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Question 3

Consider Thomas Nagel’s article, “Moral Luck”. State the control principle. State the conditions for moral luck and how moral luck results from the control principle. Describe Nagel’s four kinds of moral luck. Give examples of how each of these would violate the control principle. When viewing Nagel’s position as a response to Kantian ethics, what is the most fundamental way in which we should evaluate moral judgements? Moreover, how does moral luck affect consequentialist judgements? Provide scenarios for instances in which moral luck might compliance both Kantian and consequentialist judgments (make sure your scenarios include resolutions.)
The subject of moral luck is best understood as a clash of common beliefs on moral responsibility and moral judgment. On one hand, people generally think that unless a person controls his actions, that person cannot be fairly praised or held responsible for his actions. The same is said about character traits and action results: a person may be justly praised and blamed only to the extent that he exerts control over them. On the other hand, common moral judgments of people differ on the grounds of the actual goods or evils the person causes, even when partly or wholly beyond his control. For instance, more blame would be placed on a drunk driver who kills a pedestrian than on a drunk driver who hits a telephone poll, despite their driving being equally reckless. Luck is the only difference to what they have done, yet the blame become unequal to both themselves and other people. The apparent conflict that exists between the idea that a morally responsible agent ought to have control over his actions and the standard practice of blaming people more simply for causing worse outcomes is the problem of moral luck. 
As Thomas Nagel, in his article, “Moral Luck”, develops most clearly and forcefully, the proposed category of moral luck tries to emphasize a series of cases whereby, an important aspect of what a person does is dependent on factors beyond his control, yet in that respect, we continue to treat him as a moral judgment object. Arguably, issues of luck influence everything a person is morally judged for, not only his actions and choices, but his character as well. Consequently, Nagel claims that eventually nothing or almost nothing concerning what an individual does tends to be under his control. This means that consistent application of the rule that responsibility calls for control threatens most if not all our common moral judgments. In this paper, I will argue that the problem of moral luck stems from a faulty understanding of the circumstances of moral responsibility. Contrary to what Nagel supposes, that, a person needs solely determine everything that he is morally judged, in my opinion, a person is properly held responsible for his voluntary deeds. When a person acts voluntarily, he has the power to either act or not to, and he is aware of his actions. 
Nagel begins his pervasive moral luck case with a short survey of the ordinary moral judgment conditions, particularly the control condition for moral responsibility. This appeals the primitive intuition that people cannot be assessed for what is not their fault, or for what results from factors beyond their control. He observes that the discovery  that the deed attribute, regardless of how good or bad, is not under the persons control undermines the appropriateness of moral assessment. Therefore, what is done from moral judgment is excused by a clear absence of control that results from involuntary movement, physical force or ignorance of the circumstances. Moral luck problem emerges from the try to consistently apply that control condition in our daily moral judgments. A closer look at Nagel’s claims shows that what we do is dependent on several other ways than on what we cannot control, yet the external influences in this broader range are not always thought to excuse moral judgment actions, positive or negative. Therefore, the fact that our moral judgements routinely violate the control condition is what constitutes the problem of moral luck. 
Happily, Nagel is wrong to deny that a solution to moral luck problem might originate from philosophic research on moral responsibility conditions. If his version of the control condition were flawed in some subtle manner, that flaw would not necessarily be revealed merely through its application to a few cases. Additionally, something seems to be lacking in softening the condemnation of a drunk driver who murders a pedestrian since the pedestrians presence was a bad luck to him, as per the analysis of Nagel’s article. My original judgment of severe blame reasserts itself when I consider that the driver could have avoided risking the pedestrian’s life completely by not drinking so much or not driving while drunk. Consequently, the possibility of some theoretical mistake in Nagel’s moral responsibility conditions cannot be summarily dismissed, as he would like. Rather, the accuracy thereof can only be confirmed or denied through a detailed inquiry to the nature and demands of moral responsibility. In fact, I have a good reason to worry that his understanding of the control needed for moral responsibility is extremely demanding, in the sense that such control is neither possible to human agents nor necessary for moral responsibility. 
In his article, Nagel considers Kant’s ideal of moral agency that which is fully judged ought to be entirely within the agent’s power and not influenced by any external force that might distort the pure act of will of the agent. Nagel’s case for moral luck, with his control condition portrayed in this Kantian light, can be understood as an indirect but extended argument that people are not able to satisfy the noumenal agency ideal since what they cause, choose, and even who they are is highly and thoroughly depended on the vast range of uncontrollable casual forces n the external world. Upon reflection, people tend to be mere phenomenal objects buffeted about in a phenomenal world, yet they cannot rid themselves of the contrary idea that they are noumenal agents, free and responsible. 
It is, without argument, assumed that desert depends on reckless deed, that is, on negligence. However, In Nagel’s article, particularly on the case of the driver who kills a pedestrian, moral luck phenomenon is as a result of the significant fact that our judgment desert tends to come from his having murdered a person, and not basically from the drivers negligence. Blameworthiness, in several cases, seems to be mainly located in the harm done. In some cases, it appears that the very carelessness only exists if the outcome is harmful. For instance, consider a mother who leaves her baby splashing in water, goes to open the door for his father and then returns back to the bath. There are two end scenarios. The first scenario is that the baby is still splashing in the water and the other scenario is that the baby has drowned after slipping under the water. To me, it appears that in the first case, there is no negligence on the mother’s part whereas she becomes a careless mother in the second scenario, where the child dies. I agree that an agents intentions or will play a significant role in moral responsibility assignation. However, intentions and will are neither the only relevant issue to consider nor usually the most significant. 
To conclude, major point has been to discredit the strategy of appealing the notion of a definitive true desert, as a perfect function of the agent’s strict control, to explain away in general moral luck phenomenon. From my conclusion, it is clear that the connection between control and desert cannot be as strong as it, prima facie, seems. Receiving what one deserves is, perhaps, basically a segment of justice or fairness. True desert notion cannot be more than unrealistic ideal, at least from the point of view of the real judging practice. The link between desert, fairness and control seems as morally undeniable and worth pursuing, therefore I do not intent to deny it. As seen, the subject of moral luck is normally presented as a clash of intuitions and between a given intuition or practice and a principle or general intuition. However, we ought to differentiate between the three levels namely; practices and moral judgment; beliefs and principles regulative of those practices, and; philosophical views of moral responsibility attributions. 
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