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Moral and Factual Ignorance
Part 1: Use of Factual Ignorance as a Moral Excuse?
Factual ignorance is simply the lack of knowledge about some facts. Arguably, factual ignorance can be used as a moral defense. That is, a person who has committed a wrongful act can be blameless if their action is not a case of clear-eyed akrasia or an outcome from a case of clear-eyed akrasia. Akrasia is described as a mind stated in which individuals act against their better judgment through their weakness of will. Therefore, if a person acts wrongly without the belief that they could act differently, they can use it as a moral excuse. Besides, one is liable for their wrongdoing if only they knew that they should have acted differently (Harman 443). For instance, Susie can be blameworthy for her action that is, poisoning Jane, only if she is liable for her ignorance. 
Therefore, if it can be stipulated that Susie is not blameworthy for her ignorant, then she may be blameless for poisoning Jane. Another argument is that a person is blameless if they did not behave in a way that amounts to the violation of set procedural obligations(Harman 450). That is, if there is a set procedure that governs people's actions and obligates people to do some acts in a certain way, then someone can be blameworthy for the results of an act that violated the set procedures. However, at a time, the procedural obligations are not on themselves an obligation to believing or knowing something. Hence they are just steps we should follow when the time comes, and they provide the people with what they need to know. Therefore, people are not obligated to follow the set steps; rather, we should act as people of ordinary prudence or managed opinion(Mason 3045).
Hence, a person cannot be blameworthy due to factual ignorance as a result of failure to follow given sets. This is because what a person believes in is not voluntary but rather convincing from something or someone. Therefore, for one to be blameworthy for a given act, it should be proven that they voluntarily decided to believe in something which resulted in the outcome. A person can also use factual ignorance as a moral defense if there are explanatories to justify their actions, such as being under a certain powerful drug’s influence of or if they lack another option than the one they did(Wieland 155). For instance, if during the period when Susie spooned cyanide into Jane's coffee, she was under strong drug influence, then she can be blameless for mistaking cyanide with sugar, and she can use this argument to defend her actions. 
Part 2: Can Moral Ignorance Also Work as an Excuse?
Moral ignorance can be described as the ignorance to perform morally significant acts either knowingly or unknowingly. Arguably, moral ignorance can take two dimensions; that is, it can be avalid or invalid excuse. Besides, if the moral ignorance is a result of factual ignorance, then a person can as well use it as an excuse, that is if the factual ignorance is blameless. On the other hand, it is complex to prove moral ignorance making it hard to use it as an excuse. This is because most wrong behaviors do not constitute a clear-eyed akrasia for the person lacking a firm perception on whether they committed a wrongful act (Wieland 150). Therefore, the person lacks a true and clear moral belief; hence it primarily demonstrates an aspect of moral ignorance. Additionally, people's acts can be blameworthy if they constitute inadequate care on what is morally evident as well as if it portrays a morally objectionable belief and attitude. For instance, Susie can be blameworthy because her action seems not to involve adequate care. That is, if she cared about Jane, then she should have been careful with what she adds in her tea. Besides, moral ignorance primarily demonstrates the lack of goodwill(Mason 3057). In addition, the moral truth is always accessible; hence when someone is committing an act as a result of moral ignorance, this poses a challenge to prove blameless. 
Part 3: Can One's Beliefs Prove Them Blameless?
However, people can argue that if a person does not believe that their action is wrong and has not mismanaged their beliefs, they are blameless for acting wrongly. A good example is the issue of the slave trade. That is, the ancient slave trade was not based on race or a certain belief that people from certain groups were inferior, whereas some groups were not viewed as superior. Rather, slaves were primarily captured during battles. Therefore, being a slave was perceived as a state of being unlucky or unfortunate, a condition in which anyone could have found themselves in(Le Morvan 27). Therefore, it is reasonable enough that the slave owners did not know the moral facts associated with the act. Notably, during ancient times, the act was permissible. Besides, despite knowing that being a slave was awful, no one really suggested that having slaves was wrong. 
Therefore, the slaveholder is blameless due to his moral ignorance. Besides, they think about morality like any other person; hence, their ignorant behavior makes them think that they are not morally wrong, and they have not violated any set procedural norm in their beliefs management. However, it can also be argued that a person who does not believe that their actions are wrong and they have not mismanaged their beliefs are blameworthy for acting wrongly. This is because believing that you have not committed a wrong action does not necessarily mean that the act is not morally wrong behavior(Harman 468). Besides, people might fail to realize something is morally wrong due to motivated ignorance. Therefore, this makes people not want to realize it is wrong due to the aspect of motivated ignorance. Hence, if a particular practice is being upheld despite its moral problem, it is because people do not want to realize the moral problem. Henceforth, the ignorance seems to become less innocent in such scenarios making the people performing the act more blameworthy. 
Hence, a person may be blameworthy as a result of false belief, despite not violating any specified norms in relation to their opinion management. In addition, a person may be blameworthy due to ignorance resulting from mismanagement of their opinion, even when the mismanagement does not portray any clear-eyed akrasia. Besides, if a person has false moral beliefs which are beneficial to them, they perhaps may ignore reflection and information that would lead to their false beliefs, and reveal the false aspect (Mason 3037). Therefore, they might be motivated to shield their false beliefs. All in all, while assessing if a certain action will be exempted due to moral or factual ignorance and a person's beliefs, several aspects should be considered. That is, if the person's wrongly acts were committed while ignoring the aspect of clear-eyed akrasia or due to believing in a false claim, they are blameworthy. In addition, if the claim is true, it can be argued that the action is permissible; hence, the person is blameless (Le Morvan 25). Moreover, if the false claim does not affect the management of opinion or motivate the person to be more ignorant, the person is blameless for their actions. Besides, reasonability depends on one perception of whether moral or factual ignorance can or cannot be exempted.
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