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[bookmark: _Toc189476346][bookmark: _Toc474436191]
A2 Act/Omission Distinction

[bookmark: _Toc189476384][bookmark: _Toc189476674][bookmark: _Toc194416084][bookmark: _Toc474436192]Omissions Are Willed Inactions 

Omissions include some sort of agency – they are not just inaction, but willed inaction, which implies some degree of moral culpability.

Fletcher 94 (Copyright (c) 1994 The Trustees of The University of Pennsylvania, University of Pennsylvania Law Review MAY, 1994, 142 U. Pa. L. Rev. 1443, SYMPOSIUM: ACT & CRIME: ACT & OMISSION: ON THE MORAL IRRELEVANCE OF BODILY MOVEMENTS, GEORGE P. FLETCHER) “This sloppy thinking…or willed nonmotion.” 


[bookmark: r5][bookmark: r6]This sloppy thinking is drawn together by a play on the word "act." The act requirement speaks to the critical importance of human agency in our theory of moral and legal responsibility. But whatever the act/omission distinction is about, it is not about the problem of human agency. Agency is built into the standard example of the bystander who lets the child drown. The example would not even be interesting unless we assumed that the bystander chose to remain motionless and that [while] she had an unrestrained option to intervene and rescue the child. Moore has gone one step further than the organization thesis of the Kadish/Schulhofer casebook. He claims that punishing omissions is a problem precisely because we have the act requirement. "Omissions," he writes, "are the absence of any willed bodily movements. Actions are "willed bodily movements" n5 and omissions are the opposite; they are "literally nothing at all." n6 Well, Moore does not quite mean that. [But] [s]omeone who is asleep does not omit to rescue. Dead men who do "literally nothing at all" do not omit. To repeat the point made above, the only kind of omitting that is interesting is the kind [inaction] in which human agency is expressed. When there is a solid challenge to agency in the context of "positive acts" (for example, hypnotism, somnambulism), the same grounds would undermine agency in omissions. What Moore must mean, therefore, is that omissions are the willed absence of bodily movements, or willed nonmotion.

Thus, omissions include and intention to not act, meaning that there is a choice, which implies some level of moral culpability. 

[bookmark: _Toc189476378][bookmark: _Toc189476670][bookmark: _Toc194416080][bookmark: _Toc474436195]No distinction for governments

There is no act omission distinction for governments, since governments must make decisions among policies, and even a decision not to adopt a policy is still a “choice” in the morally relevant sense. 

Sunstein and Vermeule write:

Cass Sunstein and Adrian Vermuele, “Is Capital Punishment Morally Required? The Relevance of Life-Life Tradeoffs,” Chicago Public Law & Legal Theory Working Paper No. 85 (March 2005), p. 17. University of Chicago Law Professor explains,

[bookmark: _Toc189476589][bookmark: _Toc474436241][bookmark: _Toc189476526][bookmark: _Toc189476448][bookmark: _Toc189476475]In our view, both the argument from causation and the argument from intention go wrong by overlooking the distinctive features of government as a moral agent. Whatever the general status of the act-omission distinction as a matter of moral philosophy, the distinction is least impressive when applied to government poi. The most fundamental point is that [U]nlike individuals, governments always and necessarily face a choice between or among possible policies for regulating third parties. The distinction between acts and omissions may not be intelligible in this context, and even if it is, the distinction does not make a morally relevant difference. Most generally, [G]overnment is in the business of creating permissions and prohibitions. When it explicitly or implicitly authorizes private action, it is not omitting[.] to do anything or refusing to act. Moreover, the distinction between authorized and unauthorized private action – for example, private killing – becomes obscure when government formally forbids private action but chooses a set of policy instruments that do[es] not adequately or fully discourage it.  

[SEE FULL FILE FOR 300+ PAGES OF ANALYTIC AND CARDED ARGUMENTS]

A2 Command-Based Morality


[bookmark: _Toc189476590][bookmark: _Toc189476824][bookmark: _Toc194416212][bookmark: _Toc474436242]
Command-based accounts fail – ought-ought gap
Command-based accounts of morality such as obligation fail because they leave a gap between the idea that one ought to do something and the motivation to do it. S 

Gregory Strom explains: 

Gregory Strom. In Defense of the Practical Imagination. University of Pittsburgh. “Now, the – ought-ought gap…about good people.” DT.	

Now, the ―ought-ought gap is our fanciful term for a mental ailment in which one knows that there is some reason such that any good person would respond to it by doing A, but in which one does not know what that reason is. But this way of formulating the problem obscures a great many issues, for if we consider any particular case in which someone wrestles with the ought- ought gap, it is clear that she [One] may know a great deal about the reason to do A and nonetheless fail to understand why she ought to do it. Anyone who says, for example, something like ―I know I should return the money—but if I don‘t, no one will ever know I acquired it, and I won‘t get into any trouble—so why should I [?]do it? is not entirely in the dark about the reasons that there are to return the money. We can even imagine her able to supply herself with a demonstration, grounded in secure a priori principles about (say) the concept of property, that morality requires her to return this money, and nonetheless unable to understand why she should return it. This shows that what [Therefore] someone in such a fix really needs is not merely to appreciate that a good person would return the money because of [S]uch-and-such a reason. For this can appear to her merely as an alien fact having nothing to do with her. [So she needs] What is really needed, therefore, is for her to recognize these facts as having to do with her. That is, she must relate herself to the concept of a good person in such a way that, for her, recognition that a good person returns the money for such-and-such a reason is the same thing as practical recognition of the rational force of this reason that manifests itself in her returning the money. In other words, not only must she learn to refine her concept of a good person to the point where it is adequate to her situation, but also she must think of herself as a good person; she must learn to think of herself as primarily or essentially what she learns about when she learns about good people.


Thus, the use of “ought” doesn’t provide moral reasons because you can ask always ask why you ought to do what you ought to do given that the reasons don’t connect with your will. 

[bookmark: _Toc474436244]

A2 Communitarianism

[bookmark: _Toc474436245]Community Doesn’t Allow Us to Choose Moral Norms

Communal norms aren’t freely chosen because we can’t choose which community to live in. Bell:
Bell, Daniel, "Communitarianism", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring 2012 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = <http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2012/entries/communitarianism/>.
Communitarians can reply by casting doubt on the view that choice is intrinsically valuable, that a certain moral principle or communal attachment is more valuable simply because it has been chosen following deliberation among alternatives by an individual subject. If we have a highest-order interest in choosing our central projects and life-plans, regardless of what is chosen, it ought to follow that there is something fundamentally wrong with unchosen attachments and projects. But this view violates our actual self-understandings. We ordinarily think of ourselves, Michael Sandel says, ‘as members of this family or community or nation or people, as bearers of this history, as sons or daughters of that revolution, as citizens of this republic’, (Sandel 1981, 179) social attachments that more often than not are involuntarily picked up during the course of our upbringing, rational choice having played no role whatsoever. I didn't choose to love my mother and father, to care about the neighborhood in which I grew up, to have special feelings for the people of my country, and it is difficult to understand why anyone would think I have chosen these attachments, or that I ought to have done so. In fact, there may even be something distasteful about someone who questions the things he or she deeply cares about—certainly no marriage could survive too long if fundamental understandings regarding love and trust were constantly thrown open for discussion! Nor is it obvious that, say, someone who performs a good deed following prolonged calculation of pros and cons is morally superior than a Mother-Teresa type who unreflectively, spontaneously acts on behalf of other people's interests.
Liberals can reply that the real issue is not the desirability of choice, but rather the possibility of choice. There may well be some unchosen attachments that need not be critically reflected upon and endorsed, and it may even be the case that excessive deliberation about the things we care about can occasionally be counter-productive. But some of our ends may be problematic and that is why we have a fundamental interest in being able to question and revise them. Most important is not choosing our own life-plans; rather, liberalism founded on the value of self-determination requires only that we be able to critically evaluate our ends if need be, hence that ‘no end or goal is exempt from possible re-examination’ (Kymlicka 1989, 52; Dworkin 1989, 489; Macedo 1990, 247). For example, an oppressed woman has a fundamental interest in being able to critically reflect upon traditional understandings of what it means to be a good wife and mother, and it would be unjust to foreclose her freedom to radically revise her plans.
So, it can’t be the case that community norms should bind us or represent what is morally correct, since it doesn’t allow for the expression of an individual will to act.  


[bookmark: _Toc474436249]A2 Constitutivism 
[bookmark: _Toc185919831][bookmark: _Toc189476449][bookmark: _Toc189476715][bookmark: _Toc194416113][bookmark: _Toc474436250]
Doesn’t Ground Normativity (Why Be Moral?)  (Also A2 Velleman Consistency)

Constitutivism doesn’t ground normativity because moral skeptics can still escape the why be moral question by denying they are agents. David Enoch explains, 

David Enoch Agency, Shmagency: Why Normativity Won’t Come from What Is Constitutive of Action. Hebrew University, Jerusalem Philosophical Review, Vol. 115, No. 2, 2006 “Or consider Korsgaard’s…supposed to solve.” DT. 

         Or consider Korsgaard’s hope of grounding a reply to the skeptic in what is constitutive of action.23 We are to imagine, then, someone who remains indifferent when we tell him that his actions are immoral or irrational. He then reads Korsgaard and is convinced that self-constitution is a constitutive aim of action, so that you cannot even count as an agent and your bodily movements cannot even count as actions unless you aim at self-constitution of the kind Korsgaard has in mind. And assume that our skeptic is even convinced that—miraculously24—morality and indeed the whole of practical rationality can be extracted from the aim of self-constitution. Do we have any reason to believe that now he will care about the immorality or irrationality of his actions? Why isn’t he entitled to respond along the following lines: “Classify my bodily movements and indeed me as you like. Perhaps I cannot be classied as an agent without aiming to constitute myself. But why should I be an agent? Perhaps I can’t act without aiming at self-constitution, but why should I act? If your reasoning works, this just shows that I don’t care about agency and action. I am perfectly happy being a shmagent—a nonagent who is very similar to agents but who lacks the aim (constitutive of agency but not of shmagency) of self-constitution. I am perfectly happy performing shmactions—nonaction events that are very similar to actions but that lack the aim (constitutive of actions but not of shmactions) of self- constitution.” Has Korsgaard put us in a better spot vis-à-vis this why-be- an-agent (rather than a shmagent) problem than we were vis-à-vis the why-be-moral or why-be-rational challenges with which we—or at least Korsgaard—started? Consider again the example of the house and the shoddy builder, and suppose we manage to convince him that certain standards—standards he previously did not care about and regularly failed to measure up to—are constitutive of being a house. It seems he is entitled to respond: “Very well then, I guess I am not engaging in the project of building a house but rather in the project of building a shmouse, of which these standards aren’t constitutive. So what is it to me how you classify my project?”
	At times Korsgaard writes as if she thinks no such retort—either in the house case or in the metaethical or metanormative case—is possible. In Lewis’s (1996, 60) terms, at times Korsgaard writes as if she believes that the threat that your inner (and outer) states will fail to deserve folk-theoretical names (such as “action”) is indeed a threat that will strike terror into the hearts of the wicked.25 But no support is offered for this surprising claim. And notice that Korsgaard’s problem here is not merely that the skeptic is unlikely to be convinced by such a maneuver. The problem runs deeper than that because the skeptic should not be convinced.26 However strong or weak the reasons that apply to him and require that he be moral, surely they do not become stronger when he realizes that unless he complies with morality his bodily movements will not be adequately described as actions.
	Notice that the problem is not that action does not have a constitutive aim, or that there are no motives and capacities constitutive of agency. Indeed, I am here granting these claims for the sake of argument. Nor is the problem that such constitutive aims, motives, and capacities are philosophically uninteresting. For all I am about to say, they may be able to explain much that is philosophically important as well as interesting.27 The problem is just that it is hard to see how the constitutivist strategy can serve to ground normativity or to solve the metanormative problems it was supposed to solve.



[bookmark: _Toc474436271][bookmark: _Toc173647821][bookmark: _Toc189476512][bookmark: _Toc189476764][bookmark: _Toc194416152][bookmark: _Toc189476483][bookmark: _Toc165716567]A2 Contractarianism

[bookmark: _Toc173647822][bookmark: _Toc189476513][bookmark: _Toc189476765][bookmark: _Toc194416153][bookmark: _Toc474436272]Can’t Determine Others’ Desires

It is impossible to reach agreement because it is not possible to determine what others are interested in. Sugden:

Robert Sugden, “Contractarianism and Norms” Ethics, 1990. “The implication is…by rational analysis.” DT.

The implication is that there can be circumstances in which a person has to act but cannot find rational grounds for choosing one action rather than another. Equally, a person may (in order to choose rationally according to the principles of expected utility theory) have to attach probabilities to various contingencies but be unable to find rational grounds for using one probability rather than another. Gauthier seems to think that ideally rational people would never find themselves in this position. Looking for a principle for determining rational expectations, he says: "One may not form expectations about others' choices simply at will." There must, he implies, be some way in which rational persons can ground their expectations.20 I agree that we cannot will our expectations. But this does not mean that we can[not] always arrive at our expectations by rational analysis. Perhaps some expectations are necessarily subjective, in much the same way that tastes are. Tastes are typically not the product of rational analysis, but neither are they things we can will. You and I may be rational, and our rationality may be common knowledge, but I may be unable to discover your tastes by replicating your reasoning processes. (If we were identical, of course, I would be able to discover your tastes by introspection about my own: it would not matter whether or not your tastes were in some way rationally grounded. But the ideally rational persons of game theory are not meant to be identical-except in respect of their rationality.) For much the same reasons, I suggest, there can be circumstances in which we are unable to discover one another's expectations by rational analysis.
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[bookmark: _Toc474436274]Contractors Trying to Predict Each Others’ Choice Prevents Agreement

Since it would be rational for the contractors to try to predict which principles the others would choose, the contractors would not be able to reach a solution. Derek Parfit explains, 

Derek Parfit – July 2010. On What Matters. Oxford University Press. “To justify certain…rationally to choose.” DT. 

To justify certain principles in this way, however, we must defend the claim that everyone would have rationally reached agreement on these principles. And this claim would be hard to defend. When Gauthier discusses his proposed version of the Rational Agreement Formula, he tells us to ‘suppose that after each party advances his initial claim, agreement is reached in a single round of concessions.’ 416 But we cannot simply suppose that such agreement would be reached. Given our need to reach agreement, it would be rational for each of us to [would] try to predict which principles everyone else would choose, and to choose these principles ourselves. In some cases, each of us might be able to predict what other people would choose. Suppose, for example, that we are trying to reach agreement on how some fixed set of resources would be shared between us. It might be uniquely rational for everyone to choose that everyone should get equal shares, since we could each predict that everyone else would make this choice. But when we are choosing most other moral principles, this coordination problem would have no such obvious solution. In trying to predict what other people would choose, each of us would be groping in the dark. So in the decisive final vote, there would be many conflicting principles that it would be equally rational for everyone to choose. The Rational Agreement Formula would then fail, since there would be no set of principles that everyone ought rationally to choose. 417



[bookmark: _Toc474436292]A2 Contractualism
[bookmark: _Toc189476484][bookmark: _Toc189476739][bookmark: _Toc194416126][bookmark: _Toc474436293]Devolves into consequentialism 
Contractualism devolves into Consequentialism because in scenarios where many lives are at stake, contractualism doesn’t forbid aggregation of value and the only nonrejectable principle is one that saves the greatest number.  Reibetanz writes: 

Reibetanz, Sophia. “Contractualism and Aggregation.” Ethics, Vol. 108, No. 2 (Jan., 1998), 296-311. “Our intuitions about…inequalities in harm.” DT. 

[bookmark: _Toc165716568][bookmark: _Toc189476485][bookmark: _Toc189476740][bookmark: _Toc194416127][bookmark: _Toc474436294]Our intuitions about cases of equal harms and cases of small inequalities in harm do not pose a problem for the general contractualist account of wrongness. This claims only that (C) [a]n act is wrong just in case its performance under the given social conditions [if it] would be disallowed by all systems of principles which no one, given those social conditions, could reasonably reject as a basis for informed, unforced general agreement. This general account does not specify which sorts of consideration could reasonably be invoked by someone as grounds for rejecting a principle. It therefore leaves open the possibility that someone could reasonably appeal, in rejecting a principle, to the combined effects upon herself and others of adherents to that principle. Suppose that such appeals can constitute reasonable grounds for rejection of a principle, at least when the effects in question are more harmful than the combined effects of some alternative principle. Consider now any principle requiring or permitting us to save the smaller number in cases of equal harms or cases of small inequalities in harm. Any such principle would lead to a greater total amount of harm than would a requirement to sav[ing]e the greater number in these cases. [and] So it would be true, on this view of reasonable rejection, that any requirement or permission to save the smaller number in these cases could reasonably be rejected[.] by someone. But then no such principle could, on this view, be part of a system of nonrejectable principles. It follows, given C, that we do not act wrongly if we save the greater number in cases of equal harm and cases of small inequalities in harm.
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Contractualism devolves into consequentialism [complaint model]
[SEE FULL FILE FOR 300+ PAGES OF ANALYTIC AND CARDED ARGUMENTS]
[bookmark: _Toc474436296]Contractualism Can’t Guide Action – All Acts Wrong
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Contractualism is Circular
[bookmark: _Toc194416132][bookmark: _Toc474436299][SEE FULL FILE FOR 300+ PAGES OF ANALYTIC AND CARDED ARGUMENTS]
All Principles Can be Rejected
[bookmark: _Toc474436300][SEE FULL FILE FOR 300+ PAGES OF ANALYTIC AND CARDED ARGUMENTS]
Analytics – Fast Answers to Contractualism
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[bookmark: _Toc474436301]A2 Cummiskey

[bookmark: _Toc189476476][bookmark: _Toc189476734][bookmark: _Toc194416121][bookmark: _Toc474436302]A2 Standard Cummiskey Argument 


Cummiskey begs the question by assuming an unjustified consequentialist approach to value that is inconsistent with Kantian ethics. 

Richard Dean explains, 

Richard Dean (2000). Cummiskey's Kantian Consequentialism. Utilitas, 12, pp 25-40 “While Cummiskey does…of its value.” DT.

While Cummiskey does not quite grant a dubious ontological status to value as some stuff out in the world, he does rel[ies] on a non-Kantian way of thinking about value. He does this when he takes the claim[s] that rational nature has a special value as conceptually prior to the question of how rational agents should act with regard to rational nature. He says that the humanity formulation first establishes the 'subjective principle' that each agent's rational nature is incomparably valuable for her, then that it establishes the 'objective principle' that every rational nature also has the same kind of incomparable value. Only after concluding that each rational nature has special and equal value does Cummiskey turn to the question of what choices (duties) are rationally required in light of this equal and special value, and he concludes that all the rational natures must be made to flourish and the satisfaction of their ends must be maximized. In a straightforward sense, his argument treats value as primary and the choices of rational agents as derivative. This approach embodies, in a broad sense, a typically consequentialist way of thinking about value. It takes value to be conceptually prior to questions about right actions. But this is not the only way to think about value. The alternative, Kantian approach to value is [that] to think of talk about value as a shorthand for talk about what rational agents would choose. This is the idea Kant is expressing when he maintains that all value is determined by practical laws, or by the choices that rational agents would make. J J What makes something valuable is that a rational being chooses it, not vice versa. In a straightforward sense, rational beings' choices are conceptually prior to any attributions of value. Cummiskey does not adequately consider the possibility of thinking of value in this way when he offers his reconstruction of Kant's argument for, or 'derivation' of, the humanity formulation in Groundwork 428 f. Employing this alternative concept of value leads one to wonder first what the derivation tells us about how to treat rational nature, and only then to summarize these principles in value terms. This contrasts with Cummiskey's approach, of taking the humanity formulation's main purpose as telling us that each rational nature has a special and equal value, and leaving us to figure out how to treat rational nature in light of its value.

[SEE FULL FILE FOR 300+ PAGES OF ANALYTIC AND CARDED ARGUMENTS]
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A2 Democratic Proceduralism/Polls

[bookmark: _Toc189476530][bookmark: _Toc189476777][bookmark: _Toc194416165][bookmark: _Toc474436306]Democracies Are Still Concerned with Substantive Threats

[bookmark: _GoBack]Proceduralism is still concerned with substantive democratic threats. Kirshner[footnoteRef:1]: [1:  Alexander Kirshner (Yale Political Theory PhD candidate). “Proceduralism and Popular Threats to Democracy.”  The Journal of Political Philosophy. August 30, 2010.] 


Alexander Kirshner (Yale Political Theory PhD candidate). “Proceduralism and Popular Threats to Democracy.”  The Journal of Political Philosophy. August 30, 2010. “When decisions are…duty to obey it.” 

When decisions are made via those procedures, our mutual respect gives each of us a weighty moral reason to obey a democratic decision regardless of whether the decision is correct or whether we agree with it. In other words, reasonably democratic procedures generate democratic authority. Defining democratic authority in this way has two important implications. First, democratic authority is a content-independent reason to obey—even if a decision were substantively undemocratic, if the right procedures were followed, the decision would command our respect.22 Second, the respect owed a democratic decision does not exclude consideration of one’s other duties or commitments. Rational consistency, therefore, does not require one to wholly foreclose consideration of the effect of a decision on a regime’s prospects.23 One might question whether this conception of proceduralism is actually proceduralist. Real proceduralists, it might be argued, are committed to assessing a decision solely on the basis of how the decision was reached.24 For a real proceduralist even what counts as democracy can only be identified by democratic procedures. These descriptions of proceduralism, however, are faulty. A purely procedural theory of democratic authority hinges on the claim that if a decision is made democratically, then we are obligated to obey that decision regardless of the decision’s content. The proceduralist takes the question of authority to be distinct from the question of substance. The proceduralist does not contend that there is no question of substance at all. By implication, proceduralism does not require individuals to remain agnostic about a decision’s democratic content. Duly elected legislators might, for example, pass unfair laws tilting the electoral playing field in their own direction. A procedural democrat can oppose this decision as undemocratic and still acknowledge that one has a duty to obey it.

This undermines the ultimate value of all democratic procedures. Kirshner 2:

Alexander Kirshner (Yale Political Theory PhD candidate). “Proceduralism and Popular Threats to Democracy.”  The Journal of Political Philosophy. August 30, 2010. “Yet if General…to “think procedurally.
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A2 Deontology 
Dump of Problems [1/2]
Dump of Problems [1/2]
[SEE FULL FILE FOR 300+ PAGES OF ANALYTIC AND CARDED ARGUMENTS]

[bookmark: _Toc194416034][bookmark: _Toc474436313]Does not Apply to States

Deontology cannot apply to states because governments always faces choices between different policy options there is no distinction between acts and omissions for states meaning the only way they can act is by minimizing harm. 

Sunstein and Vermeule explain:

[bookmark: ORIGHIT_1][bookmark: HIT_1]Cass R. Sunstein  and Adrian Vermeule  [“Is Capital Punishment Morally Required? Acts, Omissions, and Life-Life Tradeoffs.  Copyright (c) 2005 The Board of Trustees of Leland Stanford Junior University.  Stanford Law Review December, 2005 58 Stan. L. Rev. 703]

[bookmark: PAGE_720_8058][bookmark: ORIGHIT_50][bookmark: HIT_50][bookmark: ORIGHIT_51][bookmark: HIT_51][bookmark: ORIGHIT_52][bookmark: HIT_52][bookmark: ORIGHIT_53][bookmark: HIT_53][bookmark: ORIGHIT_54][bookmark: HIT_54]The critics of capital punishment have been led astray by uncritically applying the act/omission distinction to a regulatory setting. Their position condemns the "active" infliction of death by governments but does not condemn the "inactive" production of death that comes from the refusal to maintain a system  [*720]  of capital punishment. The basic problem is that even if this selective condemnation can be justified at the level of individual behavior, it is difficult to defend for governments. n58 A great deal of work has to be done to explain why "inactive," but causal, government decisions should not be part of the moral calculus. Suppose that we endorse the deontological position that it is wrong to take human lives, even if overall welfare is promoted by taking them. Why does the system of capital punishment violate that position, if the failure to impose capital punishment also takes lives?  We suggest that the distinction between government acts and omissions, even if conceptually coherent, is not morally relevant to the question of capital punishment. Some governmental actions are morally obligatory, and some governmental omissions are blameworthy. In this setting, we suggest, government is morally obligated to adopt capital punishment and morally at fault if it declines to do so.  The most fundamental point is that, unlike individuals, governments always and necessarily face a choice between or among possible policies for regulating third parties. The distinction between acts and omissions may not be intelligible in this context, and even if it is, the distinction does not make a morally relevant difference.  Most generally, government is in the business of creating permissions and prohibitions. When it explicitly or implicitly authorizes private action, it is not omitting to do anything or refusing to act. n61
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A2 Determinism
[bookmark: _Toc189476565][bookmark: _Toc189476803][bookmark: _Toc194416191][bookmark: _Toc474436317]
Determinism Incoherent [C.S. Lewis]


It is contradictory to accept determinism because it denies our ability to know any truths. 

C.S. Lewis explains, 

On the fully naturalistic view all events are determined by laws. Our logical behavior, in other words our thoughts, and our ethical behavior, including our ideals as well as our acts of will, are governed by biochemical laws; these, in turn, by physical laws which are themselves actuarial statements about the lawless movements of matter. These units never intended to produce the regular universe we see: the law of averages (successor toLucretius'sexiguumclinamen )1* has produced it out of the collision of these random variations in movement. The physical universe never intended to produce organisms. The relevant chemicals on earth, and the sun's heat, thus juxtaposed, gave rise to this disquieting disease of matter: organization. Natural selection, operating on the minute differences between one organism and another, blundered into that sort of phosphorescence or mirage which we call consciousness-and that, in some cortexes beneath some skulls, at certain moments, still in obedience to physical laws, but to physical laws now filtered through laws of a more complicated kind, takes the form we call thought. Such, for instance, is the origin of this paper: such was the origin of Professor Price's paper. What we should speak of as his "thoughts" were merely the last link of a causal chain in which all the previous links were irrational. He spoke as he did because the matter of his brain was behaving in a certain way: and the whole history of the universe up to that moment had forced it to behave in that way. What we called his thought was essentially a phenomenon of the same sort as his other secretions-the form which the vast irrational process of nature was bound to take at a particular point of space and time. Of course it did not feel like that to him or to us while it was going on. He appeared to himself to be studying the nature oftilings , to be in some way aware of realities, evensupersensuous realities, outside his own head. But if strict naturalism is right, he was deluded: he was merely enjoying the conscious reflection of irrationally determined events in his own head. It appeared to him that his thoughts (as he called them) could have to outer realities that wholly immaterial relation which we call truth or falsehood: though, in fact, being but the shadow of cerebral events, it is not easy to see that they could have any relation to the outer world except causal relations. And when Professor Price defended scientists, speaking of their devotion to truth and their constant following of the best light they knew, it seemed to him that he was choosing an attitude in obedience to an ideal. He did not feel that he was merely suffering a reaction determined by ultimately amoral and irrational sources, and no more capable of tightness or wrongness than a hiccup or a sneeze It would have been impossible for Professor Price to have written, or us to have read, his paper with the slightest interest if he and we had consciously held the position of strict naturalism throughout. But we can go further. It would be impossible to accept naturalism itself if we really and consistently believed naturalism. For naturalism is a system of thought. But for naturalism all thoughts are mere events with irrational causes. [SEE FULL FILE FOR 300+ PAGES OF ANALYTIC AND CARDED ARGUMENTS]
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A2 Rawls
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A2 Veil of Ignorance – Bad Without Context

The veil of ignorance removes individuals from any contextual understanding of interests, rendering the theory self-defeating. 

Humphreys explains, 

Humphreys, Rebekah. “Contractarianism on the Incoherence of the Exclusion of Non-Human Beings.” 2nd Philosophy Graduate Conference, CEU, March 29-30, 2008.

There is a real problem within Rawlsianism in contracting individuals representing anyone and not being merely egoistic. The contractors are not actual people, adjusted to society. They are imaginary, non-bodily, prospective people, and are not yet embodied. Decisions that are just, for Rawls, are those that a rational, autonomous individual would choose. The contractors in the original position are to recognize individuals as rational, autonomous agents, just like themselves. Just rules are those that the contractors themselves consider to be just. But how are those in the original position supposed to make rules on behalf of others from such an abstract position? The contractors are assumed to act in their own best interests, and assumed to be self-interested, that is, they are to choose rules of justice that any rational, autonomous agent, much like himself or herself, would choose. Seyla Benhabib argues that the contractors are “disembodied and disembedded” from actual concrete reality, and that such an abstraction ignores differences, like gender differences (Benhabib, 1992, p. 152). The problem is that the contractors are to make rules based on decisions as to what “I”, as a contracting individual, would choose were I, say, in a disadvantaged position in society, yet the “I” has no knowledge of such a position. Benhabib believes that we need a less abstract account of the self if we are to take seriously the interests of individuals. We can only make just and fair decisions from a concrete, embodied position (Benhabib, 1992, p. 170).1


She continues using an example of animals,	
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A2 Utilitarianism
[bookmark: _Toc474436504]
Leads to Bad Consequences When Universalized
If everyone acted on consequentialist principles, it would lead to overall worse consequences. Parfit:
Derek Parfit. “reasons and Persons.” Pg 32. “On all or… …desires and dispositions.”
On all or most of its different versions, this may be true of C. C[onsequentialism] implies that, whenever we can, we should try do what would make the outcome as good as possible. If we are disposed to act in this way, we are pure do-gooders. If we were all pure do-gooders, this might make the outcome worse. This might be true even if we always did what, of the acts that are possible for us, would make the outcome best. The bad effects would come, not from our acts, but from our disposition.
There are many ways in which, if we were all pure do-gooders, this might have bad effects. One is the effect on the sum of happiness. On any plausible version of C, happiness is a large part of what makes outcomes better. Most of our happiness comes from acting on certain strong desires. These include the desires that are involved in loving certain other people, the desire to work well, and most of the strong desires on which we act when we are not working. If we become pure do-gooders, most of our acts would be attempts to make outcomes better, not just in our own community, but in the world as a whole. We would therefore seldom act on these strong desires. It is likely that this would enormously reduce the sum of happiness. This might make the outcome worse, even if we always did what, of the acts that are possible for us, made the outcome best. It might not make the outcome worse than it actually is, given what people are actually like. But it would make the outcome worse than it would be, if we were not pure do-gooders, but had certain other causally possible desires and dispositions.
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