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We are pleased to announce the first Durham-Leeds moral philosophy workshop. We hope that this will 
be an annual event for both graduate students and early-career staff working in Moral Philosophy at our 
two Departments to meet and share their work and ideas. With any luck, we’ll be able to do it in person 
in 2021. But for present it will be held at: 
 
https://durhamuniversity.zoom.us/j/2527538732 
Meeting ID: 252 753 8732 
 

Program 
 
Talk 1 (10am-11am):  
Andreas Bruns (Leeds) The Paradox of Deontology and the Dimensions of Moral Status 
Respondent: David Faraci (Durham) 
 
Talk 2 (1115-1215) 
Susan Notess (Durham) A Methodology for Morality in Talk: 
Respondent: Samuel Mason (Leeds) 
 
Talk 3 (1230-1330) 
Ludovica Adamo (Leeds) You Shall Not Do Otherwise Unless I Say So: A Problem with Exclusionary Reasons for 
Action 
Respondent: Michael Wee (Durham) 
 
Lunch 
 
Talk 4 (1430-1530) 
Brad Berwin (Durham) - Poverty and Moral Obligation: Is the Utilitarian approach to the problem of global poverty 
convincing? 
Respondent: Richard Rowland (Leeds) 
 
Talk 5 (1545-1645) 
Rodrigo Valencia Pacheco (Leeds) The Epistemic Evaluability of Non-Cognitive Moral Judgments  
Respondent – Olof Leffler (Durham) 
 
 
End/Drinks. 
 
 
 
 

For further information contact:  
Chris Cowie: christopher.d.cowie@durham.ac.uk 

Richard Rowland: r.rowland@durham.ac.uk 
  



 
 

Abstracts 
 
 

- Andreas Bruns (Leeds) The Paradox of Deontology and the Dimensions of Moral Status 
In this paper, I present a novel response to the so-called ‘saveability objection’, the main objection against 
a moral status-based approach to solving the paradox of deontology. The paradox of deontology says that 
it is irrational to insist that there are deontic constraints that make it impermissible to cause harm of 
certain types even to minimise instances of the same type of harm overall. If, for example, you can 
prevent the torture of B and C by torturing A, it seems irrational to say that you ought not to torture A. 
For whatever it is that makes torture morally objectionable would, other things being equal, seem to make 
it worse if more individuals were tortured. Some have suggested that we might be able to answer the 
paradox by reference to the moral significance of persons. If it is impermissible to torture A even to 
prevent the tortures of B and C, then we have a certain valuable moral status, called ‘inviolability’. 
Inviolability would be an indicator of our elevated moral significance or importance. However, if it were 
permissible to torture anyone to prevent more tortures, we would lack that valuable status and thus, be 
morally less significant beings. The major objection against this argument from inviolability has been that 
it would fail to account for the different dimensions of moral status. For suppose that it was required to 
save B and C from torture, even where this would require the torture of A. In this case, we would lack 
inviolability status but would seem to have another valuable status, sometimes called ‘saveability’. 
Presumably, saveability is another indicator of our moral significance. It is not obvious, then, why we 
would have an overall higher moral status if there was a deontic constraint than if there was a requirement 
to minimise harm. The saveability objection seems to render the argument from inviolability insufficient. 
I argue that the saveability objection leads into a dilemma. Either the claim that the absence of constraints 
would indicate some valuable moral status that we would otherwise lack is false because it disregards the 
saveability of the individuals (like A) who would be permissibly harmed in order to prevent more harm; 
or it is based on a conception of our moral significance that is unintelligible as an account of individual 
moral status because it builds number-sensitivity into the specification of that status. For we would only 
be saveable (and in this sense, more significant) as members of the larger group. This should lead to the 
conclusion that the saveability objection fails. With this major objection out of the way, a moral status-
based response to the paradox of deontology should gain new momentum. 
 

- Susan Notess (Durham) A Methodology for Morality in Talk 
In this talk I give an overview of the methodology I developed for accounting for judgements of morality 
in conversational exchanges. The methodology was built to explore norms around listening—what a 
listener ought and ought not to do—by looking at sciences of talk (Ethnomethodology, Conversation 
Analysis, and Interactional Linguistics). These sciences allow us to see how the ordinary patterns of 
conversation play out and are created by our conversational actions; understanding the patterns we 
repeatedly create helps us see what happens when there are breakdowns in the patterns. By looking at 
what happens when the order of conversation breaks down—how people respond, either by ‘repairing’ 
the pattern or by expressing outrage as things break down—we get a clear view of what kinds of 
conversational behaviour are perceived as ‘crossing the line’, or as normatively problematic. From here, 
we can see the underlying normativity of conversation in ways that help us make interesting arguments 
not only about our obligations as speakers and listeners, but also about the politics of expression and the 
free speech/hate speech debates. 
 

- Ludovica Adamo (Leeds) You Shall Not Do Otherwise Unless I Say So: A Problem with Exclusionary 
Reasons for Action 

Political philosophers have been trying to establish what is distinctive about authority. They want to know 
why authoritative directives are special and different from suggestions, opinions, and expert advice. It has 
been argued that authoritative directives are unlike any other directive and that it is their special nature 
that casts light on what makes authorities different from non-authorities. H. L. A. Hart (1982) argues that 
authoritative directives provide individuals with peremptory and content-independent reasons for action. 
When presented with authoritative directives, individuals ought to obey without evaluating them 
(peremptoriness), and because the authority issued them, regardless of their content (content-



independency). Similarly, Joseph Raz (1986; 2006) states that authorities give exclusionary reasons for 
action, namely, second-order reasons that are meant to exclude the subjects’ deliberation and prevent 
them from going against the authority’s command.  In this paper, I focus on Raz’s (1986) notion of 
exclusionary reason. I argue that exclusionary reasons are useful instruments to ensure compliance with 
the law. However, they are rigid, and this rigidity makes it irrational for individuals to follow them in 
some circumstances. In light of these considerations, I propose a revised notion of exclusionary reason.  
Firstly, I start by pointing out that (political) authorities are not the only ones capable of giving 
exclusionary reasons for action. When individuals weigh the pros and cons of various courses of action 
and deliberate on what to do (i.e., when they exercise their practical reasoning), they form intentions and 
plans (Bratman, 1999; 2009). According to Michael Bratman (2009), plans organise conduct and, to 
effectively serve this purpose, they need to be resistant to reconsideration. I argue that intentions/plans 
give agents exclusionary reasons not to go against the intention/plan. They exclude reasoning in ways that 
go against the plan. Rationality demands though, that plans be flexible too: they can be modified if 
necessary. In this sense, they give reasons that are both exclusionary and pro-tanto. Secondly, I analyse 
Raz’s account of reasons. He states that authoritative directives block the subjects’ deliberation by 
providing the subjects with second-order reasons (i.e. exclusionary reasons) to do what the authority tells 
them to do. Exclusionary reasons interfere with individual deliberation by excluding the subjects’ reasons 
that are contrary to the content of the authoritative directive. In this way, authority’s reasons function 
similarly to individual plans. However, Raz claims that second-order reasons cannot be overridden by 
first-order reasons. First-order reasons agents have, no matter how weighty, cannot override second-
order reasons like the exclusionary ones authorities provide. This means that agents cannot decide to go 
against the authority. There will be, though, clear cases in which the authority is mistaken, and the 
subjects should not obey certain directives. Raz’s solution is to establish in advance those clear cases in 
which individuals can discard authority’s exclusionary reasons. I argue that this solution is inadequate, for 
it enables agents to do otherwise only when the authority says so, and this makes their practical reasoning 
rigid. Rationality requires that plans be flexible and that individuals should rapidly change their mind if 
new, stringent reasons arise. Raz’s theory does not make room for flexibility, with the risk that individuals 
would act irrationally in those circumstances in which the authority does not allow them to disregard 
commands that should be disregarded. Finally, to remedy this problem, I put forward a new notion of 
exclusionary reason that I call ‘pro-tanto-exclusionary’.  
 

- Rodrigo Valencia Pacheco (Leeds) The Epistemic Evaluability of Non-Cognitive Moral Judgments  
Non-cognitivists face a challenge when making sense of the fact that moral judgments are both desire-like 
and epistemically evaluable. They claim that moral judgments are desire-like because they are connected 
with action and motivation in a way that beliefs are not. They also do not want to deny that, like beliefs, 
moral judgments are epistemically evaluable. For example, we can think of my judgment that depicting 
minorities using stereotypes is wrong as justified or amounting to knowledge. However, if moral 
judgments are essentially different from beliefs and closer to desires, it is not clear what could make them 
epistemically evaluable. Desires seem to admit only of pragmatic justification, and to think of them as 
amounting to knowledge seems to be a category mistake. Bob Beddor recently defended non-cognitivism 
from a version of this challenge articulated in terms of the functional role of beliefs and desires. If we 
think of moral judgments as beliefs grounded on desires, they should have the same functional role as any 
belief and the same aptness for epistemic evaluability. However, I hold that many critics will remain 
unconvinced since, plausibly, beliefs are not epistemically evaluable because of their functional role. 
Instead, a normativist view of beliefs, according to which they are characterized by how they aim at truth, 
is better suited to make sense of their role in epistemic normativity. In this paper, I’ll argue that non-
cognitivists have a way to respond to this normativist version of the challenge too. To do this, I will argue 
that desire-like states also have a normative aim and, thinking of this aim inside a plausible account of 
inquiry, makes similar standards of epistemic appraisal suitable. First, to explain the aim of desires, I will 
appeal to a specific version of a view known as the guise of the normative. According to this view, there 
are significant similarities between the way beliefs present their content as true and how desires present 
their object with a positive normative standing. Second, I will appeal to a view of inquiry according to 
which its dynamics depend on reaching certain states, like beliefs, as responses to the relevant question 
under consideration. I will argue that these two views not only can provide enough resources to respond 
to the challenge but in a way that supports some of the main meta-ethical commitments of non-
cognitivists. 



 


