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PROGRAMME and ABSTRACTS 

 

Wednesday 4th September 

11.00 – 12.30 MANCEPT REGISTRATION 

12.30 – 1.30 LUNCH 

1.30 – 2 MANCEPT WELCOME SPEECH 

 

SESSION 1 

2.00 – 3.00 LISA HERZOG Institute for Social Research, Frankfurt 

 Self and professional role – how much identification with one’s job 

is morally permissible? 

3.00 – 4.00 LUKE BRUNNING University of Oxford 

 Our attachment to roles 

4.00 – 4.30 Tea and coffee break 

4.30 –5.30 JASON DOCKSTADER University College Cork 

 Daoist role ethics and moral fictionalism 

 

5:45-7:30 MANCEPT WINE RECEPTION 

7:30 MANCEPT CONFERENCE DINNER  

 

Thursday 4th September 
 

SESSION 2 

9.30 – 10.30 TIMOTHY CHAPPELL Open University, UK 

 Friends and colleagues 

10.30 – 11.30 CÉCILE HATIER University of Wolverhampton 

 Loyalty, partiality and the duties of the political role 

11.30 – 12.00 Tea and Coffee Break 

12.00 – 1.00 ALEX BARBER Open University, UK 

 Equality, roles and station 
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2.00 – 3.00 ERIN TAYLOR Cornell University 

 Social conventions and role obligations 

3.00 – 4.00 VUKO ANDRIĆ University of Constance 

 A collectivist account of role obligations 

4.00 – 4.30 Tea and Coffee Break 

4.30 –5.30 SEAN CORDELL University of Sheffield 

 What is an institutional role for? 

 

Friday 6th September 

MANCEPT 2013 CONTINUES (See MANCEPT website for details of other workshops) 
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ABSTRACTS 

Ordered as per the schedule 

 

 

Self and professional role – how much identification with 

one’s job is morally permissible 

LISA HERZOG 
 

This paper discusses the question of how moral agents should relate to their professional 

role. Agents are often confronted with moral questions in the context of professional life, 

in which they do not (only) act as individuals, but also within more or less formalized 

professional roles that come with certain expectations and norms of their own. This raises 

the question of what degree of identification with one’s professional role is permissible 

for moral agents. I argue that neither complete independence from, nor complete 

identification with, one’s professional role are likely to create a situation in which one 

can act as a responsible moral agent. Complete independence is an unrealistic, and indeed 

undesirable, ideal for moral agency in contexts of divided labour in which individuals 

need to cooperate with and learn from others. Complete identification, on the other hand, 

is problematic because it disenables individuals to perceive the moral challenges of their 

professional context from an independent perspective. Rather, what is needed is a process 

of ongoing self-examination and reflection in order to find the right balance between 

adaption to the requirements of one’s role and independence in judgment. This means 

that institutional arrangements that do not allow individuals to enter into this process of 

reflection can be criticized from a normative point of view: they undermine the 

conditions of the possibility of moral agency. 

 

 

Our attachment to roles 

LUKE BRUNNING 
 

Most of our many social roles are Janus-faced with behavioural and subjective aspects. In 

this essay I consider how these aspects relate, to further our understanding of a special 

group of roles. In this paper I adopt Christine Korsgaard’s view that roles 

are constituted from norms. My discussion begins by looking at Erving Goffman’s 

distinction between norms of conduct and our subjective orientation to roles in thought 

and feeling (what he calls “commitment” and “attachment” respectively). My argument 

then follows. First, I argue that our thoughts and feelings about some roles are 

normatively structured, and not ‘up to us’. These norms are not of a generic moral kind, 

but are particular to the role. Then I question whether these norms can be so central to a 

role that they partly constitute it. I argue that this is possible, that some of these 

seemingly merely subjective aspects of certain roles are actually necessary conditions of 

being in the role. I draw an analogy with friendship to develop this claim, and consider 

the example of psychoanalysis as a role with this interesting character. Finally, I then 

consider how our subjective relatedness to these interesting roles can go awry with 

ethically troubling consequences. 
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Daoist role ethics and moral fictionalism 

JASON DOCKSTADER 
 

There has been a trend in recent Chinese philosophy to view Confucianism less as a 

virtue ethic and more as a role ethic. Some have argued that virtue ethics is too 

individualistic to capture the relational and performative aspect of the Confucian virtues. 

What is most important for the Confucian role ethicist is that we really believe in the 

validity and reality, and so genuinely desire to embody, the moral appropriateness of each 

role we perform.  The tradition has it that classical Chinese Daoism served as the 

intellectual and moral foil to Confucianism.  While Confucians can be viewed, in 

metaethical terms, as moral realists who believe in the intrinsic value of the roles they 

perform, Daoists can be regarded as offering a kind of moral anti-realism.  When it 

comes to the performance of roles, it is not that the Daoists advise against performing 

them when required, but that one should not come to internally believe in either their 

validity or reality. I argue that this Daosit position is quite similar to moral fictionalism, 

which is the attitude one takes towards morality if one does not believe it is true or real.  

This brings up an essential question in the present debates about role ethics: can we 

perform our roles with the requisite moral acuity without believing in the truth or reality 

of roles?  The Daoists answer in the affirmative, and I show how, following them, we 

need not be moral realists in order to perform our roles well. 

 

 

Friends and colleagues 

TIMOTHY CHAPPELL 
 

In Nicomachean Ethics VIII.i (1156a ff.) Aristotle famously divides philia, a word which 

English speakers have to translate by “friendship”, into three kinds. He distinguishes 

friendships of virtue (kath’ areten), friendships of advantage (dia to chresimon), and 

friendships of pleasure (dia ten hedonen), and takes the “friendship of virtue” to be the 

focal case, the paradigm of virtue. Aristotle divides friendship into these kinds because he 

takes friendship to be an object of pursuit, and also takes it that objects of pursuit are 

always and necessarily either pleasurable or advantageous or good. 

 This is a philosophical schematism; like many such schematisms there is 

undoubtedly some truth in it, but not enough to cover all the interesting cases, or perhaps 

not even most of them. An obvious possibility is that friendships might be a bit of all 

three of the above—indeed Aristotle himself takes “the friendship of virtue” to include all 

that’s best in the other two kinds, though not conversely. And an obvious objection to the 

proposal is that friendships of pleasure and advantage sound, the way Aristotle puts it, 

like they are nakedly instrumental; but that’s surely untrue when we think about actual 

examples of such friendships (the tennis partner, the business associate). 

 Another obvious possibility shows us how to deal with this objection. This is to 

divide friendships in a way which crosscuts Aristotle’s, by correlating philia-relations not 

with the three kinds of eligibile that Aristotle recognises, but with different roles that we 

adopt in life. Presumably no one sensible thinks that only friendships of virtue are 

worthwhile, or that all philia relations should be pushed as far as possible towards the 

condition of virtue-friendships. That certainly isn’t a tempting thought about philia in 

Aristotle’s own world, where philia covered a much wider range of phenomena than the 

English “friendship”: someone’s philoi include not only his friends but his family 
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(whether friendly or not), other members of his clan (phyle), neighbourhood 

(deme/demos) and guild (phratry/phratreia), indeed anyone towards whom someone 

stands in a role which involves him in certain kinds of moral or ritual obligations, such as 

host/guest relations (xenia). Nor is it the whole truth in our world, where there are plenty 

of other ways of dividing up the conceptual territory covered by and adjacent to 

“friendship” besides Aristotle’s. 

 These thoughts together point us towards the idea of role-friendships. Role-

friendships are exemplified by the notion of “a good colleague”. Role-friendships are 

relationships of philia that arise within and because of a particular role that one inhabits, 

such as, in particular, one’s professional role. (Roles can in turn be understood as arising 

within what Alasdair MacIntyre calls practices; his notion of a practice is explicitly an 

Aristotelian one, though MacIntyre’s notion of practices is much more spelt-out than 

Aristotle’s notion of praxeis.) 

 Interestingly, role-friendships are neither relationships of full friendship, nor 

merely relationships “for the sake of advantage” or “for the sake of pleasure”. Being a 

good colleague is as much a matter of virtue as being a good friend (in the fullest sense of 

“friend”). Yet being a good colleague and being a good friend are quite different things, 

because collegiality typically happens in respect of just one context and just one role, 

whereas full friendship naturally spreads itself across every context and role. The 

boundary between colleague-relationships and friendship-relationships is of course fluid; 

but the two categories are naturally quite distinct. My thesis is that a good human life 

naturally includes both kinds of relationships.  
 

 

Loyalty, partiality and the duties of the political role 

CÉCILE HATIER 
 

The role of politicians is broadly defined as serving the interests of the people they 

represent. As the UK Code of Conduct for MPs states, MPs have “a duty to act in the 

interests of the nation as a whole; and a special duty to their constituents.”  But this 

stipulation already brings to light potential tensions between what is best for the nation as 

a whole and for the specific group represented. Defining the political role is therefore 

more complicated than this description implies, as conflicts of obligation arise frequently. 

This paper scrutinises these dilemmas from the specific angle of loyalty, in order to 

assess whether good political conduct incorporates the “virtue” of loyalty. Politicians 

have many objects of loyalty, whose interests may easily conflict: from loyalty to party, 

allies, etc. to loyalty to the general “public.” A common view, shared by utilitarians and 

Kantians alike, is that particular demands should be outweighed by universal ones: in 

other words, the democratic process requires that politicians be completely dedicated to 

the general will. This paper challenges such a narrow understanding of both the political 

process and of loyalty. It asserts that group loyalty is unavoidable, and even an essential 

element in political life, whilst acknowledging the evident negative impact of factional 

allegiances and favouritism. It will conclude that partiality is not necessarily 

unreasonable, as long as it is driven by clear political judgement.  
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Equality, roles and station 

ALEX BARBER 
 

I look at the topic of distributive justice through a role-shaped lens. Specifically, I ask 

what happens to familiar debates over egalitarianism if we split a very familiar question: 

1. How and why should resources be distributed across a population? 

into two slightly less familiar ones: 

1a. How and why should resources be distributed across roles? 

1b. How and why should roles be distributed across a population? 

Answers to 1a and 1b may or may not constitute a complete answer to 1. Either way, the 

different roles we each occupy, and the resources that are directed at us qua occupier of 

those roles, are large, non-trivial and (I argue) neglected factors governing ‘who gets 

what’. 

 The talk has two halves. The first is broad and analytical: I define the concept of a 

social role and show how each of its various aspects is pregnant with significance for the 

distribution of a society’s resources. The second half is more focused. It looks at how 

non-egalitarian and egalitarian alike might use the salience of roles for distribution of 

resources to defend their sympathies. Non-egalitarians can argue that for roles to be 

adequately resourced, their occupiers must be, too, and different roles call for different 

levels of resourcing. Egalitarians can either concede the point but deny that it warrants 

massive and inherited inequalities; or they can argue by modus tollens that egalitarian 

considerations mean that sometimes, an inefficient society is a better one. 

 

 

Social conventions and role obligations 

ERIN TAYLOR 
 

Associative Duties (also called role obligations or special duties) are moral obligations 

that people have in virtue of some socially-recognized relationship like that of  friend, 

family, co-worker, or compatriot. Taken together these obligations make up the core of 

our moral lives, but a unified justification has been elusive. What I will call 

“conventionalism” offers a justification: it states that the mere occupation of a socially 

recognized role or relationship generates moral duties that are defeasibly legitimate and  

pro tanto ought to be discharged, given that a system of social institutions is morally 

necessary. A conventionalist theory of associative duties has two separate components. 

The first is an explanation of what is necessary to the kind of social coordination that 

characterizes social institutions built largely on convention. I show that moral duties 

generated by social convention will meet two important constraints: the “Accessibility” 

and “Regularity” Constraints. These two constraints must be met in order for people to 

coordinate enough to allow social institutions to get going and to sustain themselves. The 

second part is an explanation of the moral significance of coordination when it occurs. It 

provides a general moral justification of associative duties, explaining when and how 

social institutions generate genuine moral requirements (for example to care for one’s 

parents), as opposed to spurious ones (for example to bind one’s daughters’ feet). 

 

 

 

 



7 

 

A collectivist account of role obligations 

VUKO ANDRIĆ 
 

I outline, and argue for, a collectivist account of role obligations according to which role 

obligations are grounded in the moral significance of collective actions. Role obligations 

are the obligations individuals have qua occupiers of roles. Collective actions are morally 

significant in the case of collective duties, i.e., duties of groups. Collective actions are 

also morally significant whenever the performance of a collective action would be better 

than its omission. Role obligations are grounded in the moral significance of collective 

actions, according to the collectivist account, in the following way. The performance of a 

collective action requires that the members of the acting group have dispositions to 

contribute to the collective action and that the members, under certain circumstance, 

make their contributions. According to the collectivist account, role obligations are 

nothing but a group member’s obligations to be disposed to contribute to the performance 

of a morally significant collective action and to contribute to it under certain 

circumstances. Why believe the collectivist account? I want to present a two-step 

argument. The first step is to show that there are role obligations in the sense of the 

collectivist account. Given that a collective action is morally significant and that its 

performance requires individual contributions, it seems plausible that these contributions 

are obligatory. The second step consists in showing that there is little room for role 

obligations other than those recognised by the collectivist account. The idea is that role 

obligations with different rationales could clash. 

 

 

What is an institutional role for? 

SEAN CORDELL 
 

I seek a general formal set of criteria which can tell us how and why some particular type 

of role-defining institution is doing what it should, doing what it is there for, such that we 

can determine whether or not it is doing well or badly as a thing of its kind. I first cite the 

need for such a conception of ‘characteristic activity’ for institutions that define social 

roles, then show how an initial ‘functional’ formulation (e.g. just as pens write and 

engines drive, Universities educate; hospitals treat people’s health) is useful but, in the 

case of typically complex social institutions, inadequate. The remainder of the paper is 

then concerned with advancing a more satisfactory conception by illustrating further 

aspects of institutions which are indispensable to their characteristic activities. I consider 

a historical account of original intentions (such as may or may not be found in mission 

statements) and then an actual and a hypothetical contract model. Drawing on both the 

insights and shortfalls of these candidate models, I outline an alternative account which 

for a particular kind of institution incorporates: a) the reasons humans have had or would 

have for establishing some particular institution and b) some human good or set of goods 

which is served in institutionally distinctive ways. 


