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oME moral philosophers argue that we hold others and ourselves
morally responsible for acting on second-personal reasons.” Call
this form of moral responsibility accountability. Second-personal
reasons are reasons the validity of which depends on the fact that one
agent makes a claim on another agent to a special kind of treatment or
regard. Second-person theorists have mainly focused on the relation
between individual agents but, acknowledging that groups play an
important role in our responsibility practices, we should also consider
which groups, if any, are susceptible to second-personal reasons.>
It seems that we sometimes address groups in the second-person
(Pawlett Jackson 2020). Intuitively, there are different ways of doing
this. When addressing companies or corporations, we often use the
second-person singular, thereby addressing them as unified collective
entities (cf. Tollefsen 2015, chap. 6). If I write on a company’s Facebook
page that the company owes me an apology, it seems that I thereby
give this collective entity a second-personal reason to apologize to me.
Plausibly, the proper address of my demand is the company as such,
i.e., as a collective entity, rather than the plurality of people employed
by that company. This suggests that although I might appreciate apolo-
gies from the individual employees, my demand is only truly satisfied
if the second-personal reasons I have given the company has found
uptake and is processed in the right way by the company’s decision-
making procedure. In contrast, when addressing loosely structured
groups [LSGs], we often use the second-person plural, implicitly taking
these groups not as unified collective entities but as pluralities of indi-
vidual entities. This kind of address also seems to provide the group
with a second-personal reason to act, but it is not entirely clear how we
should understand its structure. Thus, if I address my family and say

1. See, for example, Buber (2002), Darwall (2009), Levinas (1947/1987;
1961/2012; 1974/2016), Legstrup (1956/2020b), McKenna (2012), Schaab
(2023), Stern (2019), Thompson (2004), Wallace (2019), and Zylberman (2018;
2019).

2. For some influential contributions to the literature on collective moral re-
sponsibility, see Collins (2019; 2023), Feinberg (1968), List & Pettit (2011),
and Pettit (2007; 2017).
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“Y’all owe me an apology!”, it is not clear whether I mean that each of
my family members must apologize to me individually or whether my
family members must somehow come together and apologize to me
jointly.3

The main focus of this paper is to clarify in which sense, if any,
LSGs can be susceptible to second-personal reasons. A LSG is, by def-
inition, a plurality of agents that lack a group-level decision-making
procedure but which can nevertheless perform actions that the indi-
vidual members of those groups could not perform in isolation (cf. L.
May 1990, 270). In the following, I argue that a LSG is only susceptible
to second-personal reasons if that LSG has a specific suite of agential
capacities, namely, the capacities for sympathy, acting on that sympa-
thy, and for sympathy-related self-reactive attitudes. Following Dar-
wall, I shall call this second-person competence. I demonstrate that LSGs
can have second-person competence to the extent that the plurality of
people constituting that LSG has and exercises the relevant capacities
jointly in a way that differs from how they might possess and exercise
similar capacities as individuals.

Although I mainly focus on this theoretical issue, my account is mo-
tivated by the related practical issue regarding the potential account-
ability of groups. Indeed, although the idea of the accountability of
LSGs is rarely stated and defended in the literature, it intersects in im-
portant ways with the existing accounts of collective moral responsibil-
ity (see, however, the brief discussion in Knudsen 2023, 155-58). When
discussing the moral responsibility of LSGs and their members, peo-
ple often appeal to thought experiments involving what we might call
group Samaritans, i.e., cases where some person in trouble seems to have
a claim to special treatment or regard from a plurality of people. To list
a few of these examples: Train passengers are required to subdue bul-

3. “Yall” is, of course, informal, and English rarely distinguishes the second-
person plural from the singular. In many other languages, however, the
plural form is explicit. In German, for instance, one would say “Ihr schuldet
mir eine Entschuldigung,” and in Danish, we would say “I skylder mig en
undskyldning.”
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lies assaulting other passengers (Held 1970; Schmid 2018); passersby
are charged with saving people drowning in ponds (Schwenkenbecher
2018; Hindriks 2019); neighbors are obligated to save children from
burning buildings (Blomberg and Petersson 2024); beachgoers are de-
manded to save drowning swimmers (L. May 1990); picknickers are im-
plored to save children in runaway hot air balloons (Kutz 2002; Gard-
ner 2002); and carpools are urged to help stranded motorists (Copp
1991). These examples involve what we would easily recognize as
second-personal reasons if the LSGs in question had been individual
agents. Although logically possible, it would be peculiar if theorists,
arguing that LSGs have distinct moral obligations, invoked numerous
examples where these moral obligations appear to be obligations to
act on a second-personal reason, only to conclude that the LSG have
distinct moral obligations but not to act on second-personal reasons.
This makes it important to clarify in which sense, if any, LSGs can be
second-personally competent. Once I have developed my account, I
will outline some of its potential practical implications.

I proceed in the following way. In Section 1, I outline which agential
capacities are required for second-person competence. In Section 2, I
give a general account of what it is for a group to have an agential
capacity, before Sections 3-5 spell out how LSGs can have the capacities
for sympathy, acting on sympathy, and sympathy-related self-reactive
attitudes. Section 6 concludes and returns to the question of how LSGs
figure in our accountability practices.

1. Second-Personal Reasons and Second-Person Competence

Second-personal reasons constitute a distinct class of reasons to act.
Following Stephen Darwall (2009, 5f), consider three possible reasons
for removing your foot from mine:

Reason 1. You wouldn’t want other people to step on your own
toes, and you want to treat people the way you want to be
treated.

Reason 2. I demand that you remove your foot, and you want to
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fulfill that demand.

Reason 3. Removing your foot would reduce the total amount of
suffering in the world, and you want to reduce the total amount
of suffering in the world.

Any of these gives you a reason to remove your foot from mine, but
there are important differences among them. Reason 1 is first-personal
and depends mainly on your relation to yourself. You can thus arrive at
Reason 1 through self-reflection. Reason 3 is third-personal and depends
mainly on your relation to the world. Even if your desire to reduce the
total amount of suffering in the world can be brought about through
self-reflection, you can only arrive at Reason 3 by taking into account
some impersonal facts about the world, i.e., that the current position
of your foot causes a token of pain. Reason 2 is second-personal and
depends mainly on your relation to me. It is in principle unavailable
to creatures that do not acknowledge, even if only tacitly, that other
creatures have a claim to a special kind of treatment from them.

There are several accounts of the nature of second-personal rea-
sons and obligations (for helpful overviews and discussion, see Schaab
2023; S. C. May 2015; Lewis 2024). For present purposes, I'll rely on an
interest-based account of second-personal reasons. According to this
view, such reasons are grounded in how our actions affect others’ in-
terests. As R. Jay Wallace writes

Interpersonal morality (...) might be thought of as a set of re-
quirements that reflect the fundamental insight that we share a
world with other individuals whose interests are in some sense
neither more nor less important than our own. (2019, 3)

The Danish philosopher K.E. Logstrup makes a similar point:

An individual never has something to do with another human
being without holding something of that person’s life in their
hands. It can be a very small matter, a passing mood, a damp-
ening or quickening of spirit, a disgust one deepens or takes
away. But it may also be of tremendous significance, so that it is
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simply up to the individual whether the other person’s life flour-
ishes or not. (...) [W]e are each other’s world, and each other’s
fate. (1956/2020b, 15f)

In short, the fact that other people depend on me and my actions pro-
vides me with second-personal reasons to give them a special kind of
treatment.

I take it that this treatment has two features. First, second-personal
obligations are directed or bipolar in the sense that they have two dis-
tinct poles — obligor and obligee — that are connected in a normative
nexus (e.g. Thompson 2004; S. C. May 2015; Wallace 2019). Rather than
being obligations period, second-personal obligations are obligations
that particular people owe to other particular people. Second, we are
obligated not just to perform certain actions but also to perform these
actions with a specific attitude. As Wallace writes: “It matters to the
question of whether A has wronged B with what attitudes A acted.
(...) [Tlo flout a requirement is to act with a distinctive attitude toward
it, one of knowing and even open disregard” (2019). Although the ac-
tions that are prescribed by a second-personal obligation sometimes
coincides with the actions prescribed by moral first- or third-personal
reasoning (a la Reason 1 and Reason 3), we still hold each other account-
able for the underlying reasoning. Suppose I demand that you remove
your foot and that you then do so, but you later tell me that you ini-
tially did not know what to do until you remembered some abstract
moral principle that you learned in your night class in moral philoso-
phy. Intuitively, I am slighted by the fact that you needed to search for
a reason to remove your foot when I had already given you one. As
Logstrup puts this point, first- and third-personal reasons to act only
appear in moral life if we have already “become indifferent to some
of the requirements and challenges that in a very immediate way arise
from the relationships we have to other people” (1971/2020a, 27).

Second-person competence requires different agential capacities
than our susceptibility to first- or third-person reasons. For example,
we might follow Kant in saying that susceptibility to legitimate first-
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person reasons requires the capacity of rational agents to make judg-
ments and decisions in accordance with universal laws, but this capac-
ity is clearly not sufficient for second-person competence. Instead, I
suggest that we understand second-person competence in the follow-
ing way:

A has second-person competence if and only if

(1) A is able to sympathize with others;

(2) A is able to act upon their sympathy;

(3) A is able to assess the moral worth of their actions and inac-
tions by way of self-reactive attitudes.

Let me unpack this. First, second-person competence requires that we
understand and are immediately motivated by the plight of others.
Darwall calls this empathy, understood as a “simulation or imagina-
tive projection into the other’s point of view” (2009, 45), and Logstrup
often calls it “care” (e.g. 1956/2020b, 18). Both terms are contested,
however, and for present purposes it is important not to overcommit
our account of second-person competence to unnecessarily demanding
agential capacities, because this leads to problems downstream where
our theory of group accountability risks becoming unnecessarily re-
strictive.4

In the following, I will use the term ‘sympathy’ to refer to the rel-
evant interpersonal relations.> I do this because sympathy has many

4. One might challenge Darwall’s concept of empathy by objecting that empa-
thy does not necessarily require imaginative projection, i.e., that my men-
tal states are qualitatively similar to yours, as Darwall seems to assume
(Krueger and Overgaard 2012; Stein 1917/1970; Zahavi 2014). Similarly, it
remains unclear what exactly Logstrup’s ‘care” involves. In the current lit-
erature, cares are sometimes described as mental states that have a distinct
and complex functional role that includes “motivational, commitmental,
evaluative, and affective elements” (Sripada 2016, 1209). This seems suffi-
cient to ensure second-person competence, but it is not clear that care in all
of its functional complexity is necessary for second-person competence.

5. Darwall rejects sympathy as being “third-personal” (2009, 45). I will not go
through the details of Darwall’s argument since it targets a different concept
of sympathy than the one, I'm relying on here. Let me just note, in passing,
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of the same connotations as ‘empathy” and ‘care’, but is less entangled
in on-going technical debates. This minimizes the risk of overcommit-
ment. An added benefit is that ‘sympathy” has a rich history for being
classified as an important interpersonal moral emotion in, e.g., Smith
and Hume.

So, by definition,

A sympathizes with B if and only if

(1) A has an approximate understanding of what it is like for B
to be in B’s situation;

(2) A has emotional and conative attitudes towards B that ex-
press a disposition aimed at promoting B’s well-being.

To take a trivial example: A understands that B is in pain (thereby
satisfying condition (1)) and responds emotionally with distress at B’s
pain and conatively with an inclination to help B (thereby satisfying
condition (2)). A thereby sympathizes with B.

Turning briefly to the second condition of second-person compe-
tence, although sympathy has a conative component (often in the form
of an urge to help), it is nonetheless possible to sympathize with some-
one without being able to act upon that sympathy. Suppose, for in-
stance, that a friend and I have been kidnapped by terrorists. The ter-
rorists tie us up, and I am forced to watch as they torture my friend. I
sympathize with my friend in the sense that I feel distress at his suffer-
ing and have a strong urge to help. But as I am tied to a chair, there is
nothing I can do. In this case, I am clearly able to understand second-

that Darwall elsewhere writes that sympathy is a “feeling or emotion that
responds to some apparent threat or obstacle to an individual’s good and
involves concern for him, and thus for his well-being, for his sake” (1998, 273,
my italics). Although it might be possible to interpret this as involving
some kind of third-person perspective, this does not seem to be the most
plausible interpretation. When I am genuinely concerned for someone for
their sake, my relation to them is such that — in contrast to a genuine agent-
neutral, third-personal perspective — it also matters to me that I manifest
my concern for them in my actions. This notion of sympathy is closer to
the one I have in mind as it involves a bipolar obligation.
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personal claims by way of sympathy, but I am unable to act upon them.
Following the ‘ought implies can’-principle, I am hardly fit to be held
accountable for not helping my friend. Therefore, second-person com-
petence requires not just sympathy but also the ability act upon that
sympathy.

Finally, second-person competence requires the ability to assess the
moral worth of one’s actions and inactions by way of self-reactive at-
titudes. That is to say, second-personally competent agents must be
seen as loci of accountability not just by others but also by themselves.
As Darwall (2009, 79) puts it, “we can intelligibly address demands
through reactive attitudes only to those we assume able to take the
very same attitudes toward themselves.” Levinas makes a similar point
when he claims that “the welcoming of the other is ipso facto the con-
sciousness of my own injustice” as manifested in “shame” (1961/2012,
86).° Formulated differently, second-person competence requires an
awareness that the second-personal reasons imposed upon us have nor-
mative force.

Some might object that this third condition is too demanding and
argue that even if some kind of moral assessment is indeed neces-
sary, we can assess the moral worth of our actions by other means
than reactive attitudes. There are two reasons to assume that second-
person competence requires self-reactive attitudes. First, as noted, this
assumption is widespread in the literature on second-personal obli-
gations. Second, and more importantly, it seems plausible that there
is a tight connection between our capacity to sympathize with others
and our capacity to have self-reactive attitudes. Sympathy requires an
emotional concern for the other person, and it seems plausible that self-
reactive attitudes such as guilt and remorse are rational projections of
such emotional concern about the second person. I'll draw upon this
connection between sympathy and self-reactive attitudes in Section 4,

6. Darwall, in contrast, takes shame to be third- rather than second-personal
but this difference need not concern us here. For discussion see Crowell
(2016; 2020).
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but my argument does not rely on there being a strict conceptual con-
nection between the capacity for sympathizing with others and for
having self-reactive attitudes.

2. Joint Capacities
I have suggested that a group must have the capacities for sympathy,
acting on sympathy, and self-reactive attitudes to be fit to be held ac-
countable. In Sections 3-5, I discuss each of these capacities in more
detail. First, however, I'll focus on the more general point concerning
what it is for groups to have capacities.

Like other types of dispositions, it is notoriously difficult to give a
precise account of what a capacity is. A plausible necessary but not
sufficient condition is the following:

The Manifestation Requirement: X has the capacity to ® only if X
would ® in a suitably broad range of possible worlds satisfying
the manifestation condition C.

This is similar to how we think about dispositions. When we say that
a flask is fragile, we mean roughly that the flask would break when
struck where the state of being struck is the manifestation condition.

In contrast to dispositions more generally, however, capacities in-
volve agency in the sense that exercised capacities must continually
adapt to feedback from the world. This leads to the following require-
ment:

The Adaptivity Requirement: X exercises their capacity to ® only
when X ®-s in a way that suitably tracks and responds to rele-
vant changes in the world.

Whereas the flask’s shattering is just a passive effect of its being struck,
someone exercises a capacity only if they continually respond to the en-
vironment throughout the duration of that exercise (cf. McGeer 2018).
For example, to say that someone has the capacity for driving implies
both that they are likely to drive under certain manifestation condi-
tions (e.g., they have a car at their disposal and have to run an errand)
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and that they drive in a way that is suitably adaptive to changes in the
world (e.g., they don’t hit people and objects with the car, stop at red
lights, etc.).

Now, we often talk about the capacities of groups, e.g., a dyad’s
capacity for moving a table or a company’s capacity for filing a law
suit. But groups are composite entities consisting of various member
components standing in specific relations to each other, and groups
can only exercise their capacities by way of the lower-order capacities
of their members. For example, a country exercises its capacity for
waging war by having its soldiers exercise their lower-order capacities
for firing their guns, etc.

How do we distinguish cases where several people exercise their
capacities as individuals from those cases where several people exercise
their capacities as a group? The details are bound to differ from capacity
to capacity in the same way that the manifestation and adaptivity con-
ditions for driving are very different from those of playing the cello,
but it seems plausible that a group only has a capacity if the relation
between the members is essential to how they satisfy the manifestation
and adaptivity requirements.

Let’s start with the manifestation requirement. Suppose that a
group G consists of the members M;, M, ... My who has the capacities
for ®,-ing, ®,-ing ... and P-ing respectively, and that these capacities
might but need not be interpreted as lower-order capacities realizing
G’s higher-order capacity for ¥-ing. It is obviously too weak to simply
say that G has the capacity to ¥ only if M;, M, ... M, would &,, ®,

. and P, in a suitably broad range of possible worlds satisfying C.
To see why this is so let ®;-ing, ®,-ing ... and Py-ing refer to isolated
instances of gun,, gun,, and gun being fired, and let Y-ing refer to the
group’s attacking. The fact that several gun owners fire their guns does
not necessarily mean that the gun owners constitute a group exercising
its capacity for attacking. Intuitively, a group exercises its capacity for
Y-ing only if group membership makes an explanatory difference to
how the component members exercise their lower-order capacities. In
such cases, it is warranted to say that the members exercise their lower-
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order capacities because they are part of the group. More formally, I
suggest the following:

The Group Manifestation Requirement: G has the capacity to ¥ only
if M, M, ..
for ®,-ing, P,-ing ...

. My, would exercise their lower-order capacities
and ®,-ing in a suitably broad range of
possible worlds satisfying C, where My, M, ... My ®;-s, $,-s ...

and ®,-s because they are part of G.

This might seem puzzling at first since explanations typically track
causal relations, and it is unclear how the higher-order capacity of the
group can be causally related to the lower-order capacities of the mem-
bers. But the fact that the lower-order capacities are causally efficacious
in producing some outcome (e.g., shooting people) doesn’t necessarily
imply that the group-level capacity is explanatorily and causally irrel-
evant. Jackson and Pettit (1990) have thus suggested that groups can
be explanatorily and causally significant in the sense that they can pro-
gram for an outcome that is then implemented by one or several group
members. The group programs for the outcome when the group consti-
tutes a set of conditions that ensures that the outcome is likely to come
about even if these conditions themselves are not causally efficacious.
As List and Pettit formulate this point:

The group may control for the performance of a certain action
by some members, maybe these, maybe those. It does this by
maintaining procedures for the formation and enactment of its
attitudes, arranging things so that some individuals are iden-
tified as the agents to perform a required task and others are
identified as possible back-ups. (2011, 163)

However, since they focus on groups with well-functioning decision-
making procedures, List and Pettit only accounts for what we might
call explicit programming. A group explicitly programs for an outcome
when the decision-making procedure of that group ensures that the
outcome is likely to be brought about by some of the members of
that group. This contrasts with implicit programming, where an infor-
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mal group dynamic ensures the outcome (Rachar 2024; Shockley 2007).
Examples of such informal group dynamics include tacit social normes,
group narratives, emotional contagion and other forms of interbodily
resonance. Such informal group dynamics are central to much social
scientific reasoning, e.g., Durkheim’s influential account of collective
effervescence (1912/1964; cf. R. Collins 2004).

Program explanations typically focus on how actions events can be
attributed to groups rather than (or in addition to) the causally effica-
cious members of that group. My suggestion is that the same line of
reasoning applies to joint capacities more broadly. Thus, to say that the
group members exercise their lower-order capacities “because they are
part of G” is similar to saying that the members exercise their lower-
order capacities in those particular ways because the organization or
interpersonal dynamic of the group programs them to do so.

There is also another important way in which the higher-order ca-
pacity of the group can explain the lower-order capacities of the group
members. If we take into account the internal perspective of the group
members, they will often themselves explain why they exercised their
capacities in some particular way by referring to their group member-
ship. Indeed, the informal group dynamic animating LSGs will often
program for some kind of plural self-awareness so that the members
are tacitly aware that they are part of a group and that they, by exer-
cising their lower-order capacity, contribute to the group’s realizing a
higher-order capacity.”

This leaves us with the second issue: How can groups satisfy
the adaptivity requirement? Like individuals, groups must track and
adapt to relevant changes in their environment in order to exercise
their capacities. But since groups are composite entities that realize
their capacities by way of the lower-order capacities of their members,
groups must not only be adaptive externally in terms of how they relate

7. This is not the place to settle whether all joint capacities require this kind
of plural self-awareness, but as we shall see, it does appear to be necessary
for the specific capacities that constitute second-person competence.
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to the environment but also internally in terms of how each member
tracks and responds to how the other group members exercise their
capacities. To exercise its capacity for attacking, the army must track
and respond to the external world (e.g., the terrain and the movements
of the enemy forces), but this also requires that the people within the
group track and respond to each other (e.g., the soldiers must track
and respond to the orders of their superiors, who again must track
and respond to the reports of the scouts, etc).?

Taking stock, I suggest that in addition to the group manifestation
requirement, groups must also satisfy the following requirement to
have a capacity:

The Group Adaptivity Requirement: G exercises its capacity to ¥
M, ®;-s, P,-s...
that suitably tracks and responds to (a) how the other group

only when M,;, M, ... and ®,-s in a way
members exercise their lower-order capacities and (b) relevant
changes in the world.

In the following, I use the term joint capacities to refer to capacities that
satisfy both the group manifestation requirement and the group adap-
tivity requirement. With this account of joint capacities in place, we
can turn to the specific suite of capacities required for second-person
competence.?

8. This is not so different from how individuals exercise complex capacities
(cf. Buehler 2022). Driving a car also requires a compound of more basic
capacities (e.g., my capacity to press down the pedals, move the stick, turn
the wheel, orient myself in the mirrors and windows, etc.) that must all be
appropriately responsive to each other.

9. One might wonder whether joint capacities are reducible to sets of indi-
vidual capacities. In addressing this question, it is important to distinguish
between two different senses of reduction. First, joint capacities are ontologi-
cally reducible to sets of individual capacities insofar as the existence of joint
capacities does not require that we stipulate the existence of a new kind
of collective entity. As we have seen, joint capacities only exist by virtue
of the complex relations between individual capacities. Second, however,
joint capacities are not explanatorily reducible to sets of individual capacities.
This is so because if we were to restrict our explanation of group behavior
to statements about the how the individuals had exercised their capacities,
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3. Sympathy in Loosely Structured Groups

When do groups sympathize? As an illustration, consider the following
case:

Good Samaritans. During an adventure race, a loosely struc-
tured group of people witness a child fall into a lake. Each mem-
ber is only slightly bigger than the child, and it is therefore im-
possible for any member to rescue the child alone. The mem-
bers look terrified at each other before they, with an exchange of
glances, initiate a group action that ultimately brings the child
to safety.

It appears plausible that the good Samaritans act on a second-personal
reason. Yet, it is unclear whether they acted on that second-personal
reason jointly or as individuals. Initially, these interpretations may seem
similar because the higher- and lower-order capacities in Good Samar-
itans appear functionally equivalent. I'll argue, however, that the mem-
ber’s lower-order capacities for sympathizing with the child realize a
higher-order capacity of the group exactly because the example sat-
isfies the manifestation and adaptivity requirements outlined above.
Let’s go through them one by one.

The group manifestation requirement suggests, first, that the group
has the capacity to sympathize only if the members would exercise
their respective capacities for sympathizing in a suitable broad range of
possible worlds satisfying some manifestation condition. This might be
construed as: it is salient that some person is in danger and the group
members have the possibility of helping that person if they cooperate.
We can easily imagine that this extends across a suitably broad range
of possible worlds, e.g., if the person drowning wasn’t a child but a
grown-up or if the person wasn’t drowning but stuck under a tree that

we would be methodologically unable to account for the phenomenon of
implicit programming. As I have suggested, the qualification that the mem-
bers exercise their lower-order capacities because they are part of the group
adds important explanatory and causal information.
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had fallen over, etc.

The group members must also exercise their lower-order capacities
for sympathizing with the child because they are part of the group. It
is fairly easy to see how members of corporations and organizations
can exercise capacities because they are part of a group. The rational
decision making procedure of the group can simply require that the
group members exercise their capacities in a specific way and thereby
program for a specific pattern of behavior or a specific outcome. LSGs
lack the top-down control characteristic of corporations but they can
still satisfy this condition through implicit programming. For instance,
interbodily resonance or some other informal group dynamic among
the good Samaritans might regulate and constrain how they would
exercise their lower-order capacities for sympathizing. If that is the
case, we might say that the group members sympathized because they
were part of the group where the implicit program explanation adds
important causal and explanatory information.

In addition to this external explanation of why the group members
exercised their capacities for sympathizing in the way that they did,
it also appears plausible that the Samaritans themselves might explain
why and how they sympathized with reference to the group. Although
the spontaneous actions that are typically demanded of LSGs rarely
allow that the group members explicitly form a joint or collective com-
mitment to pursue some goal, the members might still understand
their own responses to the situation from a group or we-perspective.
This would be the case if each of the members (i) has a particular at-
titude (e.g., a sense of urgency to rescue the child), (ii) believes that
this attitude is wide-spread in the group, and (iii) believes or is dis-
posed to believe that there is mutual awareness within the group that
this attitude is wide-spread (cf. Tuomela 2007, 66). In this case, each of
the members would be justified in thinking to themselves that “we feel
a sense of urgency to rescue the child.”*® They might then take this

10. To see the significance of this, imagine that each Samaritan had been bul-
lied by the other Samaritans earlier in the Adventure Race, and that they
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joint attitude as their practical point of departure in figuring out how
they should act. Indeed, in many cases, this kind of we-sympathizing
is likely to be “socially grounded” in the sense that these attitudes are
part of what the group implicitly programs, i.e., that the members have
the attitude in question partly because of the informal group dynamic
(cf. Tuomela 2007, 66).

Taking stock, the good Samaritans would satisfy the group manifes-
tation requirement if they sympathize under the relevant manifestation
conditions and do so because of their group membership. This occurs
when a group dynamic programs them to sympathize in that way and
they understand their own responses to the situation from a group or
we-perspective.

The group must also satisfy the adaptivity requirement, according
to which the group members must track and respond to both each
other and changes in the world in the right way. In terms of how the
Samaritans respond to the world, we would, on the one hand, not
say that the Samaritans sympathized together if they had very differ-
ent impressions of what the situation called for. For example, we can
imagine that some Samaritans took the child to be drowning, while
other Samaritans took the child’s falling into the lake to be part of a
role-playing scenario. On the other hand, it seems too strong to require
that the Samaritans have the exact same type of attitude. We can thus
imagine that some group members panic while others remain cool-
headed. The group members can thus sympathize jointly even if their
emotional responses diverge. A plausible suggestion is that the mem-
bers must share the same concern, where concern refers roughly to
the “desires and aversions as well as attachments, interests, and cares
that ground our emotional appraises and responses” (Salmela 2022, 59;
cf. Roberts 2003; Helm 2001). The concern, I suggest, can be shared in

therefore deeply distrusted each other’s ability to sympathize with others.
This means that the Samaritans wouldn’t believe that the other’s Samari-
tans also sympathized with the child (even if they did and even if there
were programmed to do so by some subpersonal group dynamic). In this
case, I take it that we wouldn’t say that the Samaritans sympathized jointly.
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the sense that the members are programmed to have that concern in
such a way that this is out in the open for the group members. When
exercising their capacities for sympathy on the basis of the same con-
cern, the group as a whole adapts to the circumstances in a way that is
sufficiently similar to how we imagine an individual would have acted
in similar circumstances. As we might say with reference to Gilbert,
the group would thereby sympathize “as a single body.”

Sympathizing as a single body does not only require that the mem-
bers respond in a largely synchronous way to their environment. This
external adaptivity is closely related to what we might call internal
adaptivity. Internal adaptivity refers to how the members track and
respond to each other, and given the fact that divergence in their re-
sponses to the situation are likely to arise, internal adaptivity plays an
important role in ensuring that the difference between their responses
does not grow too large. Imagine, for instance, that all members have
a clear sight of the child that has fallen into the lake, but whereas one
watch in horror, another laugh heartily. In normal cases, there would
arise a kind of affective pressure between them to adapt their responses
to each other. The horror that one member sees in the face of the other
causes them to reconsider their initial understanding of the situation as
a role-playing scenario. This internal adaptivity is often facilitated by
the group members’ seeing themselves as group members. The pressure
for some to reconsider their understanding of the scenario might thus
arise from their (implicit) sense that their way of sympathizing with
the child diverges from the way of sympathizing with the child that is
widespread within the group. Each member can thus find themselves
out of sync with the group perspective in a way that causes them to
change their attitude (cf. Schmid 2014).

Summarizing, I have argued that LSGs can satisfy the manifestation
and adaptivity requirements, and that this would give them a joint
capacity for sympathy. It follows that we can attribute a concern about
someone’s well-being to an LSG even if this is realized by way of the
lower-order capacities of the group members.
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4. Acting on Sympathy in Loosely Structured Groups

Before turning to the thorny issue of reactive attitudes in loosely struc-
tured groups, a brief comment about the second condition of second-
person competence is in order. As noted above, LSGs must not only be
able to sympathize jointly but also to act upon that sympathy. Fortu-
nately, it is uncontroversial in the literature on joint action that LSGs
can act jointly in this sense. This means that once we grant that LSGs
can have joint sympathy, there is in principle no reason why LSGs
should not be able to act jointly upon that sympathy. Depending on
your preferred account of joint action, you might say that when the
Samaritans in Good Samaritans exchange glances this establishes a joint
commitment (Gilbert 2013) or plural self-awareness (Schmid 2014) or
shows that the Samaritans act in the we-mode (Tuomela 2013) or pur-
sue a shared goal, have meshing subplans, and are mutually respon-
sive to each other (Bratman 2014).

But it is not enough for second-person competence that the group
is capable of acting jointly. As I specified above, second-person compe-
tence also requires that an agent is capable of acting for the right kind
of reason. Phrased in quasi-Kantian terms, the LSG should be able to
act in light of rather than in accordance with second-personal reasons.
Fortunately, my account can accommodate this. Consider:

Opportunistic Samaritans. This case parallels Good Samaritans,
but differs in two respects. First, a judge follows the group
around in order to assess its team spirit and morality and de-
termine which of the groups participating in the adventure race
should get a prize. Second, when the child falls into the lake,
the members initially look terrified at each other, but then, after
a quick exchange of glances, a smug grin spreads across their
faces as they realize that this is the perfect opportunity to im-
press the judge. The group then initiates a group action that
ultimately brings the child to safety.

By stipulation, this group has the sympathic capacities of understand-
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ing how its action might impact the drowning child, and it could have
acted upon that understanding. In this sense, the group had a second-
personal reason to act. Yet, the group disregarded that reason and
acted instead out of its own self-interest. By acting out of vanity rather
than concern for the child, the group acts for the wrong reason. Of
course, it is to be preferred that the group saves the child out of vanity
rather than leaving the child to drown, but this does not change the
fact that the group’s reason for acting is of the wrong kind and that
the group thereby slights the child. If this is so, LSGs could be held
accountable for acting in light of rather than just in accordance with
second-personal reasons.

5. Self-Reactive Attitudes in Loosely Structured Groups

Having established that LSGs can sympathize with others and act in
light of that sympathy, we can finally turn to the third condition of
second-person competence, namely, the capacity to assess the moral
worth of one’s actions and inactions by way of self-reactive attitudes.

There has been some recent discussion of the conditions under
which it is appropriate to attribute reactive attitudes to groups. Gun-
nar Bjornsson and Kendy Hess (2017, 274) have argued that groups
can have states that are “sufficiently similar” to the reactive attitudes
by way of their group-level commitments to certain values and beliefs,
while Stephanie Collins (2022; 2023) and Frank Hindriks (2018) have ar-
gued that group-level reactive attitudes can sometimes be realized by
way of the feelings of the group members. These authors have, how-
ever, focused on groups with decision-making procedures, operating
under the assumption that reactive attitudes can only be attributed
to a group if those reactive attitudes are subject to the top-down con-
trol enabled by such procedures. I now propose that LSGs can have
(self-)reactive attitude that are realized by their members’ lower-order
capacities for having reactive attitudes if the manifestation and adap-
tivity requirements are satisfied in the right ways.

Starting with the manifestation requirement, the group dynamics of
LSGs can implicitly program for the member’s having specific reactive
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attitudes and thus play a causal role in determining the actions and
feelings of the members. Plausibly, this is why it’s natural for us to say
that a LSG feels in some way (e.g., “the crowd was excited”) or to say
of a group member that they feel something because they are part of
a LSG (e.g., “John could feel the excitement of the crowd”). Similarly,
group members themselves may explain the fact that they act or feel
in certain ways by referring to their group membership. For example,
if we imagine that the group of good Samaritans failed to rescue the
drowning child, we can imagine the good Samaritans feeling guilty as
part of (and, as we shall see, on behalf of) the group because they, as a
group, failed. Certain reactive attitudes are thus a function of how we
conceive of ourselves as being members of a group. This suggests that
group membership is sometimes part of the manifestation condition of
certain reactive attitudes.

Yet, the fact that a group dynamic can program for reactive atti-
tudes does not by itself imply that we should attribute those reactive
attitudes to the group. In addition, the reactive attitude in question
must be appropriately adaptive. To spell out this adaptivity, we have
to look closer at the intentional structure of the reactive attitudes. Fol-
lowing Bennett Helm (2017; 2018; 2020), we can analyze the reactive
attitudes in terms of their target, formal object, and focus. The target
of an emotion is the entity that the emotion is directed towards and
which is somehow evaluated in that emotion. The formal object is the
distinct way in which the emotion evaluates its target. Finally, the focus
of the emotion is the background object of concern that explains why
the subject of the emotion evaluates the target in terms of that formal
object. For example, in fearing a spoon of tahini, the tahini is the tar-
get of my fear, harmfulness is the formal object, while my son, who is
wildly allergic to sesame, is my focus.

Importantly, on Helm’s account, emotions are not isolated affective
episodes but parts of larger emotional patterns that connect them to
other emotions, mental states, and dispositions to act. This means, he
argues, that emotions are projectible and rational. They are projectible
because a subject’s commitment to a particular focus extends to both
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future situations and counterfactual scenarios. They are rational be-
cause we can determine what someone ought to feel based on what
holds import for them.

This account of the reactive attitudes helps us spell out how exactly
the group members must track and respond to each other and relevant
changes in the world. In order to be self-reactive, the intentional object
of the reactive attitude must be the plurality of agents that, due to their
specific group dynamic, constitute the LSG. Importantly, this does not
mean that the reactive attitude targets the members as an aggregation
of independent individuals. Rather, it targets the members under a
specific description, namely, as a plurality of individuals possessing
and exercising joint capacities.

The members’ reactive attitude must also align with the emotional
pattern characteristic of the LSG. This means that the members’ self-
reactive attitude must be focused on the second person who gave the
LSG a second-personal reason to act."" To put this point differently,
the members’ self-reactive attitude must arise out of a concern for the
second person in the same way that the LSG is normatively expected
to act out of concern for the second person as this is established in the
group’s act of sympathy with that person. There is, in other words, a
connection between the LSG’s sympathic concern for the second per-
son insofar as the self-reactive attitude of the members are rational
projections of their joint second-personal reason to act.

At this point, it is important to note that two emotional patterns
can have the same target and focus without thereby being one or, more
precisely, without being connected by way of rational projections. Con-
ceived as an individual, each member can be rationally expected to feel
regret that the second person was not saved in much the same way that
a mere spectator would, since they may not have been in a position to

11. On this point, my account of the reactive attitudes differs from that of
Helm’s, since Helm argues that our reactive attitudes are mainly focused
on the moral community and only sub-focused on particular people (2018,
283f). In contrast to second-person theorists, Helm takes the moral commu-
nity to be the primary “source of reasons” (Helm 2018, 290).
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make a difference as an individual. But as group members, the members
can be rationally expected to feel guilt rather than regret because they,
as a group, had the capacity to act on the second-personal reason. Now,
guilt and regret have the same target and focus — the LSG and the sec-
ond person, respectively — but they have different formal objects and
are part of distinct emotional patterns. One is appropriate from the per-
spective of the group; the other is appropriate from the perspective of
the individual. It seems that the LSG only has the higher-order capac-
ity for having a reactive attitude if the members’ lower-order reactive
attitude (which, recall, is supposed to realize that higher-order capac-
ity) is a rational projection of the emotional pattern established in the
LSG’s act of sympathy rather than any personal emotional pattern that
happens to share focus and target with that of the LSG.

This also implies that the members must have the appropriate reac-
tive attitudes from the point of view of the group so that the members
are aware that the emotion is an appropriate expression of the emo-
tional pattern of the LSG as a group and that they have the emotion
on behalf of the group. This is important because it is conceivable that
a member feels guilt that the group failed to act on a second-personal
reason out of concern for the second person as an individual. In this case,
the member would be aware only of himself as feeling guilt not on be-
half of the group but only by virtue of some fact about his individual
agency. This is psychologically possible, but it would also be irrational
since feelings of remorse are only appropriate when they involve self-
awareness that one has the capacities that would have enabled one to
act in the right way. In our case, the relevant kind of self-awareness
would be a plural self-awareness, since the members can only satisfy
the second-person claim laid upon them jointly.

In this section, I have argued that LSGs have the capacity for self-
reactive attitudes necessary for second-person competence if a group
dynamic implicitly programs the members of the LSG to have a reac-
tive attitude. Moreover, I have argued that the reactive attitude of the
members must be appropriately adaptive in the sense that (i) the in-
tentional object of the attitude must be the LSG itself, (ii) the attitude
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must be focused on the second person, (iii) the attitude must a rational
projection of the emotional pattern established in the LSG’s act of sym-
pathy, and (iv) the members must have the reactive attitude on behalf
of the group.

6. Conclusion

I have argued that groups can have second-person competence over
and above their members if and only if the groups have capacities
for sympathy, for acting on that sympathy, and for self-reactive atti-
tudes. Moreover, 1 have shown that loosely structured groups can re-
alize these capacities through their members’ lower-order capacities
when these satisfy the manifestation and adaptivity requirements.

Two limitations of my account are worth mentioning. First, I have
focused only on heavily idealized cases, where the group members act
and feel in similar or compatible ways. Yet, due to the decentralized
nature of LSGs, we can easily imagine cases where the group members
do not act as a single body. To address this issue, we would need to
develop a theory of non-ideal group agency capable of modelling the
degree to which groups possess and exercise agential capacities, and
we would need to consider how such degrees of agential capacities are
or should be reflected in our blaming attitudes and practices. This task
is beyond the scope of the current paper.

Second, I have argued that there are cases where we would say that
LSGs have the capacities required for second-person competence, but
I have not directly discussed what this might entail in terms of the
praise- and blameworthiness of the groups and its members. A full ac-
count of this is also beyond the scope of this paper, but I'll nevertheless
conclude by briefly discussing some of the positions we might adopt
on the accountability of LSGs.

Some suggest that groups can be blamed as collective entities, in-
dependently of the individuals that comprise them (see, e.g., Feinberg
1968; French 1979; 1984; Isaacs 2011; Pettit 2007). Others think that
praise and blame must be wholly distributed among group members
so that each member is only evaluated for their own personal contri-
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bution to the acts of the group (see Moen 2024 for a recent discussion).
Finally, some have suggested that the praise- and blameworthiness of
some groups can be understood as evaluative properties that are pos-
sessed by the individual group members (rather than the group itself)
but only jointly (see Bjornsson 2014; 2020; Blomberg and Petersson
2023; Knudsen 2023; Mellor 2024; Schwenkenbecher 2018). Call these
the collective, distributive, and joint views, respectively.

The collectivist view is controversial in itself, but even if we grant
that it sometimes makes sense to blame groups independently of the
members that compose them, it is not particularly promising for think-
ing about the accountability of LSGs, since it is usually only applied
to more robust groups. An underlying reason for this is that the kind
of capacities arguably possessed by LSGs are so closely tied to the
capacities of the members that a clear separation between the blame-
worthiness of the group and that of the members becomes difficult to
make. The distributive and joint views are, in contrast, both individu-
alist in the sense that they only attribute evaluative properties to the
individual group members, yet, they interpret the address of our blame
in different ways. On the distributive view, our blame could be broken
down to several instances of second-person singular blame (thereby ad-
dressing a you, you, and you), while on the joint view, our blame would
resist such reduction by addressing its target in the second-person plu-
ral (as yous or y’all).

One theory-laden reason for preferring the joint view is that it
aligns easily with the account of joint capacities developed above. If
their group membership makes an explanatory difference to how we
account for the actions and attitudes of the group members, it is plau-
sible that group membership must also play an important role in our
blaming practices. Along these lines, Bjornsson (2014, 113) suggests
that “a group of people share retrospective responsibility and blame
for some event insofar as that event has a straightforward normal
explanation in terms of the lack of proper concern of that particular
group.” The distributive view would, in contrast, require us to ignore
the explanatory and causal information essential to the group’s im-

PHILOSOPHERS  IMPRINT

_13_

Groups and Second-Person Competence

plicit programming and focus solely on causal efficacy.

To give a full account of the accountability of LSGs, we would have
to consider in much more detail which view best explains and predicts
our moral intuitions. A critical case worth considering would be this:
Imagine that in a Good Samaritans-style case, a member does her part
of the joint rescue, yet the joint rescue fails for some reason. On the dis-
tributive view, the member would be wholly off the hook, and neither
blame nor guilt would be appropriate. End of story. The joint view, in
contrast, would insist that although the LSG consists of nothing but
individuals, these individuals were given a second-personal reason to-
gether that they failed to act upon, and that the individual members
therefore can be jointly blameworthy for the failed rescue, regardless
of their individual contributions. Importantly, this view is compatible
with certain forms of ambiguity. For example, a proponent might argue
that it is appropriate for the member to feel proud of their own heroic
contribution to the failed joint rescue as an individual, while maintain-
ing that it is nevertheless appropriate for them to feel guilty that we, as
a group, failed to satisfy the second person’s claim to a special kind of
treatment or regard.

It remains a task for the future to uncover exactly how the second-
person plural figures in our responsibility practices. Here I have merely
argued that groups, even those lacking unifying decision-making pro-
cedures, can be second-person competent.™

References

Bjornsson, Gunnar. 2014. Essentially shared obligations. Midwest Stud-
ies in Philosophy 38(1): 103-120. DOI: 10.1111/misp.12019.

Bjornsson, Gunnar. 2020. Collective responsibility and collective obliga-
tions without collective moral agents. In Saba Bazargan-Forward
and Deborah Tollefsen (Eds.), The Routledge Handbook of Collective

12. I am grateful to Lauritz Munch, Mohammadhadi Fazeli, Olle Blomberg,
Rasmus Dyring, Thomas Schwarz Wentzer, and two anonymous review-
ers for their helpful feedback. This work was generously supported by the
Carlsberg Foundation (CF21-0217).

VOL. 25, NO. 51 (DECEMBER 2025)



NICOLAI KNUDSEN

Responsibility (127-141). Routledge.

Bjornsson, Gunnar, and Kendy Hess. 2017. Corporate crocodile tears?
On the reactive attitudes of corporate agents. Philosophy and Phe-
nomenological Research 94(2): 273-298. DOI: 10.1111/phpr.12260.

Blomberg, Olle, and Bjérn Petersson. 2024. Team reasoning and collec-
tive moral obligation. Social Theory and Practice 50(3): 483-516. DOI:
10.5840/soctheorpract2023120177.

Bratman, Michael E. 2014. Shared Agency: A Planning Theory of Acting
Together. Oxford University Press.

Buber, Martin. 2002. Between Man and Man. Translated by Ronald Gre-
gor Smith. Routledge.

Buehler, Denis. 2022. Agential capacities: a capacity to guide. Philosoph-
ical Studies 179(1): 21—47. DOI: 10.1007/511098-021-01649-6.

Collins, Randall. 2004. Interaction Ritual Chains. Princeton University
Press.

Collins, Stephanie. 2019. Group Duties: Their Existence and Their Implica-
tions for Individuals. Oxford University Press.

Collins, Stephanie. 2022. I, Volkswagen. The Philosophical Quarterly
72(2): 283-304. DOL: 10.1093/pq/pqabo3z2.

Collins, Stephanie. 2023. Organizations as Wrongdoers: From Ontology to
Morality. Oxford University Press.

Copp, David. 1991. Responsibility for collective inaction. Jour-
nal of Social Philosophy 22(2): DOI:
9833.1991.th00039.X.

Crowell, Steven. 2016. Second-person phenomenology. In Thomas
Szanto and Dermot Moran (Eds.), Phenomenology of Sociality: Dis-
covering the ‘We’ (31-50). Routledge.

Crowell, Steven. 2020. Second-person reasons: Darwall, Levinas, and

71-80. 10.1111/}.1467-

the phenomenology of reason. In Michael Fagenblat and Melis Er-
dur (Eds.), Levinas and Analytic Philosophy: Second-Person Normativ-
ity and the Moral Life (134-156). Routledge.

Darwall, Stephen. 1998. Empathy, sympathy, care. Philosophical Studies
89(2/3): 261—282. DOL: 10.1023/A:1004289113917.

Darwall, Stephen. 2009. The Second-Person Standpoint: Morality, Respect,

PHILOSOPHERS  IMPRINT

_14_

Groups and Second-Person Competence

and Accountability. Harvard University Press.

Durkheim, Emile. 1964. The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life. Trans-
lated by Joseph Ward Swain. George Allen & Unwin Ltd. (Original
work published 1912)

Feinberg, Joel. 1968. Collective responsibility. The Journal of Philosophy
65(21): 674—688. DOL: 10.2307/2024543.

French, Peter A. 1979. The corporation as a moral person. American
Philosophical Quarterly 16(3): 207—215.

French, Peter A. 1984. Collective and Corporate Responsibility. Columbia
University Press.

Gardner, John. 2002. Reasons for teamwork. Legal Theory 8(4): 495-509.
DOI: 10.1017/51352325202084045.

Gilbert, Margaret. 2013. Joint Commitment: How We Make the Social
World. Oxford University Press.

Held, Virginia. 1970. Can a random collection of individuals be
morally responsible? The Journal of Philosophy 67(14): 471—481. DOI:
10.2307/2024108.

Helm, Bennett W. 2001. Emotional Reason: Deliberation, Motivation, and
the Nature of Value. Cambridge University Press.

Helm, Bennett W. 2017. Communities of Respect: Grounding Responsibility,
Authority, and Dignity. Oxford University Press.

Helm, Bennett W. 2018. Personal relationships and blame: Scanlon and
the reactive attitudes. In Katrina Hutchison, Catriona Mackenzie,
and Marina Oshana (Eds.), Social Dimensions of Moral Responsibility
(275—295). Oxford University Press.

Helm, Bennett W. 2020. Affective intentionality and the reactive atti-
tudes. In Thomas Szanto and Hilge Landweer (Eds.), The Routledge
Handbook of Phenomenology of Emotion (342—352). Routledge.

Hindriks, Frank. 2018. Collective agency: moral and amoral. Dialectica
72(1): 3—23. DOL: 10.1111/1746-8361.12215.

Hindriks, Frank. 2019. The duty to join forces: when individuals lack
control. The Monist 102(2): 204—220. DOIL: 10.1093/monist/onzoo6.

Isaacs, Tracy. 2011. Moral Responsibility in Collective Contexts. Oxford
University Press.

VOL. 25, NO. 51 (DECEMBER 2025)



NICOLAI KNUDSEN

Jackson, Frank, and Philip Pettit. 1990. Program explanation: a general
perspective. Analysis 50(2): 107-117. DOI: 10.1093/analys/50.2.107.

Knudsen, Nicolai K. 2023. A pluralist approach to joint re-
sponsibility. Philosophy and Public Affairs 51(2): 140-165. DOI:
10.1111/papa.12232.

Krueger, Joel, and Seren Overgaard. 2012. Seeing subjectivity: defend-
ing a perceptual account of other minds. ProtoSociology 47: 239-
262.

Kutz, Christopher. 2002. The collective work of citizenship. Legal Theory
8(4): 471-494. DOL: 10.1017/51352325202084033.

Levinas, Emmanuel. 1987. Time and the Other (and Additional Essays).
Dugquesne University Press. (Original work published 1947)

Levinas, Emmanuel. 2012. Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority.
Translated by Alphonso Lingis. Duquesne University Press. (Orig-
inal work published 1961)

Levinas, Emmanuel. 2016. Otherwise than Being, or, Beyond Essence.
Translated by Alphonso Lingis. Duquesne University Press. (Orig-
inal work published 1974)

Lewis, James H. P. 2024. Varieties of second-personal reason. Erkenntnis
89(4): 1629-1649. DOI: 10.1007/510670-022-00587-Z.

List, Christian, and Philip Pettit. 2011. Group Agency: The Possibility,
Design, and Status of Corporate Agents. Oxford University Press.
Logstrup, Knud Eiler. 2020a. Ethical Concepts and Problems. Oxford Uni-

versity Press. (Original work published 1971)

Logstrup, Knud Eiler. 2020b. The Ethical Demand. Translated by Robert
Stern and Bjern Rabjerg. Oxford University Press. (Original work
published 1956)

May, Larry. 1990. Collective inaction and shared responsibility. Noils
24(2): 269—277. DOL: 10.2307/2215528.

May, Simon Cabulea. 2015. Directed duties. Philosophy Compass 10(8):
523-532. DOL: 10.1111/phc3.12239.

McGeer, Victoria. 2018. Intelligent capacities. Proceedings of the Aris-
totelian Society 118(3): 347—376. DOL: 10.1093/arisoc/aoyo17y.

McKenna, Michael. 2012. Conversation and Responsibility. Oxford Uni-

PHILOSOPHERS  IMPRINT

_15_

Groups and Second-Person Competence

versity Press.

Mellor, Rowan. 2024. Joint ought. Philosophy & Public Affairs 52(1): 42—
68. DOL: 10.1111/papa.12252.

Moen, Lars J. K. 2024. Against corporate responsibility. Journal of Social
Philosophy 55(1): 44-61. DOL: 10.1111/j0sp.12547.

Pawlett Jackson, Sarah. 2020. Facing the Third Person: Understand-
ing the Second-Person Plural. PhD thesis, The Open University.
https:/ /oro.open.ac.uk/69446/ .

Pettit, Philip. 2007. Responsibility incorporated. Ethics 117(2): 171—201.
DOI: 10.1086/510695.

Pettit, Philip. 2017. The conversable, responsible corporation. In Eric
W. Orts and N. Craig Smith (Eds.), The Moral Responsibility of Firms
(13—32). Oxford University Press.

Rachar, Matthew. 2024. A pathology of group agency. Social Theory and
Practice 50(3): 387—405. DOL: 10.5840/soctheorpract2024612135.
Roberts, Robert C. 2003. Emotions: An Essay in Aid of Moral Psychology.

Cambridge University Press.

Salmela, Mikko. 2022. Two types of togetherness in shared emotions
[and many other collectively intentional states]. Metodo. Interna-
tional Studies in Phenomenology and Philosophy 10(1): 49-78. DOI:
10.19079/metod0.10.1.49.

Schaab, Janis David. 2023. Second-personal approaches to moral obli-
gation. Philosophy Compass 18(3): e12901. DOL: 10.1111/phc3.12901.

Schmid, Hans Bernhard. 2014. Plural self-awareness. Phenomenology
and the Cognitive Sciences 13(1): 7-24. DOI: 10.1007/511097-013-
9317-Z.

Schmid, Hans Bernhard. 2018. Collective responsibilities of random
collections: plural self-awareness among strangers. Journal of Social
Philosophy 49(1): 91-105. DOI: 10.1111/j0Sp.12229.

Schwenkenbecher, Anne. 2018. Making sense of collective moral obliga-
tions: a comparison of existing approaches. In Kendy M. Hess, Vi-
oletta Igneski, and Tracy Isaacs (Eds.), Collectivity: Ontology, Ethics,
and Social Justice (109—-132). Rowman & Littlefield.

Shockley, Kenneth. 2007. Programming collective control. Jour-

VOL. 25, NO. 51 (DECEMBER 2025)



NICOLAI KNUDSEN

nal of Social Philosophy 38(3): 456—472. DOI: 10.1111/j.1467-
9833.2007.00390.X.

Sripada, Chandra. 2016. Self-expression: a deep self theory of
moral responsibility. Philosophical Studies 173(5): 1203-1232. DOIL
10.1007/511098-015-0527-9.

Stein, Edith. 1970. On the Problem of Empathy. Martinus Nijhoff. (Origi-
nal work published 1917)

Stern, Robert. 2019. The Radical Demand in Logstrup’s Ethics. Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Thompson, Michael. 2004. What is it to wrong someone? A puzzle
about justice. In R. Jay Wallace, Philip Pettit, Samuel Scheffler, and
Michael Smith (Eds.), Reason and Value: Themes from the Moral Phi-

losophy of Joseph Raz (333—384). Clarendon Press.

PHILOSOPHERS  IMPRINT

-16 -

Groups and Second-Person Competence

Tollefsen, Deborah. 2015. Groups as Agents. Polity Press.

Tuomela, Raimo. 2007. The Philosophy of Sociality: The Shared Point of
View. Oxford University Press.

Tuomela, Raimo. 2013. Social Ontology: Collective Intentionality and
Group Agents. Oxford University Press.

Wallace, R. Jay. 2019. The Moral Nexus. Princeton University Press.

Zahavi, Dan. 2014. Self and Other: Exploring Subjectivity, Empathy, and
Shame. Oxford University Press.

Zylberman, Ariel. 2018. The relational structure of human dig-
nity. Australasian Journal of Philosophy 96(4): 738-752. DOI:
10.1080/00048402.2018.1425727.

Zylberman, Ariel. 2021. Relational primitivism. Philosophy and Phe-
nomenological Research 102(2): 401—422. DOI: 10.1111/phpr.12662.

VOL. 25, NO. 51 (DECEMBER 2025)



	1. Second-Personal Reasons and Second-Person Competence
	2. Joint Capacities
	3. Sympathy in Loosely Structured Groups
	4. Acting on Sympathy in Loosely Structured Groups
	5. Self-Reactive Attitudes in Loosely Structured Groups
	6. Conclusion
	References

