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				There has been a strain of philosophical thought which has identified the end of life as happiness, happiness as reflective tranquillity, and tranquillity as the product of self-sufficiency – for what is not in the domain of the self is not in its control, and so is subject to luck and the contingent enemies of tranquillity. The most extreme versions of this outlook in the Western tradition are certain doctrines of classical antiquity; though it is a notable fact about them that while the good man, the sage, was immune to the impact of incident luck, it was a matter of what may be called constitutive luck that one was a sage, or capable of becoming one: for the many and vulgar this was not (on the prevailing view) an available course.
The idea that one’s whole life can in some such way be rendered immune to luck has perhaps rarely prevailed since (it did not prevail, for instance, in mainstream Christianity), but its place has been taken by the still powerfully influential idea that there is one basic form of value, moral value, which is immune to luck and – in the crucial term of the idea’s most rigorous exponent – “unconditioned”. Both the disposition to correct moral judgment, and the objects of such judgment, are on this view free from external contingency, for both are, in their related ways, the product of the unconditioned will. Anything which is the product of happy or unhappy contingency is no proper object of moral assessment, and no proper determinant of it either. Just as in the realm of character it is motive, not style, or powers, [8]or endowment, that counts, so in action, it is not changes actually effected in the world, but intention. With these considerations there is supposed to disappear even that constitutive luck which the ancient sages were happy to benefit from; the capacity for moral agency is supposedly present to any rational agent whatever, to anyone for whom the question can even present itself. The successful [116] moral life, removed from considerations of birth, lucky upbringing, or indeed of the incomprehensible Grace of a non-Pelagian God, is presented as a career open not merely to the talents, but to a talent which all rational beings necessarily possess in the same degree. Such a conception has an ultimate form of justice at its heart, and that is its allure. Kantianism is only superficially repulsive – despite appearances, it offers an inducement, solace to a sense of the world’s unfairness.
Any conception of “moral luck”, on this view, is radically incoherent, and the fact that the phrase indeed sounds strange may express a fit, not unexpected, between that view and some of our implicit conceptions of morality. But the view is false. Morality itself cannot be rendered immune to luck: most basically, the dispositions of morality, however far back they are placed in the area of intention and motive, are as “conditioned” as anything else. This, the matter of what I have called “constitutive” luck, I shall leave entirely on one side. But there is a further issue. Even if [10]moral value had been radically unconditioned by luck, it would not have been enough merely to exhibit it as one kind of value among others. Little would be affirmed unless moral values possessed some special, indeed supreme, kind of dignity or importance: the thought that there is a kind of value which is, unlike others, accessible to all rational agents, offers little encouragement if that kind of value is merely a last resort, the doss-house of the spirit. Rather, it must have a claim on one’s most fundamental concerns as a rational agent, and in one’s recognition of that, one is supposed to grasp, not only morality’s immunity to luck, but one’s own partial immunity to luck through morality.
It has notoriously not been easy for Kantianism to make clear what the recognition consists in.1 But one [12]consequence of it, at least, would be something very widely held: that anyone who is genuinely open to moral considerations must regard moral regret for his actions as the most basic form of regret there is, and (connectedly), in so far as he is rational, will not let his most basic regrets be determined by other than what he was fully responsible for, what lay within his voluntary control. In this way, though his life may be subject to luck, at the most basic level of his self-assessment as a rational agent, he will not be. [117]
It is in this area of regret, justification, and the retrospective view of one’s own actions, that I shall raise my questions. Some views of regret which I shall question (roughly that the most profound aspects of first-personal regret must attach to voluntary actions) are implied by this conception of morality, but may well not imply it, or indeed any specific view of morality, as opposed to certain conceptions of rationality. In so far as that is so, the discussion will have broader implications for the self’s exposure to luck, though the examples centrally in question do essentially involve considerations of morality.
[14]I shall use the notion of “luck” generously, undefinedly, but, I think, comprehensibly. (I hope it will be clear that when I say of something that it is a matter of luck, this is not meant to carry any implication that it is uncaused.) My procedure in general will be to invite reflection about how to think and feel about some rather less usual situations, in the light of an appeal to how we – many people – tend to think and feel about other more usual situations, not in terms of substantive moral opinions or “intuitions” but in terms of the experience of those kinds of situation. There is no suggestion that it is impossible for human beings to lack these feelings and experiences. In the case of the less usual there is only the claim that the thoughts and experiences I consider are possible, coherent, and intelligible, and that there is no ground for condemning them as irrational. In the case of the more usual, there are suggestions, with the outline of a reason for them, that unless we were to be merely confused or unreflective, life without these experiences would involve a much vaster reconstruction of our sentiments and our views of ourselves than may be supposed: supposed, in particular, by those philosophers who discuss these matters as though our experience of our own agency and the sense of our regrets not only could be tidied up to accord with a very simple image of rationality, but already had been.
[16]Let us take first an outline example of the creative artist who turns away from definite and pressing human claims on him in order to live a life in which, as he supposes, he can pursue his art. Without feeling that we are limited by any historical facts, let us call him Gauguin. Gauguin might have been a man who was not at all interested in the claims on him, and simply preferred to live another life, and from that life, [118] and perhaps from that preference, his best paintings came. That sort of case, in which the claims of others simply have no hold on the agent, is not what concerns us now: though it serves to remind us of something related to the present concerns, that while we are sometimes guided by the notion that it would be
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The question centres on the rôle of the Categorical Imperative. On the major issue here, I agree with what I take to be the substance of Philippa Foot’s position (“Morality as a System of Hypothetical Imperatives”, Phil. Rev. 1972; and her reply to Frankena, Philosophy 1975), but not at all with her way of putting it. In so far as there is a clear distinction between categorical and hypothetical imperatives, and in so far as morality consists of imperatives, it consists of categorical imperatives. The point is that the fact that an imperative is (in this sense) categorical provides no reason at all for obeying it. Nor need Kant think it does: the authority of the Categorical Imperative is supposed (mysteriously enough) to derive not just from its being (in this sense) categorical, but from its being categorical and self-addressed by the agent as a rational being.



	2

That acceptance is central to tragedy, something which presses the question of how we want to think about these things. When Oedipus says “I did not do it” (Sophocles OC 539) he speaks as one whose exile proclaims that he did do it, and to persons who treat him as quite special because he did. Could we have, and do we want, a concept of agency by which what Oedipus said would be simply true, and by which he would be seeing things rightly if for him it was straight off as though he had no part in it? (These questions have little to do with how the law should be: punishment and public amends are a different matter.)
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For some discussion of this see “Ethical Consistency”, in Problems of the Self (Cambridge 1973), pp. 166–186.
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A useful outline of such considerations is in D. A. J. Richards, 
A Theory of Reasons for Action (Oxford 1971), ch. 3.
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Op. cit. pp. 70–71, and cf. ch. 13.
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The notion of treating cases together, as opposed to treating them separately but in the light of experience, applies not only to deliberation which yields in advance a conjunctive resolution of a number of cases, but also to deliberation which yields hypothetical conclusions to the effect that a later case will receive a certain treatment if an earlier case turns out in a certain way: as in a staking system.
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John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Oxford, 1972), esp. ch. VII; 
Thomas Nagel, The Possibility of Altruism (Oxford, 1970).
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 Rawls, pp. 422–423.
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 p. 422.
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It ignores also the very basic fact that the size of the rectangle is up to me: I have said something about this in “Persons, Character and Morality”, in Amélie Rorty, ed., The Identity of Persons, 
(California UP, forthcoming).
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Die Frage betrifft vor allem die Rolle des Kategorischen Imperativs. Im wichtigsten Punkt hier bin ich mit dem einig, was meines Erachtens der Gehalt von Philippa Foots Position ist (»Morality as a System of Hypothetical Imperatives«, Phil. Rev. 1972; sowie ihre Replik auf Frankena, Philosophy 1975) – keineswegs aber mit ihrer Art, dies zu formulieren. Insofern es eine klare Unterscheidung zwischen kategorischen und hypothetischen Imperativen gibt und insofern die Moral aus Imperativen besteht, besteht sie aus kategorischen Imperativen. Der Punkt ist: Die Tatsache, dass ein Imperativ (in diesem Sinne) kategorisch ist, stellt keinerlei Grund dafür dar, ihm zu folgen. Und Kant muss auch gar nicht der Meinung sein, dass er das tut: Die Autorität des Kategorischen Imperativs gründet (mysteriöserweise) nicht einfach darin, dass er kategorisch ist, sondern darin, dass er kategorisch ist und dass der Handelnde als vernünftiges Wesen sich diesen Imperativ selbst auferlegt.
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Diese Akzeptanz ist von zentraler Bedeutung für die Tragödie – was die Frage, wie wir darüber denken sollen, umso dringlicher macht. Wenn Ödipus sagt: »Ich habe es nicht getan« (Sophokles, Ödipus auf Kolonos, 539), sagt er das als jemand, dessen Exil bezeugt, dass er es getan hat, und er sagt es zu Menschen, die ihn auf besondere Art und Weise behandeln, weil er es getan hat. Könnten wir und wollen wir einen Begriff des Handelns haben, nach dem Ödipus’ Aussage schlicht wahr ist und er sich angemessenerweise so fühlen könnte, als hätte er bei allem gar keine Rolle gespielt? (Diese Fragen haben wenig damit zu tun, wie das Gesetz gestaltet sein sollte: Bestrafung und öffentliche Wiedergutmachung sind eine andere Sache.)
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Für eine Diskussion hiervon siehe »Ethical Consistency«, in: Problems of the Self (Cambridge, 1973), S. 166–186.
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Eine hilfreiche Darstellung solcher Kriterien findet sich in D. A. J. Richards, A Theory of Reasons for Action (Oxford, 1971), Kap. 3.
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Op. cit. S. 70 f.; siehe auch Kap. 13.
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Verschiedene Fälle in der Deliberation gemeinsam zu behandeln, anstatt gesondert, aber im Lichte von Erfahrungen, muss nicht bedeuten, im Voraus eine gleichbleibende Strategie für alle Fälle zu wählen. Es kann auch bedeuten, hypothetische Entschlüsse der Art zu fassen, in einem späteren Fall so und so zu handeln, wenn ein vorhergehender Fall so und so ausging – ähnlich wie in einem Wettsystem.
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John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Oxford, 1972), insb. Kap. VII; 
Thomas Nagel, The Possibility of Altruism (Oxford, 1970).
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 Rawls, [A Theory of Justice,] S. 422 f.
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Das Modell ignoriert auch die einfache Tatsache, dass die Größe des Rechtecks von mir abhängt: Dazu habe ich etwas gesagt in »Persons, Character and Morality«, in A. Oksenberg Rorty (Hrsg.), The Identities of Persons (University of California Press, im Ersch. [1976]).
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Diese Konzeption qualifiziert Williams später leicht (s. Williams, Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy, S. 242, Fn. 3).
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Vgl. insb. Williams, Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy, S. 72–74. Dort gibt Williams auch eine genauere, etwas komplexere Definition moralischer Theorien.
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Das Beispiel ist dabei insofern fiktiv, als sich der reale Maler Paul Gauguin bereits lange vor seinem Aufbruch in die Südsee von seiner Familie getrennt hatte. Vgl. hier S. 79, Anm. zu 17,6.
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Am Ende von Abschnitt 2.4 hatte sich gezeigt, dass diese Kritik auf eine Weise unfair ist. In einem weiten Sinne hat Williams’ Argument durchaus Folgen dafür, wie der moralisch interessierte Gauguin sein Leben moralisch betrachtet. Williams wehrt sich daher in der revidierten Fassung auch gegen Nagels Lesart (vgl. Williams, »Moral Luck«, in: Moral Luck, S. 20–39,  insb. S. 36–39). Vielleicht fand jedoch auch Williams diesen Satz unglücklich – in der späteren Fassung kommt er jedenfalls nicht mehr vor.
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