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ABSTRACT 
It has long been thought that control is necessary for moral responsibility. Call this 
the control condition. Given its pride of place in the free will debate, “control” has 
almost always been taken to be shorthand for voluntary control, an exercise of 
choice or will. Over the last few decades, however, many have been arguing for in-
cluding a range of attitudes for which we seem to be responsible that, if controlled 
at all, must be controlled via a very different mechanism, namely, evaluative judg-
ment. Call this second type of control evaluative control. In this paper I will present 
and discuss in detail an additional agential stance — reasonish regard — for which 
we treat one another as responsible, but that is ungoverned by either of the first two 
types of control. If we want to require a control condition for responsibility, then, 
we will need to introduce and include a third type of control, what I call empathic 
control.  
 
 

[A] unifying requirement on moral responsibility is 

 that control comes in somewhere.  

  Michael McKenna (2008) 

1. Introduction 

It has long been thought that there is an inexorable link between agential control 
and moral responsibility. Indeed, as McKenna stresses in the epigraph, moral 
responsibility is typically viewed as unified by a control condition, according to 
which a responsible agent “must control his behavior in a suitable sense, in or-
der to be morally responsible for it” (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 13; emphasis 
in the original). This is also often taken to be precisely what free will consists in, 
namely, “the unique ability of persons to exercise control over their actions in 
the fullest manner necessary for moral responsibility” (McKenna, 2012: 188; 
see also Mele, 2006: 17; Pereboom, 2014; Levy, 2014: 109; and McKenna and 
Pereboom, 2016: 6). 
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 Most theorists have taken “control” to refer exclusively to the exercise 
of volition, a function of the voluntary. Call this view voluntarist.1 While there is 
some dispute about what the voluntary is, what voluntarists do tend to agree on 
is that the domain of voluntary control is exclusively over intentional actions, 
where, importantly, these may include mental actions (McKenna, 2008: 30-
31). Recent work poses a serious challenge to this approach, though: Agents 
seem quite morally responsible for attitudes over which they nevertheless exer-
cise no voluntary control. If we want to maintain the unifying control condition 
for responsible agency, then, it seems we need to introduce and incorporate a 
different type of control to account for our moral responsibility for these non-
voluntary attitudes. Control can still be necessary for moral responsibility, but it 
must come in two flavors, we might say, depending on its agential target (actions 
or attitudes). 
 In the first part of the paper, I will set up this dialectic in more detail, 
and then I will show that allowing this second type of control into the mix intro-
duces a wedge for including a third type of control, given that we also seem to be 
responsible, at least sometimes, for certain ways of perceiving others, where this 
is ungoverned by the previous two types of control. If we must have control over 
these perceptual stances for them to count as things for which we are responsi-
ble, then they will have to be governed by what I will call empathic control. After 
providing some details of what such control would look like and then showing 
why it really can’t be accounted for with the control-based tools already in hand, 
I will explore the advantages and disadvantages of including it into our control 
pantheon. This will ultimately be a paper, then, about some tough methodolog-
ical choices we theorists have to make. 

2. From Voluntary to Evaluative Control 

Why think we should include a control condition on responsibility in the first 
place? (I hereby drop the “moral” when talking about responsibility, not only for 
ease of reference, but also because any plausible theory of responsibility has to 
apply to all normative domains.) The leading argument is that if blaming an agent 
for doing something is to be appropriate, just, fair, or deserved, then the blamed 
agent must have had an opportunity to avoid that blame, which is most often 
taken to mean that the agent had to have had some sort of control over the doing 
 
1 Following McKenna 2012 (188).  
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of that thing (see, e.g., Glover 1970: 73; Nagel 1979: 25; Wallace 1994: 86-
87; Kane 1996: 83; Fischer and Ravizza 1998; Levy, 2005; Nelkin, 2011: Ch. 
2; McKenna, 2012: 187-88; Pereboom, 2014).2 This is because blame is typi-
cally taken to involve sanction or harm of some sort, and this surely requires 
moral justification (McKenna, 2012: Chs. 6-7; Pereboom, 2014: Chs. 5-7). If 
one had no control over doing something, though, it is widely held that being 
sanctioned or harmed for doing it would lack moral justification.3 
 What are the arguments for voluntarism about control? As McKenna 
(2012: 189) notes, there aren’t many. It likely has its roots in Aristotle’s famous 
discussion of the voluntary in the Nicomachean Ethics. But there are plausible 
arguments available for it. One is that voluntarism explains our practices of ex-
cuse and exemption quite well (McKenna, 2012: 189). We tend to excuse 
agents from blame for bad actions that are accidental, coerced, or performed un-
der duress. What unites these excuses, one might say, is that they are all cases in 
which voluntary control is absent.4 Similarly, one might view a crucial exempting 
feature — what excludes agents from the responsibility domain altogether — as 
being an incapacity for voluntary control. 
 The nature of the voluntary is somewhat obscure, although most agree 
it has to do with deliberate choice and its execution (e.g., Arneson, 2004; Levy, 
2014; Searle, 2001: 50, e.g.). All that matters for our purposes, however, is that 
all voluntarists agree on the object of voluntary governance, namely, actions, ei-
ther physical or mental. What I (deliberately) choose and have direct voluntary 
control over are things that I do. And as what I may justifiably be punished for 
are only my actions, it would seem, there is a very natural connection between 
voluntarism and responsibility. 

 
2  Responsibility for omissions is a tough nut to crack, but there are ways to do it while maintaining 
a control/freedom requirement. As Randolph Clarke has recently put it, “an agent can freely not 
do a certain thing” (Clarke, 2014: 104), where by “freely” he has in mind the exercise of some 
sort of voluntary control. 
3  Here is a point at which Gary Watson’s remarks in “Two Faces of Responsibility” are helpful. 
In discussing responsibility’s accountability face, he notes that the fairness of holding people to 
account (through, e.g., sanctions) requires avoidability, but that avoidability doesn’t necessarily 
entail control over the thing for which one is accountable. You might be hired to maintain order 
at a dance hall but then, during the dance, have no control at all over the unruly crowd. You may 
still fairly be held to account with a sanction (e.g., be fired), given that you could have avoided the 
sanction by not agreeing to take on the job in the first place (Watson, 2004: 276). 
4 Bad actions that are justified (and so also excused) would require a different grounding, however. 
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 Nevertheless, recent work casts doubt on whether voluntarism’s exclu-
sive focus on actions can capture the entire realm of responsibility, for it looks 
as if we may also be responsible for a wide range of attitudes. These include, 
most specifically, bad attitudes like malice, contempt, a “lack of hearty concern” 
for the welfare of others, corrupt beliefs, and wrong desires (Adams 1985: 4); 
more generally, “beliefs, intentions, hopes, fears, … admiration, respect…, in-
dignation…, the view that fame is worth seeking” (Scanlon 1998: 20), guilt, 
envy, shame, and jealousy (Smith, 2005: 254, 258); and, most generally, cer-
tain things people notice, neglect, and forget, certain thoughts and impulses, 
and certain spontaneous reactions (Smith, 2005: 241). These attitudes for 
which we are responsible are in contrast to those psychic states for which we are 
not: “mere feelings such as hunger…or tiredness or distraction” (Scanlon 1998: 
20); “thirst, and the desire to eliminate bodily wastes” (Smith, 2005: 248); and 
“[n]onintentional mental states, such as physical pains, sensations, and physio-
logical conditions…” as well as some “random thoughts and images” (Smith, 
2005: 257, 260). 
 The difference between the attitudes for which we’re taken to be re-
sponsible and the psychic states for which we are not is that it is only the former 
that we may reasonably be asked to defend, to answer for (Smith, 2005: 251). 
These attitudes for which we are (in principle) answerable, therefore, must be 
judgment-sensitive, that is, “attitudes that an ideally rational person would come 
to have whenever that person judged there to be sufficient reasons for them and 
that would, in an ideally rational person, ‘extinguish’ when that person judged 
them not to be supported by reasons of the appropriate kind” (Scanlon 1998: 
20). So to the extent that my rational evaluative mechanisms are functioning 
properly, my fear of the snake you are waving around, say, should disappear once 
I recognize that it is rubber, and so not worth fearing. This is not to say that my 
fear will disappear. Rather, as Smith points out, “The ‘should’ in question here 
is the ‘should’ of rationality and, therefore, marks a normative ideal which our 
actual attitudes may not always meet” (Smith, 2005: 253). When my attitudes 
do not in fact reflect my evaluative judgments (or when I hold contradictory eval-
uative judgments), I am irrational, and in being irrational I am blameworthy, that 
is, criticizable.5 

 
5 How  criticizable I am, however, will be a function of other factors, including how bad the attitude 
is and perhaps my history in coming to have it. See Smith, 2005: 267-69. 
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 How, though, does appeal to judgment-sensitivity explain an agent’s 
responsibility for forgetting something, for failing to notice something, or for 
lacking “a hearty concern” for the welfare of others, none of which are actually 
attitudes? Evaluative judgment is thought to govern a “complicated set of dispo-
sitions to think and react in specified ways” (Scanlon 1998: 21). Suppose that I 
judge that my friend is worth caring about. Ostensibly, evaluative judgment ra-
tionally entails all sorts of behavioral and attitudinal dispositions: If I truly care 
about him, I ought to check in on him regularly, to desire his well-being, to be 
available to take him to the airport or help him move, to notice when he’s slighted 
by others, to call him up on his birthday, and to be joyful at his triumphs and 
saddened by his hurts and losses. But this means that when I fail to have these 
dispositions activated — for example, by forgetting his birthday, not noticing 
slights toward him, or not getting emotionally disturbed when something bad 
happens to him — then I am responsible for these failures insofar as my actual 
judgments about his value and significance are reflected in them. If I really cared 
about him (or cared more), then I would have remembered his birthday, noticed 
the slight, or have been sad alongside him. So I am responsible — answerable 
and, further, criticizable — for forgettings, noticings, and so forth, because they 
seem to reveal that I don’t care as much as I claim I do, and if that is true then I 
have not actually judged my friend to be as significant or valuable (worth caring 
about) as we both, perhaps, had thought. This account has been most thoroughly 
developed by Angela Smith, as what she calls the rational relations view (Smith, 
2005). 
 Why think we are responsible for judgment-sensitive attitudes? There 
are two arguments. The first, as I have already noted, simply applies a general 
conceptual commitment to responsibility as, most fundamentally, about answer-
ability (see, e.g., Duff, 2007, 2009, 2010; Smith, 2015). As Scanlon puts it, 
“Because ‘being responsible’ is mainly a matter of the appropriateness of de-
manding reasons, it is enough that the attitude in question be a judgment-sensi-
tive one — that is, one that either directly reflects the agent’s judgment or is sup-
posed to be governed by it” (Scanlon 1998: 22). Or as Duff puts it, the first 
stage of holding people responsible for something occurs when “we attribute 
[it] to the person as its author, and request (or demand) that she answer for it” 
(Duff, 2009: 980). 
 The second argument is simple: Our practices reveal that we do in fact 
attribute such attitudes to people for purposes of responsibility, that we do de-
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mand answers for why they had them and then criticize them in light of their un-
acceptable answers. That is, our blaming patterns and practices target people 
not only for their actions but also for their attitudes. If a theory of responsibility 
must account for the data of our blaming practices (as many think), then it will 
have to range over more than intentional actions (Smith, 2005: 236-7, 240, 
241; see also the discussion in McKenna, 2012: 187-195). (Keep this condi-
tional in mind later!) 
 If these authors are right that we can be responsible for our attitudes, 
and voluntarism maintains that we can be responsible only for those things over 
which we are able to exercise volitional control, then voluntarism is false. Most 
attitudes are not governable by volitional control.6 I cannot, as acts of direct will, 
consciously choose to remember that it is my friend’s birthday or to cease being 
amused by a racist joke. If we are nevertheless to include such items as things for 
which we are responsible, and if responsibility requires control, then it looks like 
we need a non-voluntarist conception of control (Smith, 2005: 265; Hiero-
nymi, 2006, 2014; McHugh, 2017; Portmore, 2019).7 
 Call it evaluative control (Hieronymi, 2006, 2009, 2014). 8  On 
Smith’s version of this view, one is responsible for an attitude if and only if it has 
a “rational relation” to one’s judgments about the worth of reasons: “[I]t must 
be the kind of thing that either directly reflects, or is supposed to be governed 
by, [one’s] evaluative judgments” (Smith, 2005: 256; see also Smith, 2012). 
Consequently, were I to change my judgments about the worth of some reasons, 

 
6 This is essentially the main argument of Smith (2005). 
7 There are other options, of course, including rejecting responsibility for attitudes (given that 
they’re not governed by voluntary control; see Wallace, 1994: 131-32; Sidwick, 1981: 60-61; 
Taylor 1970: 241-52); showing how we can actually trace the attitudes for which we are respon-
sible to some opportunity for voluntary control (akin to Levy 2005 and 2014; Fischer and 
Tognazzini 2009); or denying that control is necessary for responsibility (e.g., Sher 2006; 
Scanlon 2008: 193-98). I’m interested here only in how expanding the arsenal to include non-
voluntary control opens a wedge to including one more type of control. I will address some of these 
options at the end, however. 
8 I am here borrowing Hieronymi’s label, as I think it comes closest to describing the answerability 
form of responsibility most closely associated with it. Several other labels are available, though. 
Smith uses the label “rational control” (Smith, 2005: 265), as does Portmore (2019: 27). 
Scanlon occasionally uses “reflective control” to describe a notion in this neighborhood (Scanlon, 
2008: 194). McHugh (2017) uses “attitudinal control,” which somewhat oddly refers directly to 
those things being governed, and not the process by which they are governed (would its contrast 
be “actional control”?). 
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my attitudes ought to — if I am rational — fall in line. This counts as a kind of 
control, it seems, because among the familiar connotations of “our having con-
trol over X” is the notion of “X’s being up to us,” and evaluatively-controlled 
attitudes are indeed, in the relevant answerability sense, up to us, “that is, they 
depend on our judgment as to whether appropriate reasons are present” 
(Scanlon 1998: 22; emphasis mine). 
 Some defenders of this view have argued that attitudes are the only 
things for which we are directly responsible, as actions merely execute our 
choices or intentions, and so we’re only derivatively responsible for them 
(Scanlon 1998: 21; see also McHugh and Way, 2022). We need not be so 
dramatically restrictive, however, and anyway there does seem to remain a gap 
between choices/intentions and actions, most clearly brought out in cases of 
weakness of will (“I chose and intended to stick to my diet tonight, but I found 
myself reaching for the cake regardless.”). And this gap seems bridgeable only 
by a different form of control than what generates and governs those choice-
associated intentions (or other attitudes). It is not as if I — even if I am ideally 
rational — can execute my intention to perform some action merely by reaf-
firming my judgment that doing that thing would be good. Rather, I must ex-
ercise volition. I think it less controversial, then, to maintain for purposes of 
this paper a kind of pluralism with respect to the control condition. Control 
must come in two flavors: Volitional control, we may say, governs the actions 
for which agents are responsible, and evaluative control governs the attitudes 
for which agents are responsible. 
 However, once we allow evaluative control as a second type of control, 
we have introduced a wedge for admitting a third type of control into the mix, for 
there is an additional psychic stance for which we are often held responsible, 
even though it is not governed by either volitional or evaluative control. 

3. Regard and Disregard 

The fundamental target at the heart of interpersonal accountability is regard — 
or disregard — for others. To properly regard others is, roughly, to take them 
sufficiently seriously (see Shoemaker, 2015: Ch. 3).9 We obviously demand re-

 
9 The range of “others” could also include one’s future self. See Shoemaker (2020) for an account 
of how this works that dovetails with the present paper. 
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gard from one another (see, e.g., Strawson 1962/2003; Wallace 1994; Wat-
son, 2004: 219-259; Darwall, 2006; Shoemaker, 2007; and McKenna, 2012: 
Ch. 3). Violations of the demand for regard conjure up blaming responses in the 
emotional neighborhood of anger. 
 Everything I’ve just said is rather vague. But regard is a slippery notion. 
This is in part because there are many ways in which we can be said to take people 
sufficiently seriously. We can do so by treating them properly, or we can do so 
by having the proper sorts of attitudes toward them. But we can also do so, I will 
now show, by perceiving them properly. 
 The best way to start getting a more precise handle on regard is by 
thinking about clear and familiar cases of disregard. Active, malicious disregard 
— aiming to hurt someone, say — is actually kind of rare, which is why it shows 
up on the news. Much more typical are cases in which we simply fail to suffi-
ciently regard those our actions and attitudes negatively affect. Perhaps I’m sup-
posed to pick up my daughter after school, but I’m having such a good time golf-
ing with my buddies that I don’t notice how the time has gotten away from me, 
and I leave her stranded for a couple of hours (drawn from McKenna, 2012: 59). 
Or perhaps I’m throwing a party, and I let the loud music play on till well past 
midnight, preventing my next-door neighbor from being able to sleep. Or per-
haps I don’t tell my roommate that the dream date phone call she’d been dying 
to receive came in last week, because I’m hoping that I have a romantic shot with 
her instead. 
 These are all cases in which I wrongly treat my own interests as having 
greater weight than someone else’s. There are several subtly different ways to 
make this mistake, though. Take the party case, where someone else at the party 
has turned up the music, and I ought to turn it down but don’t. There are three 
different explanations for my failure to turn it down: (1) I might know full well 
that at that level the music is going to keep my neighbor awake, but because I 
dislike her, I think, “Screw it!” and do nothing; (2) I might know full well that at 
that level the music is going to keep my neighbor awake, but because the music 
is just so thrilling to hear that loud, and the party is just so much fun, my neigh-
bor’s being awake starts to seem way less important to me, so I do nothing; or 
(3) I might be having so much fun that I simply fail to register the fact that the 
music will keep my neighbor awake, so I do nothing. Each of these three possi-
bilities involves a different sort of disregard for my neighbor, insofar as each con-
sists in a different sort of mistaken attitude toward the fact that keeping the mu-
sic so loud will keep my neighbor awake: In (1), I treat that fact as a reason to 
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leave the music’s level where it is; in (2) I see that fact as a reason to turn down 
the music but I discount its relative weight; and in (3) that fact doesn’t even ap-
pear to me as a putative reason to turn down the music in the first place. 
 There are similar forms of disregard in our emotional reactions, for 
which we also have reasons (of fit), reasons toward which we may also have mis-
taken (disregarding) attitudes.10 Perhaps you are watching a female employee 
being publicly berated — quite unfairly — by her boss, yet you feel nothing. Per-
haps you even feel amusement. This is disregard, but it may have the same three 
sorts of explanations: (1) You hate that employee, so you treat the fact of her 
public humiliation as a reason for enjoyment; (2) you register the fact of her pub-
lic humiliation as a reason to feel sympathy or concern, but if you do actually feel 
such emotions, your inevitable expressions of them may draw the attention of 
the boss who would then turn on you, so you mind your own business and wind 
up feeling nothing; or (3) because the employee’s humiliated face seems to have 
a cartoonish look to it, you’re amused, and you don’t even register the fact that 
she’s being publicly humiliated. 
 In both examples, the first two types of disregard reflect poor evaluative 
judgment. These types have as their source mistaken judgments about, respec-
tively, the status or the weight of some actual reason (e.g., the fact that it will 
keep the neighbor awake, the fact that the employee is being publicly humili-
ated). In the first type of mistake, the agent incorrectly judges some fact to be a 
reason for the wrong action or attitude. In the second type of mistake, the agent 
correctly judges that fact to be a reason for the right action or attitude but then 
incorrectly judges that reason to have the wrong weight, at least relative to that 
agent’s own selfish interests. 
 The third type of mistake, in both instances, does not consist in a mis-
taken judgment about reasons. To make the first two types of mistakes about 
reasons, the relevant facts have to at least appear to you to be reasons. But some 
facts just don’t. And some facts that do appear to be reasons actually aren’t, but 
these putative reasons may continue to appear to you as reasons even after you 
judge that they aren’t. As Scanlon notes about them, “Such ‘seemings’ arise in-
dependently of our judgment, and they can, unfortunately, persist in the face of 
it” (Scanlon 1998: 65). But sometimes these very seemings are the source of a 

 
10  On reasons of fit for a certain range of emotions, see D’Arms and Jacobson (2000; forthcom-
ing). 
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third type of disregard. Sometimes facts appear to you in what I will call a “rea-
sonish” light when they shouldn’t, as when the employee’s humiliated face 
seems like it generates a comic reason for amusement. At other times, facts 
that should appear reasonish don’t, as when my neighbor’s being kept awake 
by my pounding music simply doesn’t register in my deliberations at all.  
 This third variation I will label reasonish regard. When various facts 
about others and their interests properly appear to me as putative reasons, I 
have reasonish regard for them; when they don’t, I don’t. Reasonish regard 
is sensitive to neither volition nor evaluation. Yet its failure is something that 
can aptly rouse blaming anger.  
 Or so I shall argue over the next two sections. I’ll take the latter 
point first. 

4. Blameworthy Failures of Reasonish Regard 

We blame people for mere perceptual failures in all sorts of domains. Start with 
straightforward visual perception, where morality and disregard are nowhere in 
sight. Suppose Dick has been raised in a duck dynasty, in a remote bayou where 
everyone obsesses about ducks, talks only about ducks, hunts ducks, and looks 
at pictures only of ducks. Once grown, he leaves Louisiana, and he takes a phi-
losophy class in which he is presented with the famous “duck-rabbit” image 
(Figure 1). He only sees it as a duck.11 No matter how much he scrunches up his 
will or rehearses how good it would be to see the image as a rabbit (his grade will 
be affected by his failure, say), neither attempt has any effect on what it is that he 
sees, because both are irrelevant to generating visual perception. He of course 
will have good reason to attend to various features of the image, and he can pre-
sumably voluntarily attend in the requisite way, but whether he sees the rabbit is 
not governed by either.12  

 
11 This sort of thing is clearly possible, even though it doesn’t happen very often in response to 
what are known as bilateral images such as the duck-rabbit or the Necker cube. Ordinary perceiv-
ers typically switch back and forth between seeing the two images, but they also tend to have one 
dominant perception, seeing the image more often as one or the other. I take Dick to be a limiting 
case of this phenomenon. Such “perceptual biases” have been found often to be a function of sta-
bility in viewing conditions rather than antecedent perceptual experience (see Klink, 2008), but 
the tendency to bias strength itself may also be a function of prior probability knowledge or 
(in)sensitivities to various kinds of information about consequences (Zhang et al., 2017).  
12 This is akin to what Audi (2013: 10) calls “attributive perception.” 
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Figure 1 

 
Having Dick around could be frustrating and irritating, and could lead some to 
criticize him: “What’s wrong with you? Can’t you see that bill as the rabbit ears, 
and can’t you see the eyes as looking to the right?” This frustrated criticism pre-
supposes that Dick can somehow see it, that he has the capacity to do so. And 
there’s no reason to think that his childhood experiences eliminated that capac-
ity. So the criticism may make sense.  
 It’s also the sort of criticism teachers of logic occasionally launch at stu-
dents who can’t see the logical force of modus ponens. They obviously cannot 
simply exercise their will and see it, nor can they simply see it by judging that it 
would be worth seeing it (a good grade is worth it!). The demanded perception 
occurs, when it does, independently of both volition and evaluative judgments. 
It’s as if an obscuring veil has suddenly been lifted. 

Both of these cases allow for voluntary control over attending to a sub-
set of perceived properties, and they both allow for evaluative control over in-
tending to attend to those properties. But there remains a gap between their at-
tending to this subset of properties and their coming to see the additional salient 
property in each case, respectively, “rabbitness,” and “logical force.” And when 
they fail to bridge this gap, they may well be criticized, under the presupposition 
that there is flawed agency at work: they are capable of seeing it, but they don’t. 
If this is correct, it could make such criticism apt, assuming, that is, they have 
some sort of control over the exercise of their capacities.  
 This last point is likely controversial. We may feel in such cases that 
nothing much turns on successful perception, or at least that we can’t reasonably 
demand such perceptions from people. Consequently, when there are failures, 
they aren’t really criticizable, and those who criticize do so unreasonably. 



100                                                              Humana.Mente  
  

 

 Let us then consider cases in normative domains where there are in-
deed demands for perception, and where failures are aptly criticizable, that is, 
blamable. The best nonmoral example comes from humor. Very often, apt 
amusement depends on perceiving various properties of objects or states of af-
fairs, as well as perceiving how they interact, namely, in the amusing way. But 
there are those who just don’t see slapstick, dark humor, or clever insults as 
funny (as meriting amusement). What they see are the same facts as the rest of 
us — for example, various incongruous properties, to draw from a leading theory 
of humor — but they don’t see those facts as reasonish (as putative reasons) for 
amusement; indeed, they may mistakenly see those facts exclusively as reasons 
for anger or offense instead.13  
 For example, suppose that close friends express affection by exchang-
ing teasing insults. A stranger may walk in on this and mistakenly perceive the 
properties of these “insulting” exchanges — a combination of wordplay, tone, 
timing, and intent (among many other properties, surely) — as exclusively con-
stituting instead a slight, and so calling for anger. But the combination consti-
tutes only a faux and funny (non-slighting) insult, and so offers not only putative 
but actual reasons (exclusively) for amusement. The person who fails to see the 
facts in this way may be criticizable for having a poor sense of humor (see Shoe-
maker, 2018).14 
 I say may be criticizable. One might have a poor sense of humor in a 
couple of different ways. One might simply be incapacitated for recognizing 
some reasons for amusement. This is akin to those who have poor senses of sight 
or hearing: it’s a true description of them that they don’t see or hear well, but 
these failures aren’t down to them in a way that grounds criticizability. That 
would require a functional capacity for seeing or hearing that they simply don’t 
exercise well. So too with criticizable senses of humor: They require a functional 
capacity for seeing and responding to reasons for amusement that is poorly ex-
ercised. People like this we label prigs. They fail to see various funny-making 

 
13  The “exclusively” matters, as some facts can serve double-duty, counseling in favor of both 
amusement and anger, as in some cruel jokes, where the cruelty is a crucial part of what makes the 
joke funny. Or so I argue in my unpublished monograph Wisecracks. 
14 This is different than what D’Arms and Jacobson (2000) call the “moralistic fallacy,” which 
takes moral considerations to determine not only what one ought not to be amused by but also, 
fallaciously, what’s rendered not funny thereby. In the case I’ve given, there aren’t even any moral 
reasons in play. 
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facts as even putative reasons for amusement, perhaps due to the fact that they 
are hyper-sensitive to reasons for moral outrage, or perhaps because they see 
the world as too tragic a place for amusement to have any place (see Debbie 
Downer).  
 Criticism is apt for those who poorly exercise functional aesthetic per-
ceptual sensibilities generally, those who simply don’t see various aesthetic facts 
in a reasonish way, as being at least putative reasons for amusement, admiration, 
awe, or other aesthetic emotions. And so too there are criticizable failures of 
perception throughout our morally-charged interpersonal interactions. Here 
are two examples:  

Black Lives Matter: A defender of the Black Lives Matter movement talks with a 
defender of the Blue Lives Matter movement about white police officers shooting 
unarmed black people around the USA. The Blue Lives Matter defender is quite 
upset with members of the Black Lives Matter movement generally, in particular 
over the facts that they are so angry, that they are protesting and lashing out at 
“those who protect us,” and that the Black Lives Matter protests tend to incite 
violence against the police and private property. The Black Lives Matter 
defender then says to the Blue Lives Matter defender: “But just try to see things 
from my perspective as a black man. Suppose you had been raised in a 
community where you and people like you were harassed daily by the police, 
followed around in stores, and viewed as ‘suspicious’ your whole life. Suppose 
that stories about cops killing members of your community were common 
knowledge for years, and that you were fearful, both for yourself and for your 
children, every time you heard a police siren, not knowing if they were coming 
for any of you and what they would do to you when they found you. Wouldn’t you 
be angry too, having to live life in this way?” The Blue Lives Matter defender 
pauses and, in realizing it would be good to do so for the sake of honest dialogue, 
actually considers it: What would it be like to be black man? Nevertheless, as she 
takes up his perspective, all she continues to see are the reasons she would have 
(as herself in his shoes) to obey and support the cops, and to be grateful when 
seeing them arriving on a scene, insofar as they are the protectors of the 
innocent. Consequently, she simply repeats, “The police are here to protect us, 
and their lives matter just as much as black lives do.”  
 
Don’t Fix It: Ayisha comes home from a work meeting visibly upset. Her spouse 
Rahul asks what is wrong, and she tells him: Her boss didn’t consult the opinion 
of any women at the meeting, asking only the men what they thought. Rahul 
calmly and efficiently starts counseling Ayisha on what she should do in 
response: She needs to send her boss an angry email, and then contact his 
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superior, and then rally the other women to send him a list of demands, and so 
forth. Ayisha stops Rahul in his tracks, saying, “I just want you to understand and 
appreciate what it was like for me, sitting in that meeting, not being 
acknowledged. I don’t want you to ‘solve the problem’ or tell me what to do; I 
know what to do.” So Rahul imagines himself at her meeting, and feels himself 
getting all riled up with righteous anger at the injustice of being ignored, and 
still only sees reasons to right the wrong, to resolve the problem. Thus, in 
response to Ayisha’s continuing demand that he simply understand and 
appreciate what it was like for her, Rahul responds: “But how will that solve 
anything?”  

In Black Lives Matter, The Blue Lives Matter defender fails to see what the Black 
Lives Matter defender is demanding that she see. It’s not a demand simply to see 
what life would be like for her while occupying a black man’s location in the 
world; it’s rather a demand for her to see what it’s like to be him in that location 
and so to experience the world as he sees it (with his ends and emotions), and so 
come to perceive his powerful reasons for anger as at least putative reasons for 
her to feel angry at the injustice. The defender of Blue Lives Matter, let us stip-
ulate, does genuinely believe that all lives matter (even equally). But she cannot 
as an act of volition come to see the distinctive reasons black people have for 
anger, nor could her evaluative judgment that it would be good to see such rea-
sons generate her actually seeing them.15 Nevertheless, this failure of percep-
tion could well be criticizable: In being capable of seeing these facts as putative 
reasons for her, but in failing to see them as such nevertheless, the Blue Lives 
Matter defender has a blamably poor sense of justice. 

In Don’t Fix It, Ayisha is clearly making an interpersonal demand that 
Rahul is failing to meet, namely that he simply come to understand and emotion-
ally appreciate what things were like for her at that meeting. She is demanding 
this simply so that they can share, as much as possible, in this traumatic experi-
ence (call this emotional communion). That is quite often taken to be a legiti-
mate demand in a close loving relationship like theirs. Were Rahul to meet this 
demand, presumably, the facts he would come to see in a reasonish light would 
not (just) be facts about her problem and how to solve it, but rather facts about 
her need to be understood and acknowledged. He should also come to have a 
greater emotional appreciation than he does of the distinctive sort of hurt and 
anger she feels as a woman being treated this way yet again in a man’s world. This 

 
15  I recognize that many will balk at this claim. I deal explicitly with this balking in a later section. 
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is not necessarily the righteous indignation of the unjustly oppressed; it instead 
may be a hurt and anger tinged with shame, at having her gender pointed out in 
a disparaging way yet again (cf., Webster, 2021). Rahul cannot accomplish 
these things by either volition or judgment. Nevertheless, his failure to accom-
plish them is criticizable: Assuming he has a functional capacity to understand 
and appreciate things from her perspective, he has a blamably flawed relation-
ship sensibility. 
 These are both failures of reasonish regard, failures to perceive certain 
facts about others in a reasonish way, a demand for which we often take to be 
fundamentally necessary for taking each other sufficiently seriously. They also 
both seem to be aptly criticizable failures in a way that implicates control: Insofar 
as they are failures to live up to a certain sort of legitimate demand (to see certain 
facts in a reasonish light), and insofar as legitimate demands are taken to presup-
pose the capacity to adhere to them, legitimate demands presuppose some sort 
of control. But neither of the failures just discussed seems to implicate voluntary 
or evaluative control. So some other form of control is being presupposed. What 
might that be? 

5. Empathic Control 

Reasonish regard is a matter of how various facts appear to agents. This is a pas-
sive perceptual stance. It is thus itself neither an action nor an attitude. It is in-
stead a state of empathy.  

Unfortunately, the psychological and philosophical literature has made 
a hash out of empathy, so much so that there’s just no shared understanding of 
it to be had (cf. Nichols, 2004: 30-31). We will have to make do with my stipu-
lation of it as applied to a very familiar psychological phenomenon (a phenome-
non that I do think is best captured by the concept of “empathy,” even though I 
won’t fight for it here). 

Empathy is often supposed, in the psychological literature, to consist 
in some kind of perspective-taking (called “cognitive empathy”). But to the ex-
tent that empathy and sympathy should have some kind of conceptual kinship, 
and sympathy is a concerned or compassionate response to the plight of others 
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(for their sakes), then empathy is better construed, I think, as a response as well, 
specifically a response to perspective-taking of a particularly robust kind.16  

Robust perspective-taking requires viewing and trying on other peo-
ple’s interests and ends in the way that they do, namely, as worthy of attention 
and pursuit, and so as things to which they are disposed to respond emotionally 
when damaged or promoted. It’s more than merely taking up someone’s per-
spective in order to identify what their interests and ends are (through the prism 
of your own ends and interests); psychopaths are capable of that much, and they 
use that ability to exploit other people. Rather, it has to involve appreciating the 
reasons that person has for pursuing those ends and interests, and then being 
emotionally susceptible to feeling threats to and promotion of those values as 
that person does, as mattering. 

Taking up someone’s perspective in this robust way will tend you to-
ward two kinds of responses. First, when you return to your own deliberative 
perspective, you are liable to persist in seeing their ends and interests in a rea-
sonish way, as giving you at least putative reasons to take seriously those inter-
ests and ends in your own attitudes and actions. Second, when you are emotion-
ally vulnerable in taking up their perspective, you will typically come to feel, vi-
cariously, as they do about promotions of or setbacks to their interests and ends 
when they occur (Denham, 2017). These two sorts of responses are what I am 
labeling empathic. 

Let’s then connect this up with the idea of control. Minimally, “agential 
control” refers to “the manner in which a particular piece of behavior is con-
nected to, controlled by, or an ‘outflowing of’ the agent” (O’Connor, 2000: 23; 
see also, Ginet 1990, and Fischer and Ravizza 1998). Of course, if we have eval-
uative control over our attitudes, as I’ve been allowing, then we need to expand 
the definition to include more than behavior. “Control” is most often construed 
as implicating a causal mechanism, but some theorists think agential control may 
be noncausal (as in Ginet 1990), so I don’t want to beg any questions with the 
minimal definition. In any event, if reasonish regard just consists in empathy, 

 
16 There is actually quite a bit of agreement on the nature of sympathy, oddly enough. See Darwall 
2002: 50-53 for a nice discussion. But again, I should stress, I don’t care if the phenomenon I 
describe really is empathy or not; all I care about is the phenomenon itself and its role in our inter-
personal lives. What I describe has some kinship, however, with what those in the psychological 
literature call emotional (or affective) empathy. See Adam Smith (2006). 
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and empathizing is the relevant “outflowing of” a functional agent’s robust per-
spective-taking, then responsibility for reasonish (dis)regard requires what we 
can call empathic control. Thus, in order to be the proper target of blame for 
reasonish (dis)regard, an agent must have (and be able to exercise) a capacity for 
empathy.  
 There is a natural way of thinking about empathic control that makes it 
perfectly continuous with voluntary and evaluative control, and it comes from 
adopting the language often adopted by free will and action theorists, namely, 
the language of mechanisms. Mechanisms are not to be thought of as reified ob-
jects in the brain; rather, this terminology is just shorthand, in the case of action, 
for “the process that leads to the action, or the ‘way the action comes about’” 
(Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 38; emphasis added). So to say that one has “volun-
tary control” over some action is just to say that one has a normal volitional 
mechanism wherein the action is a function of a deliberate choice or intention. 
Contrast cases — which generate excuses from responsibility — include hypno-
tized, manipulated, or brainwashed actions, which are instead a function of some 
abnormal mechanism. It is easy to appeal to mechanism talk for evaluative con-
trol as well. To say that one has “evaluative control” over some attitude is just to 
say that one has a normal rational mechanism wherein the attitude is a function 
of an evaluative judgment. Again, hypnosis, manipulation, and brainwashing are 
contrast (excusing) cases, but so too are various phobias, manias, and compul-
sions. 
 Empathic control could be constructed analogously. To say that one 
has “empathic control” over whether one has reasonish regard for someone is 
just to say that one has a normal empathic mechanism wherein the demanded 
perceptual stance is caused or brought about by robust perspective-taking with 
that person. So were I to think about how loud and irritating my music must be 
from the perspective of my neighbor, how she values work and is livid over this 
din, I should come to perceive those facts from my own perspective as at least 
putative reasons to turn it down. If I were a white supporter of Blue Lives Matter, 
but I were to fully take up the perspective of a black man in America and see his 
ends and interests as he does, I should come to perceive various facts about those 
ends and interests as reasonish for me, and to see as reasonish my feeling vicar-
ious anger at his mistreatment as well. And if I were to fully envision what it must 
have felt like for you, my partner, to have been spoken over and ignored by your 
boss, I will see as reasonish my feeling upset and ashamed alongside you in the 
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way you do, and perhaps I will also see, from my own perspective, at least puta-
tive reasons not to try and solve your problem. However, if reasonish (dis)regard 
were the product of some abnormal mechanism in any of these cases, I would not 
be responsible or criticizable for it. Perhaps, for instance, I am a nurse whose 
empathic mechanism has been completely exhausted by yet another day of deal-
ing with too many suffering patients. When you ask me to feel what it was like 
for you at work, I may be excused from any criticism if I can’t summon any more 
empathy today. Here my stress and emotional exhaustion may swamp my ability 
to respond as you’d like me to. 
 The mechanism-based approach generates a way to respond to one ob-
jection I’m sure many are having right now, namely, while the first two types of 
control seem very agential, the last one doesn’t. After all, when the student fi-
nally has the “aha!” moment when recognizing the logical force of modus po-
nens, that revelation seems to occur quite independently of her agency. So too 
it may be that when we do come to robustly empathize with our fellows, it also 
occurs — aha! — independently of our agency. Indeed, I already described this 
process earlier as “passive.”17 
 But again, following Fischer and Ravizza, our agential mechanisms (in 
their case, for reasons-receptivity) “must be at least minimally grounded in real-
ity” (Fischer and Ravizza, 1998: 90). These mechanisms have to be receptive to 
the way the world actually is, so as to enable us to respond to it in an intelligible 
and coherent way (our pattern of response has to be “understandable by some 
appropriate external observer” [Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 90]). Again, they are 
talking about reasons, whereas I am talking about the appreciation of the world 
in a way that enables one to see facts as reasonish. Nevertheless, our being 
properly attuned to the real normative world, receptive to the special status of 
various moral facts, is agential, even if not fully under our volitional or rational 
ken. Indeed, one might say, seeing various facts under the proper (moral) light 
is the most fundamental of our agential capacities, as it’s what in fact seems nec-
essary for going on to make evaluative judgments about those reasons and sub-
sequently acting on them.18 

 
17  I am quite grateful to an anonymous referee, both for raising this objection and for suggesting 
the very helpful response that follows. 
18  One question that I lack space or ability to delve further into here is whether the mechanism-
based understanding of control is the only way to explain the nature of empathic control that is 
continuous with volitional and evaluational versions, or if it’s also possible to explicate it by appeal 
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6. Reasonish Without Reason 

It is, I think, fairly obvious that getting to a state of reasonish regard is not a mat-
ter of voluntary control. One cannot come to see emotional and moral facts as 
reasonish via an act of will. But I have also been merely asserting that neither is 
it a matter of evaluative control, of judgment. And here many may balk. Why 
wouldn’t my cases instead fall under the rubric of noticings or neglectings, 
which are indeed, as Angela Smith (2005) has compellingly argued, sensitive to 
evaluative judgments. Why aren’t they things that can be up to us in the way nec-
essary for us to be answerable for them? As she puts it: 

[W]e do take people to be open to criticism for failing to notice morally (or 
interpersonally) salient features of the situations in which they act. A person who 
systematically fails to notice features of situations which bear on the welfare of 
others, for example, does seem to be guilty of a normative failure of some kind. 
Philosophers sometimes refer to this as a failure of “moral perception,” which 
itself suggests that our perceptions are attributable to us for purposes of moral 
assessment. But these are usually cases of what might be called “seeing under an 
aspect,” where what is in question is not a person’s visual perception per se, but 
the significance (or lack of significance) that she attaches to what she perceives. 
A morally insensitive person may, in a literal perceptual sense, “see” exactly the 
same thing as a morally sensitive person — for example, that a person is standing 
on a crowded subway with two very full grocery bags. What differs is that the 
morally sensitive person sees this person as uncomfortable and in need of a place 
to sit down, while the morally insensitive person does not (Smith, 2005: 259; 
example from Blum 1994: 32-33). 

Thus, while literal visual perception is not (typically) sensitive to our evaluative 
judgments, the significance of what we literally see can be. And it might even be 
that, to the extent that certain evaluations can directly shape what we literally 
perceive, those literal perceptions may be attributable to us — to our evaluative 
judgments — as well (Smith, 2005: 260). 
 These remarks generate the most obvious, and most powerful, objec-
tion to my view. If our fellow moral agents matter to us as they should, then the 

 
to agent-level theories of control, such as in McKenna (2013). My hunch is that it might have more 
difficulty on the latter sort of theory, but again, I’m unsure. And as my aim in this paper is simply 
to sketch the kind of control that seems to be required by some aspects of our practices of respon-
sibility attribution, I can safely leave this work in the hands of those who do deem it necessary. 
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reasonish regard I have proposed should be rationally connected to that evalua-
tive judgment. In other words, why wouldn’t it be a rational expectation that 
those who truly judge others to be worthy of sufficient regard will thereby come 
to see facts about their interests, ends, and emotional states as at least putative 
reasons from within their own deliberative and emotional frameworks? 
 Let’s start with some unity: Smith and I agree that reasonish regard or 
disregard is something for which agents may aptly be held responsible. What we 
disagree about is whether this empathic state is rationally related to evaluative 
judgment. There are several problems with her claim that it is. 
 First, the notion of evaluative judgment is quite ambiguous, so much so 
that one may well worry that it captures everything Smith wants it to capture 
without convenient and subtle shifts of meaning. While it originally sounds as if 
the notion is highly intellectual, conscious, and active, a matter of intentionally 
putting one’s stamp of approval on various propositions, it later gravitates into 
a more all-purpose mattering: “[T]he judgments I am concerned with are not 
necessarily consciously held propositional beliefs, but rather tendencies to re-
gard certain things as having evaluative significance” (Smith, 2005: 251). But 
then that includes not just what we would ordinarily call “judgments” but also 
“things we care about or regard as important or significant,” and they “are often 
things we discover about ourselves through our responses to questions or to sit-
uations” (Smith, 2005: 252).  
 Once Smith expands the notion of judgments to include cares and self-
discoveries, however, she runs into two problems. First, the things we care 
about are sometimes beyond the purview of reason or justification, and some-
times, second, what we “discover” about ourselves through questioning is a mat-
ter of simple confabulation. So in including these phenomena, she has simply 
gone beyond the boundaries of true answerability.  
 I have made the first point repeatedly elsewhere (see, e.g., Shoemaker, 
2011). Cares are emotional dispositions, and sometimes they manifest in atti-
tudes for which the carer is the appropriate target of responsibility responses 
such as admiration, disdain, or contempt, even though they seem to arise inde-
pendently of any evaluation or judgment. These include desires for revenge, as 
when I care deeply about ensuring someone’s destruction, despite my clear-
eyed view of just how terrible it will be; volitional necessity, as when I can’t bring 
myself to put a limping rat that’s found its way into my home out of its misery, 
and which I know will increase its misery (see Frankfurt, 1988: 80-94 for the 
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label; see also Shoemaker, 2015); moral dumbfounding, as when I have a pow-
erful aversion to eating human flesh, even though I’ll starve otherwise (see 
Haidt, 2001); and cases of parental love, which, in an unconditional form, may 
persist despite one’s child being a serial killer unworthy of care. The question, 
“Why do you want revenge so much when you know it’s going to destroy every-
thing you hold dear?” or “Why do you still love the guy who hurt you and who 
you know full well is worthless?” have no answers grounded in evaluative judg-
ment. Instead, we may find ourselves saying, “I don’t know, I just do!”19 
 Nevertheless, even though agents aren’t answerable for being in these 
states, we still view their attitudes as attributable to them for purposes of respon-
sibility: The attitudes definitely belong to them, where what that means is that 
they are manifestations of who they are as agents.20 We also take them to be crit-
icizable for those attitudes, insofar as we respond with admiration, disdain, and 
contempt to these aspects of agency. In other words, in our actual moral prac-
tices (practices which Smith takes as her guide; see Smith, 2005: 263), we don’t 
take answerability to be coextensive with attributability (or basic responsibility 
most generally; see the coextension view defended in Smith, 2012; for a reply, 
see Shoemaker, 2015: Ch. 2). The latter ranges more widely than the former. 
People can fail in ways that ground various emotional responsibility responses, 
but without being answerable for those failures in ways Smith would have us be-
lieve. These responses also ground how we view and interact with such people 
generally. Those who tend toward vengeful anger that’s insensitive to their eval-
uative judgments tend to be given wide berth. 

 
19  This response is compatible with there being an explanatory answer: perhaps it’s due to the 
agent’s tortured relationship to an emotionally unavailable parent. But that’s not the sort of eval-
uative reason necessary for Smithian answerability. I’m grateful to an anonymous referee for this 
note. 
20 What if they don’t view themselves as attributable? This question (raised by an anonymous ref-
eree) gets us into troubled waters. I here defer to my previous work on the topic (Shoemaker, 
2015: Part Two), which does attempt to put forward an objective account of attributability. It is 
favored, in small part, by considering differing first- and third-personal judgments of attributabil-
ity in cases of clinical depression (where the depressed person tends to attribute negative traits to 
herself, whereas third parties overwhelmingly tend not to), as well as other instances (like OCD), 
where it looks like the first-person perspective is clouded in significant ways. But third-person 
judgments can be clouded too, I realize. Again, this is a large topic that I can’t explore further 
here. 
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 Similarly, I think, we would likely criticize the morally insensitive per-
son in Smith’s case: He ought to see the person with the shopping bags as un-
comfortable and in need of a place to sit down. Smith’s claim is that this demand 
is an answerability demand, and his seeing as should have a rational connection 
to his evaluative judgments. But notice that being able to see as in this way is not 
enough for moral sensitivity, given that a psychopath has the capacity to do that 
much. The psychopath sees the person’s discomfort as a reason to be amused, 
or perhaps as a reason to remove all the chairs on the subway platform. No, what 
we want from the morally sensitive person is that he will see the person’s discom-
fort as a reason to feel vicarious discomfort and as at least a putative reason to 
resolve that person’s discomfort from within his own deliberative framework. 
But those perceptual states just aren’t sensitive to evaluative judgment (and they 
certainly aren’t subject to his voluntary control); instead, they could only be a 
function of empathic control.21  
 Let’s move on to the second general worry about Smith’s claim that the 
relevant perceptual states are a function of evaluative judgment. There is a 
mountain of evidence that we are thoroughgoing rationalizers and confabula-
tors. We are easily able to — and constantly do — respond to answerability de-
mands with “answers” that, while seeming to manifest discoveries of evaluative 
judgments we hold, just aren’t. That is to say, we make up the answers! As John 
Doris puts it, “[P]eople readily interact in the ‘space of reasons,’ even when this 
space fails to overlap with the ‘space of motives’ where the causal and psycho-
logical origins of behavior are found” (Doris, 2015: 141).  
 There is enormous social pressure, when we are presented with the an-
swerability demand, to say something, anything, and that’s what we tend to do. 
But saying something doesn’t imply that what we say or even think in response 
to that question has anything at all to do with the grounds of our actual emotional 
responses or the way they tend to motivate us (this point is also a major theme of 
Haidt, 2001). Our motives are often instead a function of our emotional sensi-
bilities, which themselves may well appraise their objects independently of all 
evaluative judgment.22 What counts as the so-called “rational relation” between 

 
21 What all of this also means, interestingly, is that demandability doesn’t presuppose answerabil-
ity either. 
22 I actually take this to be a powerful truth about emotions. See, e.g., D’Arms and Jacobson, 
2003, Scarantino, 2014 for lots of good arguments in favor of it. Developing and defending this 
view of emotions here would, I think, more directly undercut Smith’s view with respect to emo-
tional reactions. 
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judgments and attitudes may thus have less to do with rationality than with ra-
tionalization: We sometimes demand answers from one another as if there were 
rational relations between antecedent evaluative judgments and our expressed 
attitudes when there aren’t; instead, these “judgments” are often simply post-
hoc attempts to put the sheen of rationality on what was actually a nonrational 
emotional appraisal (Haidt, 2001). All of this means that Smith can’t necessarily 
get what she wants from appealing to our moral practices, as many of our actual 
interpersonal “answerability” demands neither seek nor receive actual answers 
linking attitudes to evaluative judgment. There are thus good reasons to hesitate 
in acceding to Smith’s claims about what rational relations “we expect” to obtain 
between evaluations and various emotions, dispositions, and, most importantly, 
reasonish regard.23 
 Of course, if the dispute really comes down just to a dispute over what 
we expect the relation to be between evaluative judgment and reasonish regard, 
then it’s an empirical claim and so is in principle empirically resolvable. I think 
Smith’s view is really about what she thinks truly ought to govern our criticizable 
perceptual stances, independently of what we in fact demand of one another (as 
she also sometimes suggests). But if this isn’t what we’re committed to in our 
actual practices, and if there’s no reason to think that evaluative judgment is the 
type of thing that could govern reasonish regard anyway, then her ought doesn’t 
imply can. 

7. Conclusion: Musing on Method 

I have made the case for including empathic control as a type of responsibility-
generating control. But this case is crucially conditional: If control is necessary 
for responsibility, then we have to include empathic control as a distinct type of 
control, alongside volitional and evaluative control, to account for all the things 
for which we hold one another responsible. But some theorists have argued that 
control may not be necessary for responsibility after all (see, e.g., Sher, 2006; 

 
23 I’m well aware that there are also empirically-driven complaints that have been made about em-
pathy, that it is, for instance, biased and parochial (see Prinz, 2011a and 2011b; Bloom, 2013 
and 2016). I have argued that these critics wildly overstate their case and that their complaints 
don’t come anywhere near undermining a theory of moral responsibility like mine that leans heav-
ily on the capacity for empathy and its proper exercise. See Shoemaker (2017). 
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see also Shoemaker, 2015: 224-25). Denying the antecedent of the hypothet-
ical would thus obviate the need for empathic control. Alternatively, it might be 
thought that because empathic control doesn’t have as clear a relation to agency 
as do volition and reasons evaluation, we should still restrict the types of control 
relevant to responsibility to the volitional and the evaluative. Perhaps empathic 
control is a type of control, then, but it’s not a type of responsibility-delivering 
control.  
 Nevertheless, there is a theoretical advantage to taking the story I’ve 
told seriously. Doing so would respect the diversity of our responsibility prac-
tices, taking their deliverances quite seriously, while also attempting to hold 
onto a unifying and grounding control condition that many theorists insist upon. 
One could thus still say that control is required for all forms of responsibility, 
just allowing that there’s a different type applicable to each of the three agential 
products (actions, attitudes, and reasonish regard). And what could unify the 
different types of control as control is that there’s an analogous mechanism-
based interpretation of it available for all three.  
 I do not aim to resolve these methodological questions, only to flag 
them. There is, I think, a strong prima facie case to be made that if we view con-
trol as necessary to responsibility, and if we think there is good reason to distin-
guish between voluntary and evaluative control, then we also have good reason 
to incorporate empathic control as a distinct — third — type of responsibility-
implicating control. But these are big “ifs,” and how we treat them will likely 
have radically different effects on the conclusions we come to about the nature 
of our responsible agency. 
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