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Chapterr  5 

Thee possibility of conflict 

InIn this chapter, we address what seems to many authors the central issue of 

thee moral dilemma debate: the possibility of (genuine) conflict. My aim is to 

defendd that I have taken the view that conflicts can be genuine rather than 

thee view that conflicts are at most apparent. To this end, I formulate a two-

partt argument in favour of the possibility of conflict. The first part of this 

argumentt is the well-known argument from agent-regret (section 5.1), 

whereass the second part I call the argument from compromise (section 5.2). 

Thee dispute on the possibility of conflict largely derives from a difference 

off  opinion about methodology. Often, those who accept genuine conflict are 

experientalists,, while those who deny the possibility of conflict are 

rationalists.11 According to experientalists, there is a strong reason to believe 

thatt things are the way they appear to be to us; according to rationalists, our 

morall  experience does not have, or at least not so much, authority in 

philosophicall  debates. Thus, whereas rationalists such as Donagan reject 

genuinee conflicts, experientalists such as myself accept them; McDowell is 

ann outlier here, as -methodologically speaking at least- his Aristotelianism 

doess not commit him to the rejection of genuine conflicts. Rationalists 

answerr the question whether there can be genuine conflicts in the negative 

onon the basis of their ethical theories.2 Rather, their ethical theories are 

MM owe these labels to Gowans (1996). 
22 Beside ethical theories, also deontic logic is frequently used to argue against the possibility 
off  conflict. In my view, this is to conflate conflicts and dilemmas, however. The standard 
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designed,, amongst other things, to render conflicts apparent; I have in mind 

particularlyy Hare's utilitarianism here. However, the ethical theories of 

experientalistss do not exclude the possibility of conflict, so that if moral 

experiencee would indicate that there can be genuine conflicts they are able to 

alloww for this. In fact, on my view it is inconceivable that there cannot be 

genuinee conflicts. The interesting issue then becomes whether genuine 

conflictss really occur. Actually, this is what my argument for the possibility 

off  conflict purports to show. 

Overlookingg more than thirty years of moral dilemma debate, it seems 

thatt we have reached an impasse then. On the one hand, there are the 

experientalistss who have come to believe that there can be genuine conflicts. 

Theyy wil l not be impressed by the objection that (some versions of) 

Kantianismm or utilitarianism are incompatible with the possibility of 

conflict.. On the other hand, there are the rationalists who have developed 

ethicall  theories which do not admit of genuine conflicts. They in turn wil l 

nott be persuaded by expenentalist arguments for the possibility of conflict. 

Ass this impasse thus originates from a difference in methodology, one way 

too overcome it seems to be to decide the methodological dispute between 

rationalistss and experientalists, which is obviously too large a project for me 

too pursue here. 

However,, in spite of this, rationalists and experientalists in the moral 

dilemmaa debate need not talk across each other about the possibility of 

conflict.. And in fact they do not. This is because experientalists do not limi t 

themselvess to an appeal to moral experience (in the way I did in my 

descriptionn of professor Adam Krug's dilemma in section 1.1). We wil l see 

thatt my argument for the possibility of conflict demands for rationalist 

criticismm that goes bevond the mere objection that ethical theorising teaches 

uss that genuine conflicts are impossible. Furthermore, by accounting for this 

criticismm experientalists can be regarded as arguing against the view that 

theree cannot be genuine conflicts. It is in this way, then, that I wil l try to 

systemm of deontic logic tries to capture into logical principles the logical behaviour of oughts 
(understood,, as we do here, as conclusions of deliberation). As we wil l see in chapter 7, this 
exercisee might inform us about what a dilemma is. But deontic logic is silent on the possibility 
off  conflict, for conflicts are not constituted by oughts. Or at least not by the type of oughts 
deonticc logic is concerned with, we may add, bearing in mind the common distinction between 
twoo tvpes of oughts. Beside Foot and Dancy, also Williams distinguishes between two types 
off  oughts, viz. moral oughts and deliberative oughts, in Williams (1965), pp. 123-4. It is 
worthh mentioning that since Aqvist (1998) there is also a system of deontic logic that 
attemptss to describe the logical behaviour of what I call requirements by means of logical 
principles.. However, the point of this system is to allow for genuine conflict. 
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refute,, as promised, the views on conflict of McDowell, Donagan and Hare. 

Nevertheless,, one has to be realistic. As I already suggested in sections 3.2 

andd 3.3, it seems unlikely that rationalists can thus be convinced of the 

possibilityy of conflict so as to abandon their ethical theories (or to modify 

themm to allow for genuine conflict, if possible (cf. chapter 9)).3 

5.11 The argument from agent-regret 

Inn this section, I shall reproduce the famous argument from agent-regret for 

thee possibility of conflict. We owe this argument first and foremost to 

Williams.. However, as we wil l see, Gowans has strengthened it 

significantly.. But let us begin with Williams' contribution. 

InIn 'Ethical Consistency', Williams makes a comparison between conflicts 

off  beliefs and conflicts of desires, which can be defined as situations in 

whichh one has two desires which cannot be satisfied both. The outcome of 

thiss comparison is that these types of situations differ in two respects. When 

wee discover that two of our beliefs conflict, this discovery alone tends to 

weakenn at least one of them, and when we decide (rightly) that one of these 

beliefss is true this leads us to abandon the other one. By contrast, the 

discoveryy that two of our desires conflict in itself does not weaken either of 

them,, and the (right) decision to satisfy one desire rather than the other 

needd not lead us to give up the unsatisfied desire. Consequently, Williams 

claims,, a rejected desire 'may reappear in the form of a regret for what was 

missed'4. . 

Subsequently,, Williams argues that in the two aforementioned respects 

morall  conflicts, which he here defines in terms of oughts, are more like 

conflictss of desires than they are like conflicts of beliefs. So the discovery that 

twoo oughts conflict in itself does not weaken either of them, and the (right) 

decisionn to act upon one ought rather than the other need not lead us to 

eliminatee the rejected ought from the scene. Accordingly, in moral conflicts 

theree is a possible ground of regret as well. However, Williams adds, the 

regrett involved in moral conflicts is of a different sort than the regret that 

ensuess from conflicts of desires. Perhaps, by this he just means that the 

'M yy view on the debate on the possibility of conflict is similar to Gowans', in Gowans (1996), 
pp.'199-206;; cf. Mothershill (1996), pp. 66-76. 
Wi l l iam ss (1965), p. 107. 
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formerr is moral regret, whereas the latter is non-moral regret. But from his 

analysiss of regret in moral conflict in his 'Moral Luck' it is clear that this sort 

off  regret is not merely regret 'for what was missed.0 

Inn this article, Williams works with the familiar idea that with an 

emotion,, such as regret or guilt, generally at least two components are 

present.. Firstly, there is an experiental component, consisting -in case of 

regret-- in some unpleasant feeling, and, secondly, there is a cognitive 

componentt w7hich is formed by the belief -in case of regret- that something is 

too be regretted.6 

Accordingg to Williams, the constitutive belief of regret in general (we 

wil ll  see an exception to this below) is something like 'how much better if 

thingss had been otherwise', while the feeling of regret can in principle apply 

too anything with regard to which one can visualise that it might have been 

otherwisee and that it would then have been better. Generally, what is 

regrettedd is states of affairs, and states of affairs can be regretted in principle 

byy anyone who knows of them. However, Williams draws attention to the 

factt that there is a sort of regret which one can feel towards one's own past 

actionss only. For this he has coined the term agent-regret. The possible 

differencee between agent-regret and, what we could call, spectator-regret is 

supposedd to be that in cases of agent-regret one might have acted otherwise 

andd so prevented that something is to be regretted, while in cases of 

spectator-regrett this was not possible. As an aside, Williams notes that there 

cann be cases in which one feels, not agent-regret, but spectator-regret towards 

one'ss own past actions as one is not in fact present as an agent. 

Moree important is that Williams distinguishes between agent-regret 

whichh is felt towards something which is voluntarily done and agent-regret 

whichh is felt towards something which is involunarily done or even deeply 

accidental.. We can expect the latter to be felt, for example, by a bus driver 

who,, through no fault of his, knocks down a littl e child that unexpectedly 

dartss across the street. The suggestion is that such a person wil l feel 

differentlyy from any onlooker, say from the passengers with him in the bus. 

Thiss is indicated by the fact that if the bus driver would merely feel 

-Williamss (1965), pp. 106-10. 
611 owe this way of putting it to McConnell; see McConnell (1996), p, 38. 
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spectator-regrett about killin g the child, we would suspect that he does not 

understandd that his relation to the tragedy is special.7 

However,, in view of our purposes here we are more interested in agent-

regrett with respect to something which is voluntarily done. In particular, it 

iss interesting that according to Williams such agent-regret is natural in cases 

off  conflict, which he now defines as situations in which there is a conflict 

betweenn two actions, each of which one is morally required to do. In such 

situations,, whatever one does, even if one does what is best, one wil l feel 

agent-regret,, Williams claims, supposedly about not performing the 

alternative.. This is possible because, although regret requires the desire that 

thingss had been different, it does not demand the desire that one had acted 

differently.8 8 

Inn 'Ethical Consistency', Williams appeals in this regard by way of 

illustrationn to the case of Agamemnon at Aulis, as described by Aeschylus. 

Thiss classical tragedy figures Agamemnon as a commander of the Greek 

army.. As such, he is responsible for the fleet that sails to Troy to attack the 

Trojans.. Agamemnon is confronted with the problem that his fleet is 

becalmed.. Loyalty to his countrymen and troops commits him to get the 

shipss sailing. However, a high priest declares that no wind wil l arise until 

Agamemnonn sacrifices his daughter, Iphigenia. Of course, this only 

intensifiess his problem, for as her father he is committed to protect 

Iphigenia'ss lif e and safety as well. Williams indicates that in Agamemnon's 

casee there is not in fact a thing that it is best to do. Supposing, however, that 

itit  is best to kil l Iphigenia, Williams' suggestion is that, if Agamemnon does 

so,, it is natural for him to feel agent-regret about it.9 

Agamemnon'ss predicament seems to me a so-called dirty hands case: 

Agamemnonn "gets his hands soiled". Dirty hands cases form a subcategory 

off  genuine conflicts. They are often discussed in the literature of political 

action,, under the heading of the question whether one can govern 

innocently.. An examplary dirty hands case is the situation of a politician 

whoo only by torturing a terrorist leader can hope to find out where a bomb is 

7Theree are different sorts of spectator-regret as well. Besides the regret of the passengers in 
thee bus, there is the regret of passers-by, of the family of the littl e child, of those who read 
aboutt the accident in the newpaper the next day, etc. 
8WUliamss (1976), pp. 123-7; see on Williams' notion of regret Baron (1998), pp. 261-3. 
^Williamss (1965), p. 111. The trouble with this example is that, as I wil l explain below, it 
cannott be used to support the possibility of conflict if it is, as Williams suggests, a dilemma. 
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plantedd so as to prevent it from exploding. The classic essay on dirty hands 

casess is Walzer's 'Political Action: The Problem of Dirty Hands' (1973). 

Thee argument from agent-regret which I am building up here is based on 

Williams'' notion of agent-regret. It figures in its first premise. This reads: 

theree are cases in which people feel agent-regret about something 

voluntarilyy done although they did the right thing, or at least that there are 

casess in which it is natural to feel this sort of regret. As the argument's 

conclusionn has to be that genuine conflicts are possible (or, rather, that they 

happen),, it is thus a phenomenological argument. That is, it is an argument 

whichh runs from a claim about our moral experience to a claim about the 

naturee of the world. 

Obviously,, this is a reason for rationalists to distrust the argument from 

agent-regret.. However, not only rationalists have reason to be suspicious of 

it.. This is because one may feel the sort of agent-regret involved in virtually 

everyy situation. After all, one can be epistemically deficient. As a result, in 

almostt every situation one may believe that something is to be "agent-

regretted",, thus prompting the attendant feeling also in cases which need 

nott be genuine conflicts at all. Moreover, one can feel agent-regret even if 

onee knows that what one did is not agent-regrettable (this is the exception I 

alludedd to above).10 Consequently, it seems impossible to conclude from the 

factt that people feel agent-regret that something is to be agent-regretted and 

thuss that there are genuine conflicts. Apparently, concluding this comes 

downn to assuming that in some cases people are right to believe that 

somethingg is agent-regrettable, which is the same here as assuming that 

theree can be genuine conflicts. The first author to raise this worrv about the 

argumentt from agent-regret was Foot, I think.11 

Inn view of this, the argument from agent-regret has been rejected, most 

recentlyy by Statman and Raikka.12 Indeed, it looks doomed for death. 

However,, in my opinion, Gowans has managed to resuscitate it. Initially , he 

didd not believe in this argument either, as his introduction to Moral 

DilemmasDilemmas (1987) shows. There he assentingly repeats wThat we could call 

Foot'ss worry.13 But, as he makes a point of insisting in his Innocence Lost 

1 0Heree we can refer to Rawls' example of the theater-goer. This is a person who is raised 
withh the religious belief that it is wrong to go to the theater. Although he no longer shares 
thiss belief, he still cannot get away from a feeling of guilt when attending the theater. See 
Rawlss (1971), p. 482. 
n I nn Foot (1983), p. 382; see also McConnell (1996), p. 38. 
12Statmann (1995), pp. 119-20; Raikka (1996), pp. 194-5. 
13Gowanss (1987), p. 15. 
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(1994)) as well as his 'Moral Theory, Moral Dilemmas, and Moral 

Responsibilities'' (1996), the argument of agent-regret does not have to run 

fromm the claim that there are cases where people do the right thing but 

neverthelesss feel agent-regret directly to the claim that there are genuine 

conflicts.. Gowans admits that this direct inference would beg the question. 

Thatt is why according to him the argument from agent-regret should 

insteadd make use of an inference to the best explanation.14 We thus have to 

insertt a second premise. This reads: the best explanation of there being cases 

inn which peope feel the sort of agent-regret in question is, in my terms, the 

continuedd presence in these cases of defeated requirements. What these 

peoplee agent-regret is that they do not do all that they are required to do. By 

hypothesis,, we can conclude that there are cases which involve two 

requirementss for incompatible actions, put roughly, one because of which 

thee agent did the right thing and another because of which she feels agent-

regret,, in other words we can conclude that there are genuine conflicts. 

Theree are two ways for rationalists to attack the argument from agent-

regret.. Firstly, they can attempt to undermine the first premise. One way to 

doo this is to argue that cases of conflict do not yield unpleasant feelings at all. 

Itt is worth recalling that, as we saw in section 3.1, according to McDowell in 

potentiall  conflicts a virtuous person acts with a sort of serenity. However, it 

iss fairly uncontroversial that cases of conflict, whether ultimately apparent 

orr genuine, do occasion unpleasant feelings. So the way to undermine the 

firstt premise is to argue that the emotion involved in cases of conflict is not 

whatt we call agent-regret. The second way to attack the argument from 

agent-regrett is to subvert the second premise by trying to give a better 

explanationn of the occurrence of agent-regret than the presence of defeated 

requirements.. I have in mind especially Levi's account of agent-regret here. 

II  wil l discuss this account not here but in the next section, as it covers not 

onlyy the argument from agent-regret but also the argument from 

compromise.. So the remainder of this section is devoted to the question' 

whatt emotion is generated by cases of conflict, in particular I shall defend 

thatt this is agent-regret, and not guilt or spectator-regret. This, then, is what 

thee battleground of the rationalists and experientalists turns out to be here. 

Onee strand of criticism of the argument from agent-regret confuses agent-

regrett with guilt (or remorse). And if agent-regret is confused with guilt, the 

14Gowanss (1994), pp. 100-6 and (1996), p. 203. What we call agent-regret Gowans labels moral 
distress;; see Gowans (1994), pp. 95-6. 
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argumentt becomes vulnerable to the criticism that the feeling supposedly 

involvedd in cases of conflict is the same as the feeling that belongs to cases of 

akrasiaakrasia (weakness of will). 15 Cases of akrasia are situations in which we 

cannott make ourselves do what we ought to do, so that we do the opposite 

(orr at least something else) instead. I agree that if agent-regret would be the 

samee as guilt, the argument from agent-regret would not work. According to 

thee notion of guilt I use here the constitutive belief of guilt is something 

likee 'I did not do what I ought to do'. Consequently, guilt would indeed be 

naturall  in cases of akrasia. However, it would be unsuitable for an argument 

inn favour of the possibility of conflict, since what we would like to establish 

thenn is that in some cases while we do what we ought to do we nevertheless 

leavee a requirement unfulfilled.16 

Thee confusion of agent-regret with guilt is presumably due to the fact that 

guiltt indeed surfaces in, notably Marcus' and Greenspan's, discussions of 

conflictt and dilemma. Also Van Fraassen's 'Values and the Heart's 

Command'' (1973) is appealed to. In this article, Van Fraassen refers to a 

notionn of guilt according to which one can be guilty even though one has 

donee nothing wrong. This is the notion of guilt, he suggests, underlying the 

doctrinee of the original sin, which holds that all men have sinned in 

Adam.17 7 

Marcus'' notion of guilt is actually similar to Williams' notion of agent-

regret,, I suspect. She just wishes to reserve the notion of regret for states of 

affairss whose occurrence is beyond the agent's control.18 Yet, Greenspan 

seemss to use the notion of guilt I work with.19 But I should note that she is 

moree concerned with dilemma than with conflict. And guilt may be natural 

inn dilemma. This is for example the case, perhaps, if a dilemma would be a 

situationn in which one ought to perform an action A and ought to perform 

ann action B, while one cannot do both A and B, as one would then 

inevitablyy fail to do what one ought to do. I wish to leave it an open 

questionn here whether this is the right conception of dilemma, for chapter 7 

iss devoted to exactly this issue. 

15Seee Levi (1986), p. 25. 
16Cf.. Trigg (1971), p. 48, Conee (1982), pp. 91-2, Foot (1983), pp. 387-9, Herman (1990), p. 325, 
Gowanss (1994), pp. 114-5n24, and McConneli (1996), pp. 37-9, for example. 
17Vann Fraassen (1973), p. 14. 
18Marcuss (1980), pp. 127, 130n9 and 133nll and (1996), p. 31-3. 
19Greenspann (1983), p. 120 and (1995), pp. 9-10. 
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Anotherr strand of criticism of the argument from agent-regret mistakes 

agent-regrett for spectator-regret, as we have called it in our discussion of 

Williams'' analysis of regret. According to this criticism, what is regretted in 

casess of conflict is that the world is bad, or that a bad action is done, or that 

thee consequences of what is done are bad.20 I agree that these regrets are 

naturall  in cases of conflict. But this sort of regret can in principle be felt by 

anyonee who knows of these cases. It is thus spectator-regret. However, I 

thinkk that Williams' analysis of regret shows that it makes a difference to 

howw you feel about an action whether you are the one who has done it or 

not.211 My contention is that in cases of conflict agents, as they understand 

thatt their relation to these cases is special, also regret that they were the ones 

whoo did what was bad or brought about bad consequences. They wil l thus 

feell  agent-regret. The question whether in cases of conflict people just feel 

spectator-regrett or also agent-regret can maybe be answered by empirical 

researchh of moral psychology. 

5.22 The argument from compromise 

Inn this section, I shall expound my argument from compromise for the 

possibilityy of conflict. Also this argument makes use of Williams' notion of 

agent-regret,, in the sense that in cases of conflict one not only feels agent-

regrett but also ought to feel agent-regret. Agent-regret is thus considered to 

bee part of the resolution of conflict. But this is not the only part of the 

resolutionn of conflict that is used in the present argument for the possibility 

off  conflict. So the issue we have to address now is the resolution of conflict, 

whichh is of course also worth discussing in its own right. 

5.2.11 The resolution of conflict 

Heree I wil l explain that we should reject the choice-model in favour of the 

compromise-modelcompromise-model of the resolution of conflict, as I call them. According to 

thee choice-model, the resolution of a conflict is a choice between the two 

actionss that one is required to do. And the action one ought to do is the 

20Cf.. Trigg (1971), pp. 49-50, Van Fraassen (1973), p. 14, Conee (1982), p. 90, McConnell (1987), 
p.. 161 and (1996), p. 38, and Gowans (1994), pp. 109-11, for example. 
21Seee also Williams (1973a), pp. 93-100. 
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actionn that one has strongest reason to do of the actions the conflict consists 

of.. According to the compromise-model, the resolution of a conflict, as far as 

actionaction is concerned, is the choice of an action(s) in which the force of both 

requirementss involved is incorporated. Consequently, the comparative 

valuee judgment, as I call it, the judgment as to which of the requirements is 

strongest,, is not decisive anymore for what action(s) is right.22 However, 

comparisonn of the strength of the requirements is still essential to the 

solutionn of a conflict. This is because the agent should take up difference in 

strengthh in his or her reaction to a conflict. As such, the comparative value 

judgmentt forms (part of) the justification of what action(s) is right.23 

Inn my view, we should reject the choice-model in favour of the 

compromise-modell  of the resolution of conflict, because, in my terms of 

sectionn 2.2, the values which generate the reasons that constitute the conflict 

desiree to be respected as much as possible now they cannot be realised.24 In a 

conflict,, a virtuous person may therefore distribute possible losses of value 

overr both values involved rather than realise one value leaving the other 

entirelyy unrespected. In this way he keeps his overall loss of value as small 

ass possible. Nevertheless, as he cannot do all that he is required to do, he 

stilll  misses out on considerable value. So conflicts cannot be rendered 

unproblematicc by their resolution. 

AA simple example may clarify the difference between the choice-model 

andd the compromise-model. Suppose that I am in a conflict as I have made 

twoo promises which I cannot keep both. Say, I am a busy lawyer. In the 

coursee of duty, I have promised a person A to meet her and discuss her case 

thiss afternoon but also "romised a person B to solve his problem before 6 

p.m.. However, due to a computer breakdown I do not have time to meet A 

ass well as solve B's problem. 

Accordingg to the choice-model, I have to decide then which promise I 

havee strongest reason to keep. If this is my promise to B, I ought to solve his 

problem.. According to the compromise-model, I also have to decide which 

promisee I have strongest reason to fulfil . However, according to this model, 

havingg more reason to solve B's problem than to meet A does not 

necessarilyy mean that I ought to keep my promise to B. But suppose that this 

22Thiss indicates that there is a connection between the idea that moral judgments are arrived 
att by weighing reasons -an idea of which I was already suspicious in section 4.1- and the 
choice-modell  of the resolution of conflict; my quote of Raz below is also illustrative here. 
23Wee wil l come back to this in chapters 6 and 7. 
24Heree 1 am appealing to my view that values produce reasons as they desire to be realised. 



79 9 

iss indeed the case, because, although I have a strong reason to discuss A's 

casee with her, I have a significantly stronger reason to solve B's problem. 

Accordingg to the compromise-model, it may then be that I also ought to 

explainn A why I cannot meet her; furthermore, it may be that I ought to 

compensatee her. Suppose, however, that my reason to solve B's problem is 

nott considerablv stronger than my reason to meet A. It may then be that I 

oughtt to spend most of the afternoon on B's problem, but also to discuss A's 

casee with her, yet not in person, but over the telephone. 

InIn sum, according to the choice-model, I ought to perform one of the 

actionss that I am required to do, while according to the compromise-model, 

besidee this, it is possible that I ought to perform actions that are substitutes 

forr the other required action. Moreover, mstead of all this, it is possible that 

II  ought to perform actions that are substitutes for both actions that the 

conflictt in question consists of. There are thus two kinds of substitutional 

actions.. Firstly, the weaker reason contributes to the action that I have 

strongerr reason to do, or vice versa. There is truly a compromise between 

thee reasons involved then. In my busy lawyer-example, discussing A's case 

withh her but not meeting her in person is such a substitutional action. 

Secondly,, the weaker reason is captured in an action that is "independent" 

off  the action that one ought to do as a result of the stronger reason. In my 

example,, offering A compensation when I do not discuss her case with her 

iss such a substitutional action. So according to the choice-model the solution 

off  a conflict is one of the required actions, whereas according to the 

compromise-modell  the solution of a conflict is possibly a "package" of 

actionss none of which necessarily corresponds with the actions that form 

thee conflict concerned. 

Now,, I do not mean to suggest that in the moral dilemma debate the 

choice-modell  is actually advanced to resolve conflicts. My impression is just 

thatt it is frequently presupposed. Raz, for example, has written: 

[w]henn conflicting reasons bear on a problem we determine what ought to be done by assessing 

thee relative strength or weight of the conflicting reasons. In the presence of conflicting reasons 

wee say, the agent should act on the balance of reasons. He should act on the reason or 

combinationn of reasons which override those conflicting reasons which apply to the problem 

facingg him. These notions are interdefinable. If p is a reason to do A and q is a reason for not 

doingg A {or, as we could for technical convenience say, for doing not-A) then if p is stronger 
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thann q it is also the more weighty reason and it overrides q and, therefore, on the balance of 

reasonss it prevails and the agent ought, on the balance of reasons, to do A?-D 

II  do not mean to suggest either that in moral philosophy the idea that the 

resolutionn of conflict takes the shape of a compromise between the 

requirementss involved is as yet unrecognised. On the contrary, this idea can 

bee found in the work of the so-called ethical pragmatists. It is already present 

inn Dewey's Human Nature and Conduct (1922). According to Dewey, the 

resolutionn of a conflict is an action 'in which all [competing tendencies] are 

fulfille dd not indeed in their original form, but in a 'sublimated fashion', 

thatt is, in a way which modifies the original direction of each by reducing it 

too a component along with others in an action of transformed quality'26. 

Withh this idea of Dewey in mind, Wallace and Richardson work out the 

followingg model for the resolution of conflict. In his Moral Relevance and 

MoralMoral Conflict (1988), Wallace conceives of a conflict as a situation in which 

ourr ways of proceeding yield considerations to act in different ways. 

Accordingg to him, to resolve a conflict is to modify our ways so that one or 

bothh of these considerations apply. A conflict is resolved if the proposed 

resolutionn meets the following three criteria. Firstly, it addresses the needs 

off  the situation; secondly, the original point of the considerations involved 

iss to some degree preserved; and, thirdly, the suggested modifications of our 

wayss are ones we can live with.27 Subsequently, in his 'Specifying Norms as 

aa Way to Resolve Concrete Ethical Problems' (1990), Richardson sets himself 

thee task of showing that a norm that is modified or sublimated to apply to a 

casee of conflict is still in some significant sense the original norm. According 

too his specified principlism, this is so because the modified norm stands for 

aa specification of the initial norm.28 

Alsoo in the moral dilemma debate it is sometimes acknowledged that the 

resolutionn of a conflict is not a choice between the two actions that a conflict 

consistss of. For example, according to Dancy's theory of contributory reasons 

andd their relation to overall judgment, 

[i] tt is not as if the action [that we have reasons in favour of as well as against] is somehow 

given,, the only question being whether to do it or not. The roles that reasons can play are more 

25Razz (1978b), p. 128. 
26Deweyy (1922), p. 182. 
27Wallacee (1988), ch. 3. 
28Richardsonn (1990), pp. 290-9. 
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variedd than than . . . This can be seen from the fact that though [the reasons against] do not 

persuadee us to refrain from the action [that we have reasons in favour of], they may yet affect 

thee way we do it . . . For instance, I have to break some bad news to my sister. The distress I 

shalll  cause her is not sufficient reason for me to keep silent; as a reason against, it is defeated. 

Butt it still makes a difference to how I should break the news to her, when and where I 

shouldd do it and so on.29 

Suchh being the case, the theory of the resolution of conflict I am 

developingg here can be regarded as an elaboration of this passage of Moral 

Reasons.Reasons. Yet, occasionally Dancy still works with the choice-model of the 

resolutionn of conflict, and then my theory is an improvement on Dancy's 

theoryy of moral dilemma. I am going to give two examples. Firstly, to 

resolvee a conflict, Dancy claims, we have to build up two pictures of our 

situation,, one in which the reasons in favour are the most salient, and 

anotherr in which the reasons against are the most salient. Subsequently, we 

havee to decide which picture we find the most persuasive.30 Secondly, 

Dancyy defines what he calls a normal dilemma (a conflict in which the 

reasonss involved are more or less equally strong) as a situation where the 

agentt is in the right whichever choice he makes.3132 

Ass I suggested, in the moral dilemma debate many authors work with the 

ideaa that the solution of a conflict is a choice between the actions that a 

conflictt consists of (something I do not want to make a fuss about because 

theyy do this as they try to solve others problems). However, especially those 

whoo accept the possibility of conflict work in addition with the idea that the 

solutionn of a conflict leaves a so-called remainder. The remainder of a 

conflictt consists of so-called residual duties, on the one hand, and an 

emotion,, on the other hand. There are two versions of the remainder-

thesis:: a stronger and a weaker one. On the stronger version, among the 

residuall  duties there is the duty to apologise, whereas the emotion involved 

iss guilt (or remorse). This version can be found in the work of Sinnott-

Armstrong,, for example.33 On the weaker version, the typical residual duty 

29Dancyy (1993), pp. 116-7. See also Statman (1995), pp. 7-8 and Stocker (1990), p. 10 it. 
30Dancyy (1993), pp. 116-9. 
31Dancyy (1993), p. 123. 
3 2AA third example is that Dancy defines what he calls a tragic dilemma (a conflict subjected 
too incommensurability of values) as a situation with two shapes, in Dancy (1993), pp. 123-4. 
Butt this can only be understood after we have discussed incommensurability of values and 
dilemmaa in chapters 6 and 7, respectively. 
33Sinnott-Armstrongg (1988), p. 44 ff. and (1996), pp. 54-5. 
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iss the duty to explain, and the emotion concerned is agent-regret. This is, for 

example,, Williams' version of the remainder-thesis.34 The latter version is 

relevantt to our issue here, while the former seems relevant to the issue of 

dilemma.. As I said in section 5.1, guilt cannot be used to argue for the 

possibilityy of conflict, as guilt involves the belief that we have not done 

whatt we ought to do, while this is not necessarily so in cases of conflict. The 

samee applies to the duty to apologise.35 

Supposee that we would work with the choice-model of the resolution of 

conflictt and in addition with the weaker version of the remainder-thesis. At 

firstt sight, we would then prescribe practically the same reactions to conflicts 

ass those who work with the compromise-model do. In my busy lawyer-

example,, we could affirm that, beside keeping my promise to B, I ought to 

explainn to A why I do not fulfi l my promise to her and to compensate her 

forr this, for instance. 

Uponn further reflection, the choice-model of the resolution of conflict 

leavess no foundation for remainders whatsoever, however. If one resolves 

aa conflict by performing the action one has strongest reason to do, then it 

cannott be justified that beside this action it may be that one ought to do 

otherr actions (substitutional actions of the second kind). Why, for example, 

wouldd I have to explain to A that I wil l not meet her if by fulfillin g my 

promisee to B I do all I ought to do? Moreover, it cannot be justified that 

insteadd of the action that supposedly resolved a conflict one ought to 

performm an action that is a compromise between this action and the other 

actionn one is required to do (a substitutional action of the first kind). If I 

resolvee the conflict by keeping my promise to A, why ought I to speak with 

herr on the phone instead of face by face, for example?36 

Inn view of this, I propose that we regard substitutional actions as part of 

thee resolution of conflict instead of as a remainder of it. I suggested already 

thatt the same is true of agent-regret. To comprehend this, we need to 

distinguishh between the practical and the theoretical resolution of conflict. 

Thee practical resolution consists of concrete actions, such as, in my example, 

34Williamss (1965), p. 101, (1976), pp. 124-7, and (1981), pp. 223-4 (admittedly, in the last 
articlee (Conflicts of Values'), Williams notes that in conflicts one may have to explain and 
apologise). . 
3^Cf.. McConnell (1996), pp. 39-44. 
36Wee could also criticise the terms 'remainder' and 'residual duties'. Substitutional actions 
aree not necessarily due after the action is performed we have strongest reason to do of the 
actionss that form a conflict. As the busy lawyer-example shows, they may be due before or 
evenn at the same time as the performance of this action. 



83 3 

solvingg B's problem and offering A compensation. On my view, neither 

generall  nor specific substantial rules can be given to resolve conflicts, i.e. no 

ruless the application of which leads to concrete actions in all or specific 

conflicts.. We have to content ourselves with the aforementioned general 

formall  rule that in one's reaction to all conflicts the force of both 

requirementss constitutive of the conflict ought to be incorporated. The 

theoreticaltheoretical resolution of conflict consists in preserving the force of the 

defeatedd requirement. This is to prevent the defeated requirement from 

collapsingg into a "no-reason-at-all", in other words to keep it on the scene.37 

Too begin with, the force of the defeated requirement is preserved insofar 

itt is captured in substitutional actions. In fact, insofar it is captured in 

substitutionall  actions we can call a requirement successful, and insofar it is 

nott we can call it defeated. Consequently, beside wholly successful and 

whollyy defeated, requirements can be partly successful and partly defeated. 

InIn my example, the reason to solve B's problem may be wholly successful in 

thatt I spend the afternoon on his problem, and the reason to meet A may be 

partlyy successful in that I discuss her case with her and partly defeated in 

thatt I do not meet her in person. This stands as a refinement of my 

definitionn of a defeated reason from section 2.2. 

Moreover,, the force of the defeated requirement can be preserved by 

capturingg it in other forms of conduct than action. And this is where agent-

regrett comes in.38 But one not only ought to have this emotion, one also 

oughtt to have the disposition to compensate in the future for not having 

actedd upon the defeated requirement as well as have an attitude of 

reluctancee to choose to do actions whose performance implies that one does 

nott do other actions that one is required to do39. 

Thee disposition I just spoke of concerns compensatory actions which are 

nott yet foreseeable, of course, otherwise they would already be included in 

thee package of actions that one ought to do. Suppose that you have 

borrowedd a large sum of money from me. As you become bankrupt, there is 

littl ee hope that you wil l ever be able to repay me. Nevertheless, you ought to 

havee the disposition to do so. So if you win the lottery you wil l be inclined 

too give me my money back. Due to the attitude of reluctance under 

considerationn one wil l not reconcile oneself to a conflict too easily. Instead, 

37Cf.. Dancy (1993), p. 116. 
38Cf.. Stockier (1996), pp. 154-6. 
39Seee also Trigg (1971), p. 51; cf. Steiner (1973), p. 587. 
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onee wil l be motivated to alter one's situation in such a way that the conflict 

dissolves,, evaporates. So when I have made incompatible promises I may 

tryy to cancel one of them. In my example, perhaps A is not prepared to 

discusss her case yet. We may then agree to meet tomorrow rather than 

today.. The role of dialogue in dealing with genuine conflict deserves to be 

highlighted. . 

However,, by capturing the force of the defeated requirement in other 

formss of conduct than actions its force cannot be preserved fully, because, 

afterr all, the defeated requirement is a reason for action. In my terms of 

sectionn 2.2, by respecting the value involved in the defeated requirement in 

otherr ways than by actions not every loss of value can be negated, because, 

afterr all, a value desires to be realised by actions. 

Wee should not make all this too common a scenario. That would be 

pathetic.. Not every failure to act upon a reason needs to be regretted, for 

e v a m n l oo  Qr* t»r- ^  r U n n l ^  -n/-»4- c o i 7 t r i - a f r a n r o t i C r a + i A n a l n o r a i l C O t n n i ' I O ' n iTT l P 

indeedd made the right choice, still either there was something of value 

whichh this choice lacked and another alternative did not lack, or there was 

somethingg of disvalue which this choice had and another alternative 

lacked'40.. This would render regret rational in almost every situation, for 

almostt every action has something of disvalue or lacks something of value. 

Wee should say that only failure to act upon requirements needs to be 

regretted. . 

Butt not even every failure to act upon a requirement needs to be 

regretted.. I am referring to cases of silencing now. There are two types of 

casess of silencincr: firstly situations in which the defeated reauirements are 

silencedd by the successful requirements, and, secondly, situations in which 

thee defeated requirements are silenced by other features of these situations 

thann the successful requirements. In my opinion, it is a mistake to think 

thatt due to being silenced defeated requirements stop to be requirements, so 

thatt cases of silencing would not be conflicts.41 This is shown by the fact that 

silencingg may cease, in the sense that after one acted on the silencing 

requirementt there may come a moment that it dawns upon one that one 

failedd to act on another requirement. Accordingly, it is possible that one 

40Dancyy (1993), p. 120. It should be noted, however, that according to Dancy regret' functions 
ass a technical term: it is not an emotion but an attitude. 
41Seee Dancy (1993), pp. 51-2, 
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oughtt to perform substitutional actions. It is even possible that one ought to 

agent-regrett that one did not act upon this requirement. 

Wee have already seen an example of the first type of cases of silencing in 

sectionn 3.1. So let us turn to an example of the second type of cases of 

silencing,, as given by Foot. Suppose that one has promised to meet someone 

butt must instead rush an accident victim to the hospital. However, the 

promiseee is not bothered whatsoever by having stood at one's door in vain. 

Hee has met his future beloved there, or someone who has offered him a job. 

II  agree with Foot that it would be 'rather foolish' to nevertheless feel regret 

aboutt the breaking of one's promise.42 

5.2.22 The argument from compromise 

Herebyy I would like to finish my explanation of my theory of the resolution 

off  conflict. I come to my argument from compromise for the possibility of 

conflictt then. According to the argument's first premise, the resolution of 

conflictt -whether ultimately genuine or apparent- takes the shape of a 

compromise,, in the sense that the agent ought to "do something" with both 

requirementss involved. It is therefore possible that he ought to perform 

substitutionall  actions and that he ought to feel agent-regret, have the 

dispositionn to compensate and the attitude of reluctance. The second 

premisee of the argument is an inference to the best justification, as I call it. It 

reads:: the best justification of there being cases of conflict in which the agent 

oughtt to perform substitutional actions, feel agent-regret, be disposed to 

compensatee and be reluctant is the continued presence in these cases of 

defeatedd requirements.43 On these premises, we can conclude that these 

casess involve requirements for mutually exclusive actions and thus that 

theree are genuine conflicts. 

Noticee that the argument from compromise has a form which is similar 

too that of the argument from agent-regret. Just as in the latter it is not 

directlyy inferred from the premise that there are cases in which people feel 

agent-regrett that there are genuine conflicts, in the former it is not directly 

inferredd from the premise that there are cases in which, amongst other 

things,, people ought to feel agent-regret that that there are genuine conflicts. 

Onee might think that this is because in the latter argument a direct inference 

42Foott (1983), p. 387. 
43Cf.. Williams (1965), p. 113. 



86 6 

wouldd beg the question too as it would amount to assuming that there are 

genuinee conflicts, for if there are no genuine conflicts the resolution of 

conflictt does not take the shape of a compromise.44 

However,, this is actually not my reason for inserting the second premise. 

Forr it is hard to defend that the resolution of conflict is a choice between the 

actionss the conflict in question consists of. Let us look at my busy lawyer-

examplee again. Can it be maintained that it is not possible that I ought to 

discusss A's case with her over the telephone instead of in person as I 

promisedd (a substitutional action of the first kind) or that I ought to explain 

too A why I cannot meet her if my promise to B prevents me from doing this 

(aa substitutional action of the second kind)? Further, can it be held that it is 

nott possible that I ought to feel agent-regret after I have broken my promise 

too A, i.e. that in the way I ought to feel about this it makes a difference that I 

amm the agent and not an onlooker? Thus, it seems unlikely that rationalists 

cann rebut the argument from compromise by discrediting its first premise. 

Myy reason for making use of an inference to the best justification is really 

thatt there are alternative justifications of the possible constituents of the 

resolutionn of conflict. To be sure, my contention is that the best justification 

off  this is that defeated requirements remain on the scene. But rationalists 

mayy try to produce a better justification, thus rebutting the argument from 

compromisee by discrediting its second premise. In my viewr, the best 

alternativee justification is to be found in Levi's account of the resolution of 

conflict,, so I wil l consider just that. In what follows I wil l draw on the first 

twoo chapters of his Hard Choices (1986) and his 'Conflict and Inquiry' (1992). 

Onn Levi's view, a conflict is a situation in which the agent's value 

commitmentss cannot all be satisfied jointly. To be more precise, according to 

him,, a value commitment determines that in contexts of choice of a certain 

typee the agent's evaluation of his options should satisfy a certain constraint. 

Forr example, when we endorse pacifism as a value commitment, we should 

rankk objecting to a war over joining a war. Value commitments thus 

imposee requirements on the permissible ways of assessing options as better 

orr worse. Obviously, the more constraints are applicable, the more ways of 

evaluationn tend to be excluded. Now, a conflict is a specific context of choice 

which,, in view of the value commitments the agent endorses, is of certain 

typess so that certain constraints, though they are supposed to apply, cannot 

44Seee McConnell (1987), p. 162, Sinnott-Armstrong (1988), p. 47 ff., Gowans (1994), p. 100, 
Statmann (1995), pp. 120-1, and Raikka (1996), pp. 196-7. 
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alll  be satisfied jointly. There is no way of assessing all the options involved 

whichh satisfies all the constraints, since the agent's value commitments 

mandatee different rankings of these options. Suppose that the agent's native 

countryy has declared war on another country. This may lead to a conflict as 

relativee to his pacificism he should rank resisting this war over going to 

war,, whereas relative to his patriotism he should rank joining the war effort 

overr standing aloof. 

Inn Levi's view, the occurence of conflict proves that the agents value 

commitmentss are epistemically inconsistent. This is because he must 

assumee that the value commitments he endorses are universally applicable, 

i.e.. that the constraints they impose are always jointly satisfiable. 

Subsequently,, his endorsement of the value commitments involved 

contradictss with his knowledge of at least one context of choice where this 

nott the case, to wit the current conflict. So, according to Levi, our agent 

presupposess that the requirements of patriotism and pacifism apply, while 

hee knows that if his native land declares war, he cannot meet them. 

Too resolve a conflict, to remove the epistemic inconsistency among his 

valuee commitments, the agent should make, to begin with, a shift to a state 

off  suspense regarding the assessment of options in contexts of choice like 

thee conflict involved. This implies that the scopes of the original value 

commitmentss are so modified that neither constraint in question applies. 

Ass a consequence, the agent wil l no longer regard himself as obliged to 

performm different actions. In our example, the agent's patriotism would be 

confinedd to situations where his native country has not declared war, and 

hiss pacifism would be so restricted that it does not require opposition to war 

declaredd by his native country. 

Subsequently,, the agent should decide which, if any, of the conflicting 

constraintss is to apply and which is to be abandoned, and revise his value 

commitmentss accordingly. Levi notes that our agent may decide that, in case 

hiss native country declares war, in view of his patriotism and pacifism, he 

oughtt to become a combat medic. He would then have to relax his pacifist 

prohibitionn against joining war effort as well as his patriotic prohibition 

againstt refusing to serve his country-

Thiss shows that Levi's interpretation of the distinction between that 

whichh constitutes a conflict, on the one hand, and that which constitutes the 

resolutionn of a conflict, on the other hand, is similar to Donagan's, which 

wee have discussed in section 3.2. On Levi's view, a conflict consists of 
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constraints,, while the resolution of a conflict is the (right) decision between 

thee constraints. The former is not independent of the latter, because the 

impactt of the resolution is that rejected constraints have to be abandoned, in 

thee same way as on Donagan's theory defeated precepts have to be 

eliminatedd from the scene. Hence, on Levi's view there cannot be genuine 

conflictss either. 

Inn order to account for the fact that the resolution of conflict takes the 

shapee of a compromise, in the way I sketched above, Levi has thus to make 

doo without to the continued presence in conflict of defeated requirements. 

Whetherr he can do this, wil l be the issue of the rest of this subsection. 

Inn fact, as we have already seen, Levi suggests that on his view there is a 

justificationn for substitutional actions of the first kind where he considers 

that,, instead of opposing the war or fighting in the war, our agent could 

becomee a combat medic. This is possible because after the agent has moved 

too a state of suspense, beside the rankings which he starts off with, he may 

recognisee other rankings as permissible (that is to say, permissible for the 

purposee of assessing which options are optimal). In our example, as a result, 

nott only the options that are optimal relative to the agent's pacifist and 

patrioticc value commitments may be V-admissible, as Levi calls it, but also a 

thirdd alternative as it appears second best relative to both his pacifism and 

patriotism. . 

Onee might naturally associate the choice-model with the view that 

conflictt cannot be genuine, and the compromise-model with the view that 

genuinee conflicts are possible, as one supposes that it matters to what the 

agentt ought to do whether he is perfectly right to think that he has strong 

reasonss for incompatible actions or not. If he is perfectly right to think so, he 

shouldd to incorporate the force of both reasons in his reaction to his 

situation,, whereas if he is not, he should not. But Levi's account of the 

resolutionn of conflict shows that if one rejects genuine conflict, one is not 

committedd to the choice-model. One can justify subsitutional actions of the 

firstt kind, as one can designate both reasons, or rather that what they stem 

fromm (on Levi's view, value commitments), involved as possibly relevant 

too resolve conflicts. 

Butt with substitutional actions of the second kind, agent-regret, etc. this 

appearss to be different. In my busy lawyer-example, if I ought to keep my 

promisee to B, that I ought to explain A why I wil l not meet her and, further, 

thatt I ought to agent-regret this looks to be justified by the fact that I am 
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requiredd to fulfi l my promise to A. They seem to be justified by the fact that 

theree is a defeated requirement on the scene. However, Levi works out an 

impressivee alternative account of substitutional actions of the second kind 

andd agent-regret. His example is Agamemnon's predicament. 

Accordingg to Levi, Agamemnon experiences his situation as a conflict 

becausess he endorses two types of value commitment, one which imposes 

loyaltyy to his countrymen and troops and another which enjoins him to 

protectt Iphigenia's life and safety. Consequently, prior to his predicament, in 

vieww of the former, Agamemnon is committed to ranking (a) getting the 

shipss sailing over (b) keeping them stilled. But he is also committed, Levi 

pointss out, to ranking (b) keeping the ships stilled but with an apology (read: 

explanation)) to the troops over (c) keeping them stilled with no apology. 

And,, prior to his predicament, in view of the latter value commitment, he 

iss held to rank (a) refusing to sacrifice Iphigenia over (b') sacrificing her. But 

hee is also committed to ranking (b') sacrificing Iphigenia with suitable 

remorsee (read: agent-regret) over (c) sacrificing her without suitable 

remorse.. Levi thus recognises that substitutional actions of the second kind 

andd agent-regret may be justified. This follows from a widely held value 

commitment,, in his opinion. 

Accordingg to Levi, as Agamemnon's situation is such that he cannot both 

gett the ships sailing and keep Iphigenia alive, he is compelled to abandon 

eitherr the constraint to rank a over b or the constraint to rank a' over b'. But 

hee is not compelled, he points out, to give up the constraint to rank b over c 

andd b' over c'. So Agamemnon's options are a & c', a & b', a' & c, and a' & b. 

Thee two options that thus turn out V-admissible are a & b' and a' & b. 

Hence,, Agamemon's reaction to his situation ought to imply either the 

substitutionall  action of the second kind of explaining to his troops why he 

keepss the ships stilled or agent-regret for not saving Iphigenia's life. 

Onn the question why Agamemnon should still rank b over c and b' over 

c'' even though he is not required to rank a over b and a' over b', Levi says 

thatt this is because, although in conflict we have to revise our value 

commitmentss so that we abandon either, or perhaps, both conflicting 

constraints,, we have to revise our value commitments as littl e as is 

necessary.. For example, Agamemnon is not compelled to abandon, beside 

thee constraint to rank a over b, the constraint to rank b over c, so his way of 

evaluatingg options is still constrained thusly. And the same applies to the 

constraintt to rank b' over c'. So, according to Levi, the justification of 
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substitutionall  actions of the second kind and agent-regret is built into the 

agent'ss value commitments, in particular it is due to constraints to which 

hee is antecedentally committed. 

Levii  explicitly argues against the view that the justification of 

substitutionall  actions of the second kind and agent-regret has to be found in 

thee continued presence of defeated requirements, or as he calls it in the fact 

thatt violated obligations remain in force. Here is an apt quote: 

itt is not the breaking of the promise which is the critical condition generating guilt [read: 

agent-regret].. Rather it is the circumstance that built into the agent's value commitment 

regardingg promising is the constraint that breaking promises and making amends is to be 

rankedd over breaking promises and not making amends. 5 

So,, even though an obligation is no longer in force, it may leave a trace in 

that,, say, the agent is obliged to make amends. Consequenty, to accept tuat 

violatedd obligations remain in force would be to stomach that there are 

epiphenomenalepiphenomenal obligations, as Levi calls them: obligations which are not 

relevantt for conduct. On Levi's notion of obligation there are therefore no 

suchh obligations. 

Nevertheless,, I persist in my view that requirements may remain on the 

scene.. Such requirements are in the end desirable to justify substitutional 

actionss of the second kind, agent-regret, etc. Ultimately, Levi's alternative 

justificationn is not satisfactory. And to this I now turn. 

First,, it is worth noting that Levi's justification is similar to mine. 
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aree justified because the values which generated the defeated requirements 

inn question desire to be honoured as much as possible now they cannot be 

realised,, while according to Levi their justification is built into the value 

commitmentss concerned. The difference between our justifications is that I 

maintainn that the relevant values still desire to be realised, wheares Levi 

holdss that the scope of minimally one of the value commitments in 

questionn is so curtailed that a constraint it originally imposed is dropped. 

Andd this is precisely why, all things considered, Levi's justification of 

substitutionall  actions of the second kind and agent-regret is not satisfactory. 

Curtailingg the scope of a value commitment undermines the quality of the 

justificationn of substitutional actions and agent-regret. Suppose that, due to 

45Levii  (1986), p. 26. 
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beingg in a conflict, you wil l not keep a promise to me. As a result I wil l lose 

outt on something, and so I ask you to compensate me for this. In reply, you 

questionn whether you ought to do this. I offer you two possible 

justifications.. Firstly, you ought to compensate me because, though you may 

breakk the promise, you are committed to ranking breaking a promise with 

compensationn over breaking a promise without compensation (Levi's 

justification).. Secondly, you ought to compensate me because you are 

requiredd to keep the promise {my own justification). I suspect that, if any 

justificationn wil l convince you, it wil l be the second one. 

Alternatively,, one could argue that Levi cannot justify substitutional 

actionss of the second kind, agent-regret, etc. at all, as restricting the scope of a 

valuee commitment in view of some context of choice of a certain type 

impliess it is no longer relevant to contexts of choice of this type. This means 

thatt constraints built into this value commitment wil l then not be able 

"comee out", or even that the entire ranking of options which this value 

commitmentt used to require collapses. So, when push comes to shove, 

Levi'ss agent has no explanation or justification for agent-regret in any 

way.466 However, the aforementioned argument is sufficient for our 

purposess here. 

46Cf.. Sinnott-Annstrong (1988), p. 230n6, Stocker (1990), pp. 34-5, and Gowans (1994), pp. 111-
3. . 




