moral obligation. This is important since we want
to be able to make sense of the idea that whatever a mdeapoescribes is in fact

prescribell even if a different code prescribes something contrary to it.

For generic necessityneed a new punctuation mark, the unary

Definition 4.40 (Generic Necessity Introduction and Elimination rules)

|

P Xt
With the rules for necessity stipulated this way, box formula and triangle structures are
related in a way that parallels the relationship between-selom and fusion. As in the

case with O;0 there are different structural rules we may include totige\ehavior of
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| . There are no introduction or elimination rules for O;0, nor forboth cases the

behavior of a punctuation mark is governed by structural rules and its role in rules for
connectives. Restall [2000] suggests that we thirlk a$ a sa of unconditional version

of O;0 (pg.47) The idea there is to think of necessities as being implied by OlogicO, and
I encodes this information, i.e., when it takes a structure as an argument, it entails that

whatever follows from that structure isopable by logic alone.

However, a single generic necessity connective is not well suited for a pluralist
deontic logic if we need to avoid problematic inferences, i.e., where inconsistent
obligations show up. First off, we donOt want to be able tofinfarA being obligatory
andB being obligatory that the conjunctioA &ndBQs obligatory. Otherwise, the
conjunction of inconsistent actions would be obligatory from the fact of having
inconsistent obligations found in pluralist settings. And beioiggated to do the
impossible is not a welcome result for liberal, i.e., pluralist, foundations. The proof is
straightforward, but instructive for sorting out what we will need to define a connective
thatOs a better fit.

Proposition 4.401 (Generic Necedy is not well suited for inconsistent obligations)
With a generic necessity connective, a conjunction of necessities entails that the
conjunction of the relevant formulas is necessary as well. If we suppose that pluralism

permits the conjunction of incsistent obligations, this would entail that inconsistent
actions would be obligatory.

Proof:
FAN 1L L TAL L
It gt tihumngh v gl gl
(o )! pmmnaA(rrrr)yr A
Pagrrrryr e
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And if we suppose thak is incompatible witlB we have an unfortunate result.
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One might have suspected that a singe generic necessity is not suitable for
pluralism if one takes RestallOs gloss on the generic necessity at face value. Moral
necessities arenOt true (or acceptable) adraemay or beasse of Ologicl®ave been
supposing that moral obligations are prescribed by moral codes and that pluralism has as
its source that whatever a legitimate moral code prescribes is prescribed (together with
the claim that there are at least two such mardés) This suggests that one way to
solve the above problem is to instead keep track of the different moral codes that give rise
to particular obligations. Instead of a single punctuation mark and necessity, we will need
specific punctuation marks corresyling to each of the relevant moral codes. For ease of
record keeping, | will use the natural numbers starting with 1 as the punctuation that
corresponds to a necessity connective with that number as a subscript. Here are the rules

for these connectives.

Definition 4.41 (Multiple Necessities Introduction and Elimination rules)

my
rrr
LT 1A
O !
F'H1, A
X! A

With this connectivé block the earlier proof that a conjunction of obligations from two
different sources (i.e., moral codes) proves that the conjunction of the topic actions is

itself obligatory.

! $wWe



N A I A
rrr o, r iy r 1,111, B

NGEE I NAGIEED I

And since the antecedent structures are different, we canOt conjoin the respective

consequents, i.eA with B, before we introduce any of the necessities.

This modification to necessity not only blocks the derivation of impossible
obligations, it allowsneto prove the Rawltike claim mentioned earlier. But before | do,
let me put the symbols into words. Consider the sequent we will prove belbwx
L, Ry (ot (1)), The consequent may be interpreted as claiming that it is
obligatory by the lights of moral code 1 thaBifs obligatory because of moral code 2
then choosin@\ is compatible with the obligation to chod3érom moral code 2. Notice
it does10Ot say that choosiAgs compatible with choosinB, only that acting on one code
is compatible with the obligations from another code.

Proposition 4.42(The moral codes in a plurality must reference the content of each other
in terms of compatibility)

Proof:
LLAAL DD L
LT AT, BT T AN
NGANEND I L rm
LA T Ag )T Tt '
rarr,nror@ren
AL g b (0 (A ,B))

Theorem 4.42 can be read as a criterion, not for what counts as a moral code

simpliciter,rather for whether a certain group of moral codes are potentially an
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acceptable plurality (like the liberal contexds you can see, there is nothing in the
theoremthat could tell us, if the compatibility doesnOt obtain, which moral code is at fault
and should be rejected. For example, suppose we have a group of codes that satisfy the
criterion from Theorem 4.42, but we then add a new moral code that makes this new
group fail the test. There is no formal reason so far that allows us to select the new moral
code as the one at fault; in fact, itOs possible that the newer moral code merely reveals a
hitherto unknown fault with the older group. A good formalism doesplateeold
fashioned hard philosophical work, after all.

The sequent just proved is related in interesting ways to the favnbiar
unprovablél claim that OoughtO implies OcanO. While details regarding how to interpret
fusion in terms of a sort of compatity must wait until some of the formal semantics is
in place, this much seems to be entailed by whate already proved: acting on one
moral code means being in a situation where those who hold to conflicting obligations
have no reason to object to yauhoice or else itOs not clear what Ocompatible withO
could meanWhile this superficially resembles Scanlofi®88: 153]notion of Othere
being no reasons to objectO as a necessary and sufficient condition for the acceptability of
a principle, these tavnotions are actually quite different. In my case, the claim is much
weaker; | have identified a general moral obligation to find at least one situation such that
there are no suitable reasons to object to your action, i.e., opposing views donOt have to
find our choices acceptable or obligatory, nor should we expect that to be possible in

generaf?®
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There are also interesting connections with some claims | proved in the order
theory, especially the liberalgraphs of 4.24 and relevant propositions. Thesteolwed
that a principled liberal moral code must give up the choice to get their way, suitably
construed, even if that option becomes readily available, i.e., without OneedO for
compromise. | interpret these claims as all pointing to a sort of trumpligguatn in any
legitimate moral code (i.e., for a pluralist context): that you ought to find some sort of
consensus or compromise as a condition on acting on any one moral code. If this
connection bears out, tikempatibilityfrom 4.42 likely means jushis very thing! Thus,
if | am correct, the results from the ordbeory can provide some guidance for when
moral codes are incompatible in terms of 4.42, how to tell which moral code is at fault:
the one that claims you ought to get your own way if you ca

It may be useful to present some concrete examples that may be seen as
illustrations of the sort of situation addressed by this simple theorem. During the first two
years of U.S. President Barack ObamaOs first term, the Democrats held the balance of
power in each legislative body as well as, obviously, the executive. Yet, assuming that
the Democrats are generally good liberals and that they made the (arguably false)
assumption that their political rivals were working with a different but still liberally
acceptable moral code, they should nonetheless have declined the opportunity to get their
own way in favor of searching for a consensus or compromise with their political
opponentsl or, more precisely, to arrive at actions that left their opponents without
grounds for objection, i.e., in some sense compatible with their opponents moral code.
And it appears they did so (perhaps breaking the hearts of some illiberal lefti€dsE.)

the other hand, since Prime Minister HarperOs Conservatives won a majorityrgmte
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in Canada, it seems that the only competing values that mattered are those of CanadaOs
Supreme Court. If itOs fair to suggest that the Conservatives are generallyfllivenal

it should not be surprising that as soon as they get their turn tteegredbwn way, they do

So, i.e., they seem not to care whether their policies could be compatible with moral codes
from opposing views. The basic idea here is that liberals see politics as a way for
disagreeing groups to work together, to cooperate gallyi socially, and economically.

On the other hand, illiberal folk generally see politics as a witakesall proposition.

Thus, insofar as a conjunction of obligations from different moral codes can be
construed as representing a pluralist settimgrfetaethics or liberal foundations, this
proof demonstrates a Rawike claim regarding the content of moral codes in a pluralist
setting: a sort of compatibility or tolerance. And this proof does so merely in virtue of the
most bare bones meaning oétlogical words involved: obligation, conjunction, fusion
and implication.

We can also gloss this result in the following way: in a pluralist setting, moral
codes must (in a logical sense) take into account the obligations found in other relevant
moral co@s. And this fact follows merely from the weakest notions of the logical words
involved. Of course, it follows that adding stronger rules wonOt affect this consequence:
when we add more structural rules we can prove more, not less.

We are now ready to mowm to the general conditions for the semantic frames |

shall argue are a good fit for a deontic logic under conditions of pluralism. After we have
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explored that issue, we can then align the structural rules and axioms with our frame

semantics.

4.43 The Fames for PRIT-friendly logics

We turn now to laying out more systematically a formal semantics in which the
conceptual tools just described can be embedded, i.e., a formal system suitable for
representing liberal pluralism. Such a system will need tabecpnsistent, relevant and
constructive: paraconsistent because of disagreement between codes is allowed for,
relevant because adding premises to a code will change what is obligatory (as in a strong
permission), and constructive because of the natuteecfort of liberalism we are
looking at. The system on offé®D- choice(for Deontic Relevant logic of choic8 is,
| suggest, suitable for investigating obligation under such pluralist conditions.

It is common in introductions to modal logic to suggest that the concept of
obligationmay be represented as a sort of moral necessity. According to this perspective,
we modelobligationas a logical word defined in terms of a class of modal frames.
Specifically, an obligation in a world is defined as formulas true at all worlds morally
accessible from it. In the ordéreory presented abowahligationis independently
analyzed as a soof predicate; | will show below that it is a predicate that can be turned
back into a logical word. Moreover, there are three further changes to the more familiar

formalization of obligation | will investigate.
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While obligations and permissionsRD- choicewill be represented in terms of
truth and falsity conditions in the class of relevant models, this is best understood as the
acceptability opplans which, as described above, are officially the interpretations
assigned to the formulas of the language

Secondly, we will need a relevant arrow to characterize implication in any deontic
logic that avoids a class of validities that would be disastrous in moral discourse. The
relevant arrow, together with a relevant and constructive negation | introdii@dsov
result in a paraconsistent system.

Thirdly, we must adapt the semantics to allow for several distinct sources of
obligation. We could do so by allowing for a multitude of accessibility relations, each
relation representing a different moral cqfte example)However, the same results
(with added benefits moreover) can be accomplished with the more elegant technique of
using neighborhood functions to represestessitie¥ in our case, moral necessities. A
neighborhood function takes a world aeturns a class of worlds; the propositions OtrueO
at these worlds are then the propositions necessary relative to the input world. This
technique allows us to transform the predieatalysis of obligation into the more
formally usefullogical word approab.

The final issue is that while individual moral codes, the ideals of our regulatory
ideal theories, will be complete and consistent, how they interact is still a matter of
constructive process. In other words, even though we could use classical legisdio
within a particular RIT, when we must reason between them, the reasoning must be
constructive, paraconsistent and relevant. And as may well be surmised, what can be

proved using the rules corresponding to such weak rules is much less than ongenay ha
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expected or hoped for. On the other hand, as | have already shown, important and
surprising truths of liberal foundations can still be proved, even with such weak logical

machinery. Moreover, a disappointment can still be an important philosophical.less

4.44 Not True and False, Not Acceptable and Objectionable

Talk of choicesor plansbeing true or false seems awkward and forced. | propose
that we instead appeal to the more general notiolesijnated/alues.Designatedralues
are those members dfd set of semantic valuesg, that matter to deciding validity:
designated values must be preserved in valid inferences, the mekhaweh case being
truth in classical logic. For present purposes, instead of knwth take the semantic
values for chizes and plans to kscceptableor not acceptablewith acceptablébeing
our designated value. In this case, valid inferences preserve the acceptability of plans
instead of preserving the truth of propositions. Conveniently, while they are,
philosophically different notions from truth or falsity, there are precisely two of them. |
will therefore use a version of a twalued possible worlds semantics. In the-watued
semantics for deontic logic | have in mind, this means that options are interpreted as
being either acceptable or not acceptable, but not both, in any particular world.

As noted above, we will not be interpreting negatiorerms of mere absence of
Otruth.Regation cannot be represented by a plan merely not being acceptable in a
paraconsi®nt system with just two values (since negation would act OclassiGalyO)
will represent negation in intensional terms: udumgonto represent a compatibility
relation. That is, given some wonlg a plan is negated (i.e., objectionable) not wiher

plan is not acceptable atbut when it is not acceptable at any compatible worlds. With
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this framework, we have a clear difference between options failing to be acceptable and
being objectionable.

However, the standard way in relevance literatuspexify the class of
compatible worlds for any world verifies the rule of double negation elimination (DNE),
and DNE, notoriously, is th&ine qua nomf non-constructive reasoning. Whatever oneOs
intuitions about DNE in general or in moral discourse inipaar, a suitably
philosophical interpretation of the conditions required to make the compatibility relation
verify the nonconstructive rules generally valid for negation in relevant logic seem

implausible in a pluralist deontic setting.

4.45 DNE IsProblematic in a Pluralist Deontic Setting

Consider two moral worldsy andv. In a general sense,is compatible withv
when nothing thatv rejects is accepted atBut in order for compatibility to matter
logically, i.e., as a way of representing negation, there must be a further relationship
betweenw andv. In the previous chapter | introduced the notion of the hereditariness of
truth, and there is a similar noti at play here. A convenient way to think atothis
property is in terms of OearlierO and Gdtaeedof, for example, a research project,
where later states generally have more established truths, but which anyway include all
the truths established any earlier staté the idea is that in a constructive process once a
truth is decided (proved, established and so on), it canOt be overturned by later

developments. To facilitate talk of later stages including truths established at earlier
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stages, it wilbe fruitful to think of worlds, semantic points in a frame, situations and so
on, as if they were sets of truifs

From a technical point of view, it is easy to build an inclusion relation into our
models for operations like conjunction or disjunctions & bit trickier for negation; we
need particular conditions to ensure that negation is preserved up the inclusion order as
well. Since negation will be spelled out in terms of compatibility, we must ensure that
compatibility is constrained in terms a@fciusion: ifa includesb then ifais compatible
with ¢, b is compatible witle; if ¢ includesb then ifais compatible witte, ais
compatible withb. So we can say that a world/stagebjectgo A just in case for each
compatible withx, y doesnOtcaeptA. We sayxCyif x is compatible withy.

In order to verify DNE, it will suffice to guarantee that for any wavithere is a
world compatible withw, sayy, such that for any worldcompatible withy, every
sentence true atis also true aw.”” This condition is problematic however. Since we can
assume (safely one might think) that sincéfellows fromA, the reason why we
shouldnOt accept rejecting some plam ae.,wCyand! ! ! A4, is in fact just a matter of
~~AandA being provably equalent, i.e., sincev =! | A andwCy(and thud ¥ ! 1)

for anyz such thayCz! ! ! and according to our DNE conditions, whatever is true at
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is true atw. Butl have already noted that, taking disagreement and compromise seriously,
we need to distingah between not having reasons to object to some policy and taking
that policy as acceptable. That is, we may recognize that another moral code is an
appropriate source of guidance in a liberal democracy, yet not take it as oneOs own such
source of guidancd& hus, one moral code may fail to see some policy as acceptable, but
that thereby, in of itself, gives no grounds to object to that policy in every case. We need
to reject this possibility, i.e., that A-being provable and being provable must always

travel together.

4.46 Moral Necessities

The third basic idea underlying this system is the account of obligation and
permission at a world. The usual way to formalize obligation is with possible worlds talk,
where we use a suitable accessibility relatioth gumantify over ideal or otherwise
morally appropriate worlds. With this approach, when all waridsally accessible from
some worldwv evaluate some choice, action, plan or proposition (as the case may be) as a
designated value, that choice etc. is oltbgaatw. The problem is that this approach is
natural only if the modal logic is a normal modal logic. But deontic logic in general
seems like a poor fit for being a normal modal logic, let alone a pluralist deontic logic as
in the current project. Thubgefore | explain why the accessibility approach is too
convoluted if nomormal, let me argue why we would want to go-nanmal in the first
place.

Let me start with a general problem with any deontic logic being normal. Part of

what makes a modal logrmormal is that it verifies the inferencelofoA from! !,
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Using such a necessity operator to repregbligation would mean that any truth

provable from logic alone would thereby be obligatory. Obviously, this allows us to infer

an OoughtO from an OisO in a suspiciously easy manner, but there are further, more pressing

problems. First, perhaps we canOtkwyith a free logic, (we neefi=A to hold generally,

for example), thus our logic assumes that something exists. This implies that something

ought to exist rather than nothing and perhaps we have a strange and far too easy moral

realism. The other problesytbecome clear once we consider a pluralist deontic context.
The formulag” &'t I 1T IBllando!A -1 )11 1 ol are equivalent

for characterizing normadd modal logics but, as Jenningsd Schotch1981]point out,

an aggregation principle such &g former formula obliterates an important deontic

distinction: not being obligated to do the absurd is different from being permitted to do

what one is obligated to d8Leading up to a more concrete example, the latter formula

can be glossed in a plurglideontic context as claiming that if one moral code prescribes

that if you plan on doiné then you dd as well entails that if a moral code prescribes

planAthen some moral code must also prescribe Bldut this runs contrary to the

whole point ofconsidering a pluralist deontic system in the first place. Say a correct

moral code prescribes that if you go to church, you give ten percent of your income to the

church. But this code doesnOt prescribe going to church, it merely prescribes that if you

go, tithe. Perhaps an atheist could even accept this code. But suppose another correct

moral code does in fact prescribe going to church but not tithing (perhaps because money

could be better spent feeding the hungiylis seems like poor reason for thefficode to

then go ahead and prescribe tithing to churches or, alternatively, to claim that the latter
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code is incoherent because it doesnOt prescribe tithing or to expect that there must be
some other code that does prescribe tithing. But this wouldebeatte if these formulas
are valid in a pluralist deontic logic.

At a techngal level, nosnormal Oaccessibilitg€mantics is a mess to work with.

To represent a plurality of moral codes, i.e., with each having its own notion of obligation,
is to have ach code have its own accessibility relation. An initial problem with such a
straightforward formalization of this idea is thaedevantversion of implication turns

out to be both a blessing and a curse. The problem in this case is that the most well
understood semantics for the arrow in relevant logics uses a sort of accessibility relation,
similar to that found in the possible worlds semantics of modal logics in general. If we
have a plurality of accessibility relations, it looks like we would end itip awery messy

and perhaps unintelligible structure representing implication (i.e., we would have a
plurality of implications and thus a tough time making sense of the corresponding notion
of a conditional being appropriately logical).

A simple fix forthis problem is to have different sorts of accessibility relaions
moralandmodalin this casBl after all, it might seem strange to treat implication as
somehowmoralin nature in deontic logic. The problem now is how to fix how the
different moral accessibility relations could interact in an intelligible fashion. A quick
example of this issue is that if we want to reprepentissioras a sort of deontic
diamond, i.e.possibility, operator and define it as usual in accessibility terms, we say

thatx$ SAIiff there is somg morally accessible fromandy$ A. But now consider a

dilemma where$ $P andx$ $Q (nontrivially) such thaP andQ are incompatible

plans. If we define permissibility as above, dilemmas donOt seem to really matter any
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more since we are permitted to do either, rather than face some hard work sorting which
action we should do at the cost of failing to do the other. In other words, at least in some
cases, resolving a dilemma means that we are, it turns out, forbidden from doing one
action because we must do the other, and letting permission work lilsetisis of
possibility, i.e., be implied by obligationyould undermine thig’®

There is a fix fothis problem as well but it is not going to help us in our project.

We could instead [directly] defin& in terms of $, such tha§ = ~$ ~. But since we are
using compatibility to represent negation conditions, our frames wonOt let us do this in
any elegat, simple, or perhaps even coherent fashion. Consigdgr+$~P then for each

y such thakCy, ! ! $~P and this follows with accessibility conditions if and only if there
is somez that is morally accessible fropand! ! | P. And this holds if and only if there

is somev such thazCvandv$ P. The point here is what does the fact that there is this

onev such thav$ P have to do at all with whethe$ SP? There is no doubt we would

need to ensure that the worlds compatiblédwibrlds accessible from worlds compatible
with x are also accessible to or fromAnd if that line of reasoning is bit hard to follow,
let alone how it could be apt for representing permissibility, you can see why we might
want to find some way to go narormal without recourse to accessibility relations.

The lesson here is that we need a-normal modal logic to do a pluralist deontic
context justice, but if we could find one that handles-normality without defining our

deonticmodalities in terms adiccessibility relations, we would be headed in the right
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direction, or at least a better direction. It is in this light that | propose we instead use
neighborhood semantics

Rather than a set of multiple accessibility relations, we can abstract out the
mahematical notion underlying such a structure. The idea is that we could take a set of
formulasto represent all the plans some correct liberal theory consider obligatory (say, as
developed in the grapgtimeoretic approach from earlier) and because weszstgang a
pluralist setting, we will have multiple such sets, one for each correct jgpliding code.
For each world we could then identify a set containing all these sets of fe/ffidach
such subset thus representing what the different liberal &seconsideobligatoryfor
that world. Thus, | need a mathematical structure that will tell us, for each world, the set
of sets of obligatory plans. We call the subsets of these structures the neighborhoods of
our input world, and this is why we call theeuof such mathematical objects to represent
modalities®eighborhoodsemantics.O

To help further motivate the decision to use neighborhood models instead of the
more recognizable relational models, | want to point out the many formulas that are not
valid on the class of all neighborhood frames. These formulas may all be seen as
problematic for deontic logic, and using a technique that invalidates them right off the bat
is therefore a virtue of the theory. Without going into too much detail regarding why ea
of these formulaareproblematic for deontic logic, | will point out a couple of fairly well

known philosophical issues from the literature.
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In appendix 1 | prove thahe following formulasare not valid for the class of
neighborhood frames. (I will ude! to representbligated to choosk and! ! to
representwveakly permitted to chooge)

a. truwuwrrrrarn)

b. 1 (p! 1)1 1 11)

c. O 11

d !'¢!r)-11&0!

e. (p-!)->(1! 11
| have alreadywrgued that (a.) and (b.) donOt play nice with a pluralist deontic context.
Formula (c.) represents the inference that if anything is obligatory, it is true; since we do
not live in a paradise, there are many obligations that are not discharged. Oftbagirse,
is readily enough rendered invalid in standard deontic logics by not having accessibility
relations that are reflexive.

The schemas (d.) and (e.) are equivalent and are valid in all normal modal logics.
That they should be viewed as problematic cofnem the fact hat they seem to give rise
to things like the Gentle Murder Paradox [Goble 1991]. Recall that the paradox arises if
we grant the plausible assumption that, if you kill someone, you ought to kill him or her
gently (or in selidefense.) Of aarse, itOs a logical truth that if you kill someone gently,
you kill him or her. By an instance of (e.) and detachment, we have that if you ought to
kill someone gently, you ought to kill him or her. But this, given simple propositional
principles and thaforementioned assumption, gives us that Oif you kill someone, you
ought to kill him or her.O If something has to go to resolve this problem, an inference like

(e.) is likely less plausible than the principle that one ought to always reduce harm when
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one @n or generally, to only kill in setlefense. If this is correct, the best way to resolve
this paradox is to jettison (e.) and this can be done easily by switching to neighborhood
models.

Instead of rigging together relational semantics to avoid theseifas, for each
formula at least one structure induced by neighborhood semantics circumversséem
the appendix for details. 1tOs quite remarkable that as we have philosopbma tea
reject these formulas the deontic domain, that neighborhood semantics comes ready
made to invalidate them on the formal level. Of course, this is just a consequence of
neighborhood semantics being a generalization of accessibility semantics (to show this is
beyond the scopef this project but we can see how this would work in the one direction,
i.e., as evidenced by the fact that neighborhood semantics doesnOt validate the normality
formulas) It looks, at least as a starting point, that neighborhood semantics is better
suited for pluralist deontic logics than is relational semantics, despite the relative
unfamiliarity of the neighborhood approach. Hopefully, the fact that neighborhood
models generalize over relational models will help offset any uncomfortable novelty.

We have two other advantages from going with neighborhood semantics, i.e., for
representing a pluralist deontic context. First, | want to stress how well neighborhood
structures fit with our earlier gragheoretic discussion. With a relational approach, one
might see the truth conditions for obligation as a sort of substantial analysis, i.e.,
obligation here is what is true (acceptable and so on) at any morally ideal (better and so
on) world relative to us. But with the neighborhood approach, the neighborfoo@ds
world are just those sets of formula corresponding to the maximal elements from the

relevant graphs, i.e., our moral codes. Of course, one might think that the accessibility
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relations would merely encode the same information as found in our grapbatw
implying anything more philosophically substantial. But the point is that with the
neighborhoods approach, reading off our models a competing, substantial analysis of
obligation is not even a possibility: the models just are the right sort of matibam
structures to encode the information found in our graphs. In other words, the semantics
are formal, not philosophical (or not so in a way that undermines the analysis of
obligation found in the graptheory)

The second advantage is that negatidhbehave a little more simply when it
modifiesO andP. This is a feature of the definitions and neighborhood models. While we
evaluate plans as acceptable or objectionable (or both or neither), obligations and

permissions are either true or not trueh#f televant neighborhoads

4.47 Frame Semantics

We start with definitions for the objects we will use to build our frarAgsnic
Plansare what will be represented by the atomic formulas of our formal language. To a
first approximation, thes&tomic Panswill be interpreted by sets of points, i.e., a plan to
do A will be the set of points where the atomic forméls acceptabld this is
essentially the familiar idea of @tomic propositionn the semantics for modal logics.
However, to interpret neatomic formulas, we need to generalize this notion somewhat.
We therefore introduce another notion, thapaihtsets Importantly pointsetshave
some nice mathematical properties related to graph theoryip@ardoffmann, Kusters

2013; Brandenburg 28Q. This will facilitate our argument that this formal semantics
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captures how we should reason about obligation (as found in thetloedey section) all
that much more natural.

Definition 4.48 (Points and point sets) A B
(Under a particular interpretation)ewdentify eaclpoint with the set of formulas OtrueO

there, and writex $ y if every formula Otrue@x is also Otruey. If P is a norempty set
of points, the pait ! (! !! )is apoint setand! is a partial order oR.

Definition 4.48.1(Theset of Plans)
The set Plafl ) of planson a point set ithe set of those subsetshthat are -closed
upwards.

Technically speaking, th@lansof 4.48.1areorder filterson Plan( ). If { A} is a
point set, then there will be a smallest plan genelatey viz. the set of alpoint sets
that include f\}. This will be the official interpretation of the atomic forméa
replacing the intuitive idea of aktomic Plandescribed above. The generalization will be
helpful when we look at neighborhood semesiNimore on this below. It is worth noting
that, while in the graph theory we usgtliationsto represent sets ohoices here we use
the more general notion pbint sets, and in particular of planthat can represent sets of
formula

Formulas areonnected with more than just the extensional connectives familiar
from introductory logic courses, but also with intensional variants. We turn now to
defining those relations on our point sets suitable for representing these intensional
connectives.
Definition 4.49 (Point Set Relations)
A binary relationC on a point set is dcompatibility relationif and only if for any
rrrnrr b fw! 1 and! £ z whenevexCzthenwCy.

A ternary relatiorR on a point set is atrimplication relationif and onlyif for any
rreowlh, bt biful x, vl 111 1T randRxyzthenRuvw
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Before | can define a frame, | need one more notion. | didnOt define this notion for the
proof theory since it made no appearance in anything then under discussion. Hoxsever,
need a way to registémneoremhoodh the logic, i.e., to show what follows from logic
alone. To do so in the semantics, we need the notion of an identity for fusion. In the
proof-theory, identity for fusion is equivalent to a punctuation mark we sarau

indicate theorems. It might be slightly amusing to note that we can define this element
without first defining fusiofll see 4.52.

Definition 4.50 (Sds apt for identities foR)

We define an identitjor the relatiorR such that for an§’ ! "#$ (! ) it is left identityif

and only if foreacth!! e! ;1 I LiffI'1 I 1 Rzxyandright whenRxzy

We can thus use elementsTaio represent that Owhatever is trueisitrue atyO is a
theorenN more on this below

Definition 4.51 (D-Frames)

A d-frame! is a point set with the above relations and identity sets.

Definition 4.52 (Evaluations on Brames without modal connectives)

Given a dframe and formulag, B, we say that a relatidn, is anevaluationif and only

if for each noAmodal connective &m the proof theory, i.e., without negation, necessity

or permission, we have the following conditions on the frame (I drop the subscript where
context makes it obvious):

¥ 11 Liff I'l  thereis somé < Plan! ) such that x" X, the evaluation
assigng to x and whatever is true atis true atw

¥ L L Biffyl Il 111 1 andw E !

¥ LAV ffI w11l =Aor! | B

¥ I el sUiff ! vw, T T T whereRwyzjf y ! then! =1 .

¥ w! LELgffrrrn 1 thereissomeé!! I whereRyzw! ! ! and! ! !

¥ 1 1l forno! ! ! forany%,i.e. if! ! 1 andx! ! for some arbitrary,

11
The valu€[! ] of a formulaA according td is the sefw ! F:w ! A} of all those points
whereA s true or acceptable.

Definition 4.52.1(D-Models)
A d-model9t is a dframe withan evaluation on that frame.
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| amnow in a position to sort out what structural ruleged forthe proof-theory
and thus the corresponding constraintfk@ndC relations forthe d-frames The main
benefit of approaching logical inquiry in this fashiis that it allows us to carefully add
in structural rules and conditions on frame relations, one at a time. This allows us to
adjust our rules and semantics in relationship to one another, enabling us to ensure that
our connectives behave as called fand if we find the rules and semantic conditions of
a philosophically satisfying sort, we might then accept inferences validated by them that
we may have thought wrortgeaded before. Alternatively, if we dislike the conclusion,
we can get a clearer pictuof the philosophical costs (in terms of rejected structural rules
and awkward semantics) involved in avoiding it. This way logical inquiry can justify its
outcomes in terms of finding a best fit between the meaning of connectives and the class

of infererces we validate [Goodman 1971].

4.53 Rules and Conditions for Negation and the Ternary Relation.
First,| will need a way to ensure that tReelation inthemodels line up with the
proof-theory structural rules governing 8'0.
Definition 4.54 (R-Termsfor structural rules)
LM LTS AMES )
Mo(tw)! P Nu("ES T I"ES )
These terms will let us encode conditions efnasnes that correspond to

structural rules governing O;0 once we specify how our evaluation relates points to

structures.

$Y8I'>6"(11780!+*.564"/5!80.0!46.>04=1+*44*3/1780!C.0/0(767"*(!"(!<0/7644'D%YYYH1!
78*->8121,*..0,71+*.161/564415"/C."(7!+*.1780'/[*,"67"#"7=!.-40H
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Definition 4.54.1 (Evaluation relating Points and Structures)
I 1 11Y iff for somex!! ! F, whereRxyw! I I and! ! !

This definition clearly matches the idea that formulas connected with fusion are
equivalent to the corresponding structuwdth O;O punctuation marks. Thus MberO
definition 4.54 represents a sort of a proof of, or a designated formula for, the relevant
fusion connected formula.

Just as a great virtue of Kripke semantics for normal modal logics is that key
modal princples at the syntactical level correspond exactly to conditions on the modal
accessibility relation, in substructural logics many structural rules correspond exactly to
conditions of the ternary relatid®

Proposition 4.55(Structural rules and conditions R)
Any of the following structural rules correspond exactly to the specified conditidRs on

X(;0Hr s,z Associativity R(M")HI" 1" (tuww
gy e (@ Twisted Associativity LMo Rs(M !
gy Converse Asxiativity " (tw)! 1R
o (x; N Commutativity LM s

Lyt 1 Weak Commutativity I"#$ | Rtsu
gyt .,y Contraction g 1oL (M
Pl Weak Contraction Rsss

X1 1l Thinning/Weakening Rstu# s&u

Proof: SeeRestall[2000]pgs. 24852

Throughout different chapters | have suggested that the order of premises doesnOt
have to matter at this level of representation. Hence, the commutativity rules shall be
assumed without further argument.

Since we can think of brackets and punctuation maskallowing us to classify or
label bodies of information, theory, premises etc. in terms of composing one sort with

another, establishing which structural rules we want can be a matter of arguing how type
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composition should work in some domain. For emnwhether composingOsvith YOs

and then composing this composite with ia notthe same as composing dmvith a
composite ofY Os witlzOsnay depend on whether composition gives unique outputs,
such as we might find when composing, and thus tygurgtions. On the other hand,
when composition doesnOt give such unique results, i.e., when composition of the form
(X)Y);Z results in the same bodies of information or theories (and so on) as composition
of the formX;(Y;Z), the associativity rules areeeded. | have argued that issues of the
order in which we choose our actions and thus combine our plans is better dealt with at
the level ofchoicesnot at the more abstract levelgéns This means that plan
composition is associative.

When is type caposition not idempotent? Idempotent composition means that
whatever follows fronX;X follows from X on its own. Some logics need to be Oreseource
sensitiveO, i.e., you might need two copies of the same bit of information, not just one, to
trigger a statelange, for example. Resoursensitive logics are thus not idempotent.

The various linear logics are resoussnsitive and show up when we reason about
computability or state machines. Typing and combining plans is not ressmisgive

and thus shouldhstead be idempotent: what follows from two copies of the same plan,
follow from just one copy of the same plan.

Classical and intuitionist logic are monotonic in the sense tkataflows fromP,

Q will follow from P composed with anX whatsoever. Itd this monotonic feature that
verifies irrelevant inferences in such logics, and as argued earlier, we need to ensure such
inferences arenOt permitted. Thus, composing plans shouldnOt be monotonic and therefore

we jettison thinning or weakening.
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With our @nditions on théR relation set to correspond to these structural rules,
we can move on to model conditions for negation and their corresponding proof rules.

Definition 4.56 (Negation)
¥ | I 11 iff for somey such thatvCy, y # !

With this condition for negation, th@relation says nothing whethgis compatible with

X. This brings up a possibility to define another sort of negation where the compatibility
relation takes the arguments in the other direction, i.eAabx whenyCxandy doesnOt
acceptA. Arguably, there is no need ftitesetwo sorts of negation. To avoid this, we can
set theC relation as symmetrical. The next issue is how fusion, implication and negation
are interrelated. First off, if we have need to, weusthbe able to represent negation in
terms of Qimplying the absurdO (or something similar). Second, | have previously helped
myself to interpreting fusion as a sort of compatibility; | can now live up to my promises.
And thirdly, we have already seen hawgion and implication are related from the
formalism so far. But before we get to the conditions for frames, let me introduce the
corresponding rule for negation in our prdlé&ory.

Definition 4.56.1(Rule for Semicolon Negation)
-1 E':

Py

rtyt i #

Notice that this one rule both eliminates a negation from a formalgremiseind

introduces a negated formutathe consequent

Definition 4.56.2(Frame Conditions for Negation)

"1 Unique Negation
L (Ryzx AT# )1 To(I"#$ Al | 111!
| x#y (XCy) Itelintyy
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The frame condition for I!'! ! looks fairly daunting. It helps, | think, to consider the
proof that these are precisely the conditions we need to make the negation rules valid.
Proof: In the first direction, we are looking to ensur€lif ! 1 then!!B! ! 1. This
means we need to know, supposing that ! ! B, thatif! ! ;! then! ! 11 Thus,

we need to see that there is saomnguch thakCwand! ¥ A. Suppose thdt ! C;! .

Next, sincd"#$ , there is g, zsuch that ! Cand! ! ! by the definition of fusion.

We also know tha@! 11"#$ ! I"# ). Thus,! ! !'! becauseCvand! ! ! from earlier.
But now, sinceé Il | I'1 thisimpliesthat ! !!! . And with havingay, wsuch that
Rywy we have E! from earlier. This implies ! !, as required. The other direction
works in the same way.

And since fusion and implication are defined as they are in 4.52, this condition
ensures that the compatibility relation mains the right sort of connection with the
implication relationThe third negation condition is just what we expect if elements of
are supposed to register theorems.

| can now move on to define validity for our system, but firsted to define the
sat of points or worlds that matter for determining validities.

Definition 4.57 (Worlds and Nomormal points)

Norrnormalpoints are anx" %such that for soma, x$ Aand! ! 'l (i.e., itis

impossible foixCx) or that for somé\,! ! | v! A. Any other suclxis aworld, i.e., a
normalpoint. For any element of the identities Ryri.e., T (4.50), say, whatever is true
atzis true at any normal point.

The idea here is that it is possible that not all points are the same sort of tfinamgan
semantics. While we may start in the same place as the more familiar logics, i.e., looking
at what relationships we find between worlds, we extend this idea tdenitia notion

that worlds mayalsoberelated to nofworld things, such as incomplete unrealizable

states of affairs. Intuitively, in a pluralist deontic setting we may have reason to use

unrealizable plans or incomplete information in deductions. Having worlds relate to

incomplete or unrealizable points in a frame allows us to regresenwe should reason
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under such conditions. And just like the more familiar modal logics, validity is a matter
of what OtruthsO hold at every world. We can use the identifR® foo this, as laid out

in 4.50, because of two features. First, thehsutf any identity foR are true at any

world. Secondly, in virtue of how identities are defined, we donOt have to worry about

there being truths at every world that identities canOt register as a theorem.

Definition 4.58 (Validity)
Pis avalid formulain' iff! %! 2'T,z$ P.

As required, any time, i.e., in any frame, an element from our identiti€svienfies

some formula, that formula is valid.

Proposition 4.59(The logicRD-choiceis relevant)

Proof. | show the relevance &D-choiceby demonstrating that for any two formulds,
Cif! I I is avalid inference iRD-choice A andC must share at least one atom.
Consider the case where we have two workgsi, and a nomormal pointx suchwCu
and that"#" andRuxu We supposehaitxis a situation where athoicesare
designated. There are two cases to be considered: (1) whed&gddms are only
designated aw and all ofCOs atoms are only designated @) when all ofAOs atoms
are only designated atand all ofCOstoms are only designatedvat[This guarantees
thatA andC will never share an atom].

Case (1) tak&'#" and supposethat=! ! ! . Thussincéd ! ! ,weneed ! !.But
in this caseC@ atoms are not designatedwedind thud ! ! ! € contrary to our
assumption (and because of this invalidity there is no need toRaxefor case (1)).
Case (2) tak®uxuand suppose that! A! !.Thussincé ! | ,weneed ! But
in this caseCOs atoms are not designatedaaid thud ! ! ! | contrary to our

assumption (and again, one invalidity is sufficient, so there is no need td'&gjverfor
case (2)).

Proposition 4.9.1(The logicRD-choiceis paraconsistent.)

Proof. | show paraconsistency in virtue of negation failing to obeyuleeof explosion.
Explosioniswherh ! 11 1 g for any arbitraryg. The negation condition on our frame
needed to get explosion is thaxfor eachx in our frame. HereOs how: suppose the
explosion condition holds, and tHat A! ! I . SincexCx! ! ! ! becausé ! and
thusA! 'l I'l Thereforeit ! 1 111 11l andthud ! ! for any arbitrarnB. In
the other direction, suppose !—! ! | is valid but thakCxdoesnOt hold. Suppose that
x! 1111 and thus everything is true and false.aBut since it also follows that
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'l wBand! ! ! forany arbitrary Bxis compatible with itself, contrary to our
assumption. The condition necessary for explosion is not includad semantics.

Proposition 4.592 (The logicRD-choiceis constructive.)
Proof: We have already seen that our frames donOt have the conditions necessary for
DNE. The remaining condition is that excluded middle doesnOt hold. The excluded

middle is that for any poirit! ! ,I I 1 1 1 Afor any arbitraryA. The frane condition:
foreach!,! ! 11 xI1IxCy! (I"# ! 11 x)!; for sufficiency, suppose that the frame
condition holds. If ¥ ! andx! !! thereis somgs.t.xCyandy! !.Thus! #!

and! ! |1 . Butthen ! !! by negation conditions andsnOt a poirih / after all,
e, ! ! 1.

For necessity, suppose that for any pmint! ! ! I'l for any arbitraryA but that for
somex!! I 1 1I"# andthat ! ! fails, i.e., there is some formula trueydiut notx, say,
P. SincexCy, we have ! ! | . But thenx$ P follows according to our supposition and

thusx$ $. Our frame conditions (for negation) donOt include this condition necessary for
excluded middle and thus the law of excluded middle is impossible to verify in our
frames.

4.60 Deontic Semantics foR-choice ! ' -choice

| now introduce a version of neighborhood semantics. Let me start with introducing the

notion of sets paired with a distinguished collection of subsets.

Definition 4.61 GivenW is a norempty sg¢ , ! isthe collection of all subsets .
The pair(! !! ) whereF ! O I i.e.,,F! | W,Fis a set of subsets /.
| now need a way to assign these subsets to points, each subset being those

formulas obligatory for the point they are assigned to.

Definition 4.62A neighborhoodunctionis anN such that !! 1 |

N is a function taking each point to a set of sets of points, each of those sets is a
neighborhood of the input point.

Definition 4.62.1A neighborhoodrame F, is a pai-=(! !! ) whereWis a norempty
set and\ is a neighborhood function.

Definition 4.62.2A neighborhood model is a tuple = (! !!), whereF is a
neighborhood frame ards the same interpretation from before (4.52.) Taking our frame
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to be characterized as aboles extsnded to an assignment of semantic values for all
formulas as before with the additional condition:

1. VLI AN ] L NI
Intuitively, an evaluation now also specifies that if a set of forgialassigned to a point,
that formula is obligatory at thabint. But not all points are equal; some are worlds,
some are incomplete or unrealizable states of affairs. In order to ensure we can
distinguish between inconsistent obligations within the same moral codes (which is
disastrous) and inconsistent obligais abstracted out of equally correct but conflicting

moral codes, we need to restrict permissibility conditions to worlds only. We will see

why in the following section.

Definition 4.62.3 (Permissibility at Worlds

Given a | is also extended to asesigemantic values as before, with the additional
condition for alls" Worlds
2. VUV PAGE W L], ! L

If according to an evaluation, a formula isnOt forbidden (i.e., the set complement isnOt a
neighborhood) at a world, it is permitted.

In order to ue the neighborhood function to pick out obligations, i.e. a specific
sort of necessity, we will need some semantic postulates and other, more general,

algebraic properties governihg

4.63 Algebraic Properties ofN
In order to represent the information found in our moral codes (igramhs) the
neighborhood& sends a point to will need certain constraints. AN$s$, appropriate for

| only if no normal point, i.e., worldy includes$ as a neighborhood. Next, weed a
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superset relation such that any €gtthat includes a neighborhood #QIQ is also a
neighborhood fok. This entails that for everly” W, W" N(s). Intuitively, the superset
relation ensures that our neighborhoods capture the order foundrmoal codes.

We also need to have some notioradnot A@ndP Onot A@s not merely
representing that it is obligatory (or permissible as the case may be) to ojebtito
rather that it is obligatory (or permissible as the case may be) to nae#hddgain, we
will use x to denote any point andto denote worlds

Definition 4.64 (Negation asNot Choosiny
3. x ! T ~Alff I 1)1 Nlxl

4.1 1EP~Aff W T L@l 1)
5.1 E' 11 Aff 1(0) ! 1 (¢t), wheresCt
6. ! 1111 AiffWI 1111 €1 11), wheresCt

Intuitively, | is telling us that when the formulas obligatory from 4.62.2 on Ocloser
inspectionO include negation operators, we can interpret such obligations now as being
obligatory to not choose, rather than as before, obligatory to object. Thuswse
I'1'1 to represent it is obligatory to not chodsdn condition (5.) we use the
compatibility relation to define a negated obligatiox abt when that obligation is not a
neighborhood ox%, but rather when that obligation is not a neighbodhaiosome point
compatible withx. This ensures that this negation, as it is evaluated in terms of
compatibility, still triggers the nenormality conditions underlying 4.57 such that #
OA andx$ ~OA, xis norrnormal, i.e., thax could not be compdiie with itself: an
inconsistent state of affairs.

The two different notions of negation here allow us to distinguish between

obligations to object to some plan versus an obligation to not choose some plan. After all,
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we might have a point at which a pliarboth acceptable and objectionable, so itOs
possible that we could have an obligation to object to that plan, but still be obligated to
choose it. For instance, we might be faced with a horrible dilemma, and part of our moral
code is that we ought to @t to having to do something that forces us to give up doing
something we should otherwise do. Nevertheless, we ought to actually choose that
objectionable plan (or not as the case mayAgain, the permissibility conditions are
restricted to normal points or worlds, evaluating whether an objectionable plan is
forbidden (4.) and in the other case (6.) whether a neighborhood of a compatible point
forbids the plan.

Besides the general catifmaking such distinctions, there is a significant
philosophical point that this formalism allows us to represent (in fact, | take this point to
justify the subtitle for this project, OOn why Liberalism must be inconsistent to be
correctQ)Normal worldsare allowed to consider, as it were, whatOs going on in
incomplete and inconsistent places, not only with respect to hoRirilation works, but
also in terms of what points can show up in a neighborhood for a world. A normal world
w could verify a partular sort of dilemman$ OA andw$ O~A. The conditions for this
dilemma, i.e., that botl{A) andI(! ! )! ! 11 ), doesnOt imply thatis not compatible
with itself. And informally, obligation has been analyzed in terms of a best choice, given
constrainton social roles, so it shouldnOt be surprising that choosing some plan and not
choosing some plan could both be best choices for some world. Thus, a normal world
could have inconsistent obligations, of a sort, without itself being inconsistent. Of course,
acting on both choices isnOt going to work, but there is nothing incoherent about the

inconsistent action guidance. And of course, we have already seen how in PRIT we
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jettison the idea that if we are obligated to do two plans that we are obligatechéo do t
conjunction of those plans.

But this is where we start cooking with gas. As we will see in 4.68, our actual
liberal context doesnOt meet this condition for beingrhy, i.e., selfcompatible relative
to deontic consequence. If this is correct, it nsethiat in order for liberalism to have a
foundation, the political liberal context must itself be inconsistent. On this analysis,
liberalism is an unrealizable plan (or rather is composed of plans that together are
unrealizable) and this is the bar @ttempts ajustification must reach in its foundations.
| turn now to further parsing the difference between worlds and points, relative to

obligatory and permissible plans.

4.65 Properties of the Neighborhoods

| need to also consider whethér-choiceshould have an axior@A! PA. In
relational semantics, this formula corresponds teénelity property: for any pointx,
there is a pointy, such thay is accessible from. For my system, the required semantic

postulate is even simpler.

Definition 4.66 (Seriality) Aserial constraint on a neighborhood function for normal
worlds is:! ! ' 0A thenL! N!!! for all normal points.

We already have this condition from 4.63. No world, i.e., normal point, verifies an

obligation to do the absurd.66 merely makes this connection to seriality explicit.
Proposition 4.67Neighborhoods are seridl OA! PAis a valid formula

Proof. Suppose neighborhoods for worlai® serial bubDA!  PA s not valid. Thus
LV N L L (A)! T ) butalsom 1yt (1L Butthente ! (). Now suppose
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OA! PAs valid but neighborhoodsrenOt serial. So we assumeuhat! ! and that
P (). Butnow! ! 1! since[! J ! !!'! for everyA.

SerialitydoesnOt apply to neighborhoods for-nommal points because we need
to allow for another sort of dilemma to be true at such points. The type of dilemma that
we need to use namormal points to represent is when we are both obligated to choose
some plan ad not obligated to choose the same plan. In this sort of case, the paitt
be compatible with itself and is thus a reormal point. But the seriality rule, if general
would require permissibility to be recursivexatnd this result would allow an
irrelevancy being verified, i.e., ¥Os werR related to worlds, we could verify: if you are
not obligated to ddé\, it is permitted to d&\. Thus, the seriality rule only governs normal
choice situations. But of course, validity is only a matter of igratulas are OtrueO at
normal worlds, so there is no loss here.

The above comment is part of a more general fact regardirgaramal situations.

If some point is nomormal then we donOt use the recursive procedure for determining
some of its semantic was. Rather the model assignsmammal points into the

powerset of some formulas, not just atoms, as is befitting points whetdeabef logic
don®apply. In other semantics for relevant logics, it is generally only formulas with
implicationthat doesnOt use recursive procedures atoomal worlds. This is often seen
as intuitively plausible because of the close connection between implication and the
corresponding consequence relation. However, ircRéilce, this notion of the Orules of
logicO i.e., the consequence relation, is extendegrmaissiorconnectives; in this case, it
is because we must take dilemmas seriously and thus, in some sensmasgukn

As it stands, there is only one axiom for obligation connectivBbhehoice
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Sepaation o( ' Q)! P! Q

Separation follows trivially from neighborhoods being closed under the superset relation.
| now turn to putting some of this formalism to use and explicating how and why

pluralist deontic settings such as our Owasle@eed to mke a distinction between not

being obligated to not choose some plan and being permitted to choose some plan. In fact,

according tdRD-choicevery little deontic reasoning in settings like ours will tells us at

all what is permissible, rather only what aenOt obligated to do, all else being equal.

Informally, in a pluralist deontic setting like liberalism, not only do we allow for two

equally correct moral codes prescribe conflicting plans, but also that one code may

prescribe a plan the other doestf@te former sort of disagreement were the only to

occur, we could represent a liberal setting in terms of normal worlds. But we also seem to

be stuck with acceptable codes both prescribing and failing to prescribe the same plan;

thus we must be, deontlyaspeaking, in a point that isnOt simpatible.

Proposition 4.68The actual world is a nenormal point given the existence of moral

dilemmas such that we are both obligated and not obligated to choose some plan.

Proof. Since we are assuming thdddralism presupposes a plurality of moral and

political codes, some of which will say we are obligated to cho@s®lAthers say we

are not obligated to choose the conditions for our setting to be ronrmal are met.

The nonnormality of the actual wrld can also be used to support the idea that an

enumeration of moral properties in an actual situation cannot always be used to

recursively determine what one ought to or may do.

Proposition 4.69If we restrict attention to models that include only normal worlds
obligationis interdefinable with weak permission.
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Proof. We need to show that! ! !'!' 11 isvalid across all neighborhood frames that
include only normal points. First, letOs suppogedRAas not true asbut that! ! ~I'1 1

i.e. a counterexample. Thus! [! A] €! !, wheresCtand sq[! ]! ! (!) sincetis
also normal. But since! 0! ,itfollowsthat! ! ! 0! . Thus[!]J! ! (1), a
contradiction. In the other direction, suppose thiat~! ! I ‘and thug¥/ ! [! A]! ! (¢),
wheresCt Assume that ! ! 4, i.e., a counterexample. Singes normal,! ! I'! ! also.
Butthent! !'! and[[!' ]! ! !l!, a contradiction.

Proposition 4.69 illuminates the relationship betweeistandonly, making clear
that it parallels the relationship betwdsestandought Letting! ! ! ! represent the idea
that it is impermissible to not chooAgthis provides a good characterization of what we
must choose, namely. Butsince ! ! 1111 isvalid ony when limited to normal
worlds, this interdefinability only happens when there is only one consistent moral code
in play. Thus, if we must chooge it is because it is the only obligation possible.
Thereforemustis related tamughtasonlyis related ® bestin PRIT, thanks té&RD-choice
It just requires that the political world we are most familiar with turn out to be a morally

inconsistent one.

4.70 Summary

In this chapter, | analyzeambligationin terms of a special sort of predicate. Using
an oreer-theoretic approach, | showed how we could represent obligation as a best
acceptable choice from among alternatives. As a crucial tool for carrying out this analysis,
we represented normative codes, moral and political, as graphdpakdd at various
ways to manipulate the graphs to represent different sorts of readdoioked at how
we could sort what is best to choose from when faced with only a bunch of bad dptions.
also found a method for representing what to do if our best option becoaweslaiole.

These last few techniques proved useful in demonstrating some powerful constraints on
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what sort of moral or political codes can count as legitimate or principled in a liberal
society.

However, treating obligation as a best choice of acceptgiblens in its full
graphic detail is problematic; that is, if we want to use a formal language to reason about
and with these mathematical objects. There are good reasons to abstract away much of
the choice structure when we want to use logical conresctivhus| turned to the idea
of plans After a brief introduction of a weakest prebgory i.e., with no structural rules,
that could represent multiple sources of obligation, | derived a proof that could be
characterized as a criterion for what cowrgsa legitimate moral code under conditions of
pluralism. That is, moral codes in a pluralist context must contain an obligation calling
for us to find a way so that other moral codes couldnOt object to our choices.

| then worked out the various propestiision and implication should have by
introducing a frame semantics. The logic was then proved to be paraconsistent, relevant,
and constructive.

Finally, | introduced the technique for taking the predicate analysis of obligation,
i.e., from the grapltheory, and representing obligation as a logical word: neighborhood
semantics. With the neighborhood function, the logic gathers all the best of acceptable
choices relative to an input world or point, and returns whfigationscorresponding to
each suclbest choice. With this technique, we have a way of treating obligadioast
of acceptablechoicesas a logical word without being itself in some sense an analysis of
obligation (as, arguably, there is with the standard sort of relational possible world
semantics)After explaining some of the ways we need the neighborhood function to

behave) lookedat theseriality condition for neighborhoods. The seriality condition
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would ensure that we could always infer that it is permissible to do what we are obligated
to do. With this condition, together with a distinction between different sorts of dilemmas,
| proved in a formal setting what had been argued earlier in informal terms: that since
there are both types of moral dilemmas, ours is in fact sanomal Oworld.O This gave
precise bounds to what it would take to justify liberalism: that liberalism itsat

unrealizable plan, not that it just takes the unrealizable composition of plans seriously.
This result also letb my final proof: that there could be only one source of obligations,

i.e., no disagreement or conflict could be possible, if we musba@thing. Thus, the

PRIT system can represent the claim thastis related tamughtasonly is related tdest

This result means that pluralism doesnOt require rejecting a systematic approach. It does

however require that if liberalism is cogent, ishbe an inconsistent system.
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Chapter Five: Final Remarks and Directions for Future Research
5.0 Summary

This project has aimed at providing an analysis of obligation and its cognates that
can make sense in a pluralist context. | motivéitesiresearch by arguing that a pluralist
approach to liberal foundations makes sense on two fronts. First, | argued that by
allowing for multiple correct, but conflictingnswers to foundational questions, some of
the problems facing a systematic founalatfor liberalism could be solved. Second, |
argued that any constructive approach to the foundations of liberalism ipraisa facie
a pluralist approach. But without a clear sense of whigationcan mean when there
are conflicting principles anbligations, we canOt know what sort of problems we may be
unleashing upon unsuspecting political theorists.

In order to explain the nature of obligation when we assume pluralism, | argued
that we should use some of the readgde tools used by logiciarpecifically, relevant
logicians have been investigating consequence relations that could distinguish between
explosive inconsistencies and inconsistencies that can nonetheless be fruitfully used in
deductive reasoning. A connected reason for takingnadicapproach is that we have a
tradition in deontic logic for treatingbligationas a logical word. It seemed like a good
fit for exploring the relevant conceptual possibilities, given that we could find a logic that
satisfies our criteria.

We next lookd at the nature of ethical or political pluralism in more detail. After
all, the clearer the picture of pluralism, the clearer the criteyianalysis might satisfy.

In this section | explained and developed what it meant for a multiplicity of theobes to

a philosophically relevant pluralism: the pluralism must betneral and have

! %Y]



interesting disagreement between its theories. To do so, | introduced the concept of
theories beingivals. Rivals may equivocate upon certain properties at some levels of
theoretical description, but the conclusions they draw on our target level must use an
unequivocal sense of the same predicate. Thus rivals may disagree about how to answer
thesamewell-posed question.

Formalizing obligation quickly becomes complicategew we aim to represent a
wide range of essential and acceptable inferences found in actual best practices. In this
project, | focused on the issue of the order in which we live up to prescriptions. As shown,
it is difficult to model how one obligation clabtrump or override another, especially
when standard formalization suggests we treat obligations as propositions or actions true
at all morally accessible worlds. But investigating the formal conditions behind trumping
isnOt merely an exercise in trytogsolve puzzles in deontic logic. | argued that
principled cooperation and coordination between disagreeing political viewpoints calls
for such moral codes to contain an obligation Oto get alongO that trumps their other
prescriptions, that is, when needed

Informally, | argued that we should analyze obligations in terms of contrastive
principles. | developed this conception of obligations by adapting from the notion of
contrastive explanation, as proposed by Van Fraassen. By taking moral principles as
answvers to aviay 1? question, where the topic and contrast class are specified, as in the
explanation case, we can account for the fact that decisions are about choices. By using
the account of contrastive principles, we could represent trumping in teaharafing

the nature of our actieguiding question. Moreover, the nature of contrastive principles
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suggested a powerful analysis of obligation: that we should choose the best acceptable
option from among the relevant alternatives.

Finally, the previouslynformal or syntactical concepts of choices and obligations,
specifically the resulting ideality ordering and related moral orderings are treated
formally with graphtheory. A barebones prootheory was introduced to reason about
and with the concepts daeé&d by this order theory. | then used this formally minimalist
language to deduce a criterion for any moral code under conditions of pluralism: that any
such code must guarantee that acting upon its prescriptions is compatible with the
obligations of rivakcodes. | argued that this criterion has significant philosophical value
when it comes to identifying what sort of moral or political codes could count as
deserving a hearing, i.e., in a liberal democracy.

The formal semantics for the language-choicewas then introduced and shown
to be paraconsistent, relevant and constructive. Next | introduced a semantics that allows
us to ignore the theoretical source of a prescription, as needed for a pluralist version of
obligation: neighborhood semantics. And asnpised, | proved that OoughtO doesnOt
imply OcanO let alone OmayO when moral pluralism is assumed. Perhaps more surprising, |
proved that our world, assuming liberalism and thus pluralism, is not a normal world in
the logical sense, i.e., in terms of deoihdgic. This means that what we can say follows
from a choice being obligatory is very limited indeed.

Obviously, we canOt assume that there is always an answer for any moral question,
let alone one unique answer. But the results of this project albiv say a bit more
than that. We canOt assume that a rule for cooperating or coordinating being fair today

implies that it will be fair tomorrow. They could be trumped after all. We have to treat
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what is fair or just, even in terms of fundamental polasyalways being subject to
revision, or even in some areas in a dagease process. Thus, PRIT promises a
powerful way to justify making constitutional law amendable or to even include
notwithstanding clauses.

But along with such clear pluralist limitahs to the reach of deontic reasoning, |
proved some significant claims regarding the nature of moral or political codes. We saw
that principled liberals wonOt take an opportunity to get their own way and that we should
find ways so that those who disagngith us canOt object to our choices. We also saw that
fair coordination matters just as much as fair cooperation. That is, when it comes to
theories of how we should live together (while still disagreeing about how to live together
and about what is goad life), we need to make sure how we settle on a path forward is

fair, not just where we are headed.

5.1 Future Directions

5.1.1 Realism/Antirealism Debates

In the course of investigating obligation under conditions of pluralism, | have
abstracted out some general principles or questions of wider theoretical interest. In
ChapterOne | showed that constructive foundations in general argetsa facie
pluralisms. This seems to suggest the following conjecture: that debates regarding the use
of logical principles to frame realist/amgalist questions are far more fraught, to say the

least, than may have first been thought. For example, supposing a standé&odoa
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semantic antrealist in some domain 18a constructivism, one is thereby a dialetheist if

we take this weltrodden path for truth predicates, at lgargiha facie

5.1.2 Pluralism and Modalities

| introduced here a new technique (or rather sgied two prior ones) such that
that we can analyze some logical words, i.e., modalities, in terms of a class of predicates
and the relevant properties of a suitable function. This suggests that what we call
Oneighborhood® semantics may have more philcsoglue than just the nice
mathematical features of being a more general account of possible world sefiantics
Previously, neighborhood semantics accounts relied on the mathematical properties of the
neighborhood function to provide a merely formal analysis of the relevant necessity. If |
am correct regarding moral necessity, i.e., obligation, we may have a ilesophical
method for identifying and distinguishing between different sorts of necessities: the
relevant classes of worlds are predicatively defined in terms of an independent
characteristic. This leads to a second question, supposing that many cedepits in
philosophy can be analyzed independently of a formal notion of necessity: Why is it that
when we can treat certain words as a modality, such as knowledge, obligation, proof etc.
that we can then have a pluralism regarding the correspondingtsuajgter if we use

neighborhood semantics to represent them as necessities?

To put the philosophical point more directly: in the examples here (knowledge,

obligation etc.) the relevant terms admit of analysis independent of the semantics of

SY478671"/113"71880!.">87!C.*C0.7"0/!30!,6(!86#016!+-(, 7"*(1 786 71+*.16(=!,46//1*+]
m."C90!+.650/!6()!5*)04/130!>0716!,46//1*+1(0">8:*.8*)I5*)04/1 786 71#64")670/1644!
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Kripke framesand its cognates, such as possible worlds. When we can combine such an
independent analysis with truttonditions for a type of necessity, a philosophically

significant pluralism regarding the concept is possible. And thatOs surprising.

5.1.3 Philosophy 6Language

The paraconsistency (and other logical features) needed to make sense of
pluralism have repercussions regarding what the corresponding concepts can even mean.
In ChapterTwo, | showed that we have a clear principle dividing relativism from
plurdism. If X according to theory' is!, we have relativism. K according to theory
I'! is Awe have pluralism. Pluralism abstracts away or ignores the source, i.e. the
relevant theory, of the predication. The idea here is that with pluralism sh@benatter
to what the terms mean which theory was used. This suggests that some notions of
inferential semantics or prodiieoretic accounts of meaning, i.e., doctrines that meaning
is derived or read off th@ferencesve can make with the terms, arélgast) incomplete

with regards to pluralism.

At one level of analysis we keep track of which theory says what as befitting
paraconsistent inferences. With this level of analysis, valid inferences directly depend on
parameters corresponding to the refguwheories. But at more abstract levels (i.e., those
suitable for pluralist contexts) valid inferences are independent of which theory was
originally used. The question here is: how can we know which class of inferences matter
for the meaning of the relaat terms? Or if both levels matter, how can we make sense

of what the relevant terms mean?
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5.1.4 Deontic Logic

Much of the motivation for contrastive principlesGhapterThree came from
dissatisfaction with how order puzzles are treated in deontic libgjature. It seems that
even other independently invented accounts that purport to use contrastive
representations of obligation donOt solve these puzzles as clearly as | think is possible.
My approach treats the modality as binding over the entireelstructure and | think
that this feature will make a large difference. Specifically, | propose that the tipequly
in ChapterFour can be used to represent reasoning that avoids the order puzzles common

to deontic modalities and do so in a principheanner.

5.1.5 A New Family of Liberalisms

| propose that by using the liberal abstraction normesgponsibilityfrom Chapter
One, | could develop a new family of liberalisms. The idea is that we could use the
responsibilities of an ordinary fiduciary astarting point for articulating the concept of a
social fiduciary If | am correct, the responsibilities of a social fiduciary could account for

treating equivalent concerns equallyith liberty being of paramount concern.

There are three components to how | plan on formulating the social fiduciary
perspective. First is in terms of choosing under conditions of ignorance. Here | plan to
use the weltrodden metaphor of the veil of ignorance, but | propose a better rule of
chace under ignorance than may have been used: the lottery assumption rule. It states
that it is never rational to assume that you are in a minority group when choosing under

conditions of ignorance. The resulting character of such choices under ignoraese fo
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us to make explicit and justify a social ontology for our social fiduciaries, i.e., on the pain
of very racist, classist, hetemmrmative policies being allowed in. It then seems that the
responsibilities of a relevant social fiduciary should inclogi@imizing paternalist
intervention. | propose that this responsibility, i.e., to minimize paternalist intervention, is
what social fiduciary foundations can use to analyze, explain, or represent the value of
political liberty.

If correct about how thiwill work out, this approach to liberal foundations would
make explicit the role of social ontology when we articulate what makes fundamental
policy just and liberal. Moreover, from some preliminary investigations, and despite the
seeming tilt towards prefring those who start with more to invest; building a social
fiduciary perspective based omesponsibilitynorm actually could end up very

egalitarian and perhaps more so than wellbeing based approaches.

5.1.6 Legitimacy of a Liberal State

Given some ncontroversial assumptions, SenOs redundancy complaint from
ChapterOne seems to underestimate the connection between what | propose is a thin
notion of legitimacy, reasonable expectations, and the process of justifying basic
institutions. General princips of justice (to adapt a phrase from Nelson Goodman
[1983]) commit us to deciding unrealized cases of right. This suggests that questions of
legitimacy specifically focus on what injustices the state will remedy. It seems plausible
that the notion of legimacy, in its thinnest form, involves our reasonable expectations
regarding the sorts of things the state will find unjust in the foreseeable future. However,

to make sense of how the deliverances of a plurality of moral codes could work together
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in decidng what injustices a state should remedy, we will need PRIT or at least
something fairly similar.

There are three interconnected questions that seem pertinent. The first is the most
general: What is the nature of legitimacy? The second: Why does knetvatg state
stands for matter? The third: What is the relationship between legitimacy and justifying
the basic structure of society? The answer, in different ways, is what | call the
convergenceelation between the goals and methods of a state ancbtla¢ codes of its
citizens.

| propose that weoulddefine the convergence relation in terms of whether the
means and ends characterizing a state (and because there is often no clear distinction
between ends and means, hereafter, the states Omeanoe@gfarded from relevant
criticism given the moral codes of its citizens and likewise for the moral codes of citizens
regarding the principles that characterize the meands of their state. The intuitive notion
here is that we should take a state to bditegte if its meands coheres with the moral
codes of citizens. Identifying the meands of a state presupposes being able to identify the
sorts of injustices (and the respective remedies) citizens can reasonably expect the state to
so remedy. If the choice remedy (and how) a sort of injustice can be defended from
criticism drawn from the moral codes of citizens, it seems that the state is legitimate for
those citizens.

| suspect that this convergence relation, as an account of a suitably thin notion of
legitimacy, in fact reinforces a distinction between justifying the basic structure or nature

of a liberal state and justifying concrete cases of policy choices. If so, responding to this
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aspect of SenOs objection, we could find more ways to develop threessilPRIT to

solve larger metathical considerations.

5.1.7 Comparing PRIT with CA

As suggested, with some of PRITOs system sorted out, we could begin to compare
how well it stacks up against CA systems in general. | argu€tapterTwo that CA
sydems generally use a privileged perspective to rank options. If this generally amounts a
uniquely correct perspective, foundational pluralism canOt be assumed. On the other hand,
there is no uniquely correct perspective by which choices in PRIT are radkatl.
remains to be seen is whether a CA system could have a plurality of perspectives ranking

options.
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Appendix

The basic idea behind neighborhood semantics is that a foffuganecessary at a

world, s, if the truth set oP is one of the sets for the neighborhood functios.dret me
start with perhaps the most intuitive example of how these semantics work. Since the
truth set of a conjunction, e.d® & Q) = ([! ] n [! 1) can be smaller than the truth set of
either conjunct, aetessary conjunct atloes not imply either conjunct is also necessary.

Proposition 6.0: 0(P A! ) ! 0! A!'! isnotvalid in the class of neighborhood frames

Proof. Supposesit={w, x, } and thatN(w) = {{w, x}, {y}}. Let [' ], ! {y!!}and

MLt LThus[! J! I']J="'andsaw ! (! | Q).But{!!1}! I'1l1thus
P

Proposition6.2:!! It 11111 (1 1'1)jsnotvalid in the class of neighborhood
frames

Proof. SupposeSit={w, x, } and thatN(w) = {{w, y}, {y,x}}. Let [' ], ! {!!! }and

'] ="y!'w}. Again,[! 1! [Q]! {'}. Sowhilew! ! 1 1 I'l since[!],! N!!!
and[! Jye! ¢!, { 3t 11 tandthusy! T (1),

Proposition6.2:! (! ' 1 )! (I P> Q)is notvalid in the class of neighborhood
frames

Proof. Supposesit={w, x, y, ¥and thatN(w) = {{w,y, z}, {w,x}}. Let [' ], ! {! ,!}

and[! T, ! '{! '} Thus[=!' Ju! T=!ly,ITand sow = !0(' ! !).Butwhile
DI T ! ttwl. Thereford 111 =11,
Proposition 6.3:! ! ! P is not valid in the class of neighborhood frames

Proof. SupposeSit={w, ¥ and thatN(w) = {{x}}. Let [! ], ={! }. Thus! =!I | but
A

Proposition6.4: (! ! I')! (1! =11 )isnotvalid in the class of neighborhood
frames
Proof Assume that ! [=! ]! [! ], so we need to show th|t! J! [! ]! ! !1). Let

Sit={w, % and thatN(w) = {{x}}. Sowe need to st ], ! { }and[Q], ' '{w}, and
thus[[Q], ¢ N!! . Thereford ! I'l 11,

Next | show that if sets are defined extensionally, equivalent formula make for equivalent
necessities.

Proposition 65: (! & @Q)! (! P! ! 1)isvalid in the class of ighborhood frames
with sets defined extensionally.
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Proof. Since we assume thiatt ! iff [! ]! [Q],if['], €! (! ! for anyw, then so is

[QI, ! NC 1.

| also claimed that if we can aggregate obligations into a obligatory conjunction we can
conflate the distiction between inferring permission from obligation and there being no
obligations to do the impossible. This claim is classical, i.e., requires explosion and
excluded middle, so itOs damage is limited, so to speak, in this project. However, one
might havenoticed that the seriality condition on neighborhood functions suggests a
similar issue. Regardless, here is the proof.

Proposition 6.6 There being no obligations to do the impossible classically implies
seriality and serialitglassically implies there being no obligations to do the impossible.

Proof Supposd! ! Al 1)1 O( ! Q) and that seriality fails. Thus,! ! ! and
I ! 0! by excluded middle. Sé,! o(! ! ! 1) by our schema and sinded —A ! !
by explosion! ! ! .To avoid this result, we need the seriality condition (and proving

the other direction is trivial.)
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