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Agents are often blamed for the evaluative outlook their behavior manifests. Standard accounts 
of this form of attributability blame assume that the relevant evaluative outlooks must be 
sustained by an individual’s character, such as their cares, commitments, or evaluative judg-
ments. Drawing on social psychology, this paper challenges this assumption. In many social 
settings—most vividly, riots—temporary social dynamics shape what we take to matter, thereby 
altering the evaluative content expressed by our actions. Intuitively, however, some form of at-
tributability blame remains appropriate in at least some of these cases. To account for this, I 
develop the Outlook View, according to which an agent is an appropriate target of attributability 
blame only if (i) the action manifests an evaluative outlook and (ii) the outlook’s sustaining 
basis, whether psychological or social, supports the characteristic functions of attributability 
blame. Using riots as my test case, I argue that socially scaffolded evaluative outlooks can satisfy 
these conditions in a distinctive way, explaining when attributability blame persists under so-
cial influence and why its form varies across cases.
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RIOTS, BLAME, AND  
EVALUATIVE OUTLOOKS

Nicolai Knudsen

Agents are often blamed for the evaluative outlook their behavior manifests. Standard accounts 
of this form of attributability blame assume that the relevant evaluative outlooks must be sus-
tained by an individual’s character, such as their cares, commitments, or evaluative judgments. 
Drawing on social psychology, this paper challenges this assumption. In many social settings—
most vividly, riots—temporary social dynamics shape what we take to matter, thereby altering 
the evaluative content expressed by our actions. Intuitively, however, some form of attributabil-
ity blame remains appropriate in at least some of these cases. To account for this, I develop the 
Outlook View, according to which an agent is an appropriate target of attributability blame only 
if (i) the action manifests an evaluative outlook and (ii) the outlook’s sustaining basis, whether 
psychological or social, supports the characteristic functions of attributability blame. Using 
riots as my test case, I argue that socially scaffolded evaluative outlooks can satisfy these condi-
tions in a distinctive way, explaining when attributability blame persists under social influence 
and why its form varies across cases.

I. Introduction

Agents are often blamed for the evaluative outlook their behavior manifests. 
Call this attributability blame. On standard accounts, an agent’s evaluative 
outlook is taken to reveal who that agent really is, that is, to reveal the com-
mitments or values central to their character.1 However, a large body of re-

1. For representative versions of this view, see deep self theories: Susan Wolf, “Sanity and the 
Metaphysics of Responsibility,” in Responsibility, Character, and the Emotions: New Essays in Moral 
Psychology, ed. Ferdinand David Schoeman (Cambridge University Press, 1987); Gary Watson, 
“Free Agency,” Journal of Philosophy 72, no. 8 (1975): 205–20, https://doi.org/10.2307/2024703; 
Harry G. Frankfurt, The Importance of What We Care About: Philosophical Essays (Cambridge 
University Press, 1988), https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511818172; Nomy Arpaly and Timothy 
Schroeder, “Praise, Blame and the Whole Self,” Philosophical Studies 93, no. 2 (1999): 161–88, 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1004222928272; David Shoemaker, “Caring, Identification, and 
Agency,” Ethics 114, no. 1 (2003): 88–118, https://doi.org/10.1086/376718; David Shoemaker, “Ecu-
menical Attributability,” in The Nature of Moral Responsibility: New Essays, ed. Randolph Clarke, 
Michael McKenna, and Angela M. Smith (Oxford University Press, 2015), https://doi.org/10.1093/
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search in social psychology suggests that human agency is often radically 
shaped by social dynamics. Under conditions of peer pressure, internalized 
social norms, and other social influences, agents attend to and respond to 
the world in ways that diverge dramatically from who they, supposedly, re-
ally are. These responses remain exercises of agency, and we routinely assess 
and criticize their evaluative content. Think, for example, of a spontaneous 
slur or chant. This poses a challenge for standard accounts of attributability 
blame. When the evaluative content of an action is sustained primarily by 
social dynamics rather than an agent’s character, it becomes unclear how, 
and to whom, attributability blame should apply.

Riots provide a particularly vivid illustration of this problem.2 Decades of 
research suggest that in riot contexts, powerful social forces reshape how in-
dividuals attend to and respond to their environment, often leading people 
to act in ways they later disavow and that do not seem to reflect their own 

acprof:oso/9780199998074.003.0006; David Shoemaker, Responsibility from the Margins (Oxford 
University Press, 2015), https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198715672.001.0001; Chandra Sri-
pada, “Self-Expression: A Deep Self Theory of Moral Responsibility,” Philosophical Studies 173, 
no. 5 (2016): 1203–32, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-015-0527-9; and August Gorman, “Demys-
tifying the Deep Self View,” Journal of Moral Philosophy 19, no. 4 (2022): 390–414, https://doi.
org/10.1163/17455243-20223564.

For attributionist accounts, see T. M. Scanlon, What We Owe to Each Other (Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1998), https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv134vmrn; T. M. Scanlon, Moral Dimensions: Per-
missibility, Meaning, Blame (Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2010); Angela M. Smith, 
“Responsibility for Attitudes: Activity and Passivity in Mental Life,” Ethics 115, no. 2 (2005): 236–
71, https://doi.org/10.1086/426957; Angela M. Smith, “Control, Responsibility, and Moral Assess-
ment,” Philosophical Studies 138, no. 3 (2008): 367–92, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-006-9048-x; 
Angela M. Smith, “Attributability, Answerability, and Accountability: In Defense of a Unified Ac-
count,” Ethics 122, no. 3 (2012): 575–89, https://doi.org/10.1086/664752; Matthew Talbert, “Moral 
Competence, Moral Blame, and Protest,” Journal of Ethics 16, no. 1 (2012): 89–109, https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10892-011-9112-4; and Matthew Talbert, “Attributionist Theories of Moral Respon-
sibility,” in The Oxford Handbook of Moral Responsibility, ed. Dana Kay Nelkin and Derk Pere-
boom (Oxford University Press, 2022), https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190679309.013.7.

2. Recent philosophical debates about riots have concerned their permissibility or imper-
missibility, but these discussions presuppose that rioters are straightforwardly fitting targets of 
blame. See Avia Pasternak, “Political Rioting: A Moral Assessment,” Philosophy & Public Affairs 
46, no. 4 (2018): 384–418, https://doi.org/10.1111/papa.12132; Avia Pasternak, No Justice, No Peace: 
The Ethics of Violent Protests (Oxford University Press, 2025), https://doi.org/10.1093/978019755
6719.001.0001; Matthew Chrisman and Graham Hubbs, “‘The Language of the Unheard’: Rioting 
as a Speech Act,” Philosophy & Public Affairs 49, no. 4 (2021): 379–401, https://doi.org/10.1111/
papa.12201; Jonathan Havercroft, “The British Academy Brian Barry Prize Essay: Why Is There 
No Just Riot Theory?,” British Journal of Political Science 51, no. 3 (2021): 909–23, https://doi.
org/10.1017/S000712342000085X; Ricky Mouser, “How to Read a Riot,” Journal of Ethics and Social 
Philosophy 26, no. 3 (2024): 445–68, https://doi.org/10.26556/jesp.v26i3.2316; Thomas Carnes, 
“Privileged Citizens and the Right to Riot: A Reply to Pasternak,” Journal of Ethics and Social Phi-
losophy 26, no. 3 (2024): 633–40, https://doi.org/10.26556/jesp.v26i3.3086; and Edmund Tweedy 
Flanigan, “Why Riot? An Expressive Theory of the Justification of Rioting,” Free & Equal 1, no. 1 
(2025), https://doi.org/10.16995/fe.17733.
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commitments or values.3 At the same time, riot behavior typically expresses 
clear evaluative content—hostility toward certain social groups, indigna-
tion with institutions, or solidarity with a political cause—and we ordinarily 
judge rioters based on that content. The resulting puzzle for attributability 
blame comes into sharp focus once we distinguish two types of riot partici-
pation. Some participants, whom I will call Diehards, act in ways that reflect 
their own evaluative outlooks, even if their behavior is intensified by group 
dynamics. Others, whom I will call Tagalongs, are swept up by the moment 
and come to express evaluative content that does not manifest their own 
evaluative outlooks. Diehards are clearly blameworthy for the evaluative 
content of their actions. But what about Tagalongs? Intuitively, they are 
blameworthy, and not merely for being present in the riot or for their gen-
eral suggestibility, but for the evaluative content their actions express. Yet 
on standard accounts, this kind of social influence is often seen as excusing. 
How, then, should attributability blame be understood when the relevant 
evaluative outlook is sustained primarily by social forces rather than by the 
agent’s character?

In response, I develop what I call the Outlook View of attributability blame. 
The Outlook View retains the core insight of existing accounts—that attrib-
utability blame concerns how evaluative outlooks are manifested in people’s 
actions—but allows that evaluative outlooks can be sustained not only by 
an individual’s psychology but also by social dynamics. This enables us to 
account for the kind of attributability blame targeted at what I shall call so-
cially scaffolded evaluative outlooks. More precisely, what matters for attrib-
utability blame is not that an action expresses some psychological structure 
of an agent but, more generally, whether an action manifests an evaluative 
outlook and whether the sustaining basis of that outlook, whether individual 
or social, supports the characteristic and integrated functions of blame.

The Outlook View has broad implications for any context in which evalua-
tive outlooks are socially scaffolded—from peer pressure and organizational 
cultures to longer-term political climates. I focus on riots, however, because 

3. See Gabriel Tarde, L’opinion et la foule (1901; repr., Adamant Media, 2001); Gustave Le Bon, 
The Crowd: A Study of the Popular Mind (1895; repr., Dover, 2002); and Sigmund Freud, Group 
Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego, ed. James Strachey (1921; repr., W. W. Norton, 1990), for 
early theories of crowd behavior. For critiques of these, see Clark McPhail, The Myth of the 
Madding Crowd (Routledge, 1991); and Gerhard Thonhauser, “A Critique of the Crowd Psycho-
logical Heritage in Early Sociology, Classic Phenomenology and Recent Social Psychology,” Con-
tinental Philosophy Review 55, no. 3 (2022): 371–89, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11007-022-09566-z. 
For more recent developments, see Donelson Forsyth, Group Dynamics, 7th ed. (Cengage 
Learning, 2018); and John Drury and Clifford Stott, eds., Crowds in the 21st Century: Perspectives 
from Contemporary Social Science (Routledge, 2015), https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315873015.
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they serve as an epistemologically privileged test case. The social dynam-
ics that shape riot behavior are empirically well-described, riot actions are 
widely treated as expressive and blameworthy, and we typically have suffi-
cient evidence about the evaluative content of those actions to ground moral 
assessment. This makes riots an ideal context in which to develop and test 
the account before extending it to harder cases.

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. Section II draws on social psy-
chological research to show how riot behavior is shaped by powerful but 
temporary forms of social influence, and why riots pose a distinctive chal-
lenge for accounts of attributability blame. Section III argues that existing 
accounts struggle with such cases because they assume that blameworthy 
evaluative outlooks must be grounded primarily in individual psychological 
structures. Section IV introduces the Outlook View and its two conditions 
on attributability blame, Manifestation and Functional Support. Section V 
explains how riot behavior can satisfy Manifestation even when the relevant 
evaluative outlook is socially scaffolded. Section VI then shows how such so-
cially scaffolded outlooks can support the characteristic functions of attrib-
utability blame in a distinctive but coherent way. In the Conclusion, I take 
stock of the account and sketch some of its wider implications.

II. The Riot Challenge

In this section, I review some prominent theories in social psychology that 
are commonly used to explain social behavior. Focusing specifically on riot 
cases, I show how these theories support the idea that social dynamics can 
sustain evaluative outlooks. I then identify three core intuitions (Evaluative 
Content, Differentiation, and No Full Excuse) that any adequate theory of at-
tributability blame must account for.

Central to the social psychological literature is the idea that social forces 
can change how we attend and respond to our environment and, hence, the 
evaluative content of our actions. Several partly overlapping frameworks 
have been developed to explain this phenomenon.

One influential framework is self-categorization and social identity theory. 
On this view, riot dynamics often involve a switch between personal and 
group identity.4 Intergroup conflict (e.g., us vs. the police) typically serves 

4. Henri Tajfel, “Social Identity and Intergroup Behaviour,” Social Science Information 13, 
no. 2 (1974): 65–93, https://doi.org/10.1177/053901847401300204; Henri Tajfel and John C. Turner, 
“The Social Identity Theory of Intergroup Behavior,” in Psychology of Intergroup Relations, ed. S. 
Worchel and W. G. Austin (Nelson-Hall, 1986), https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203505984-16; Henri 
Tajfel and John C. Turner, “An Integrative Theory of Intergroup Conflict,” in Intergroup Relations: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/053901847401300204
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as a catalyst for this shift, causing people to see themselves as group mem-
bers and prioritize collective over individual concerns. This often leads to 
increased ingroup solidarity and defensive or aggressive responses, even 
among those who would not act like this in isolation.5

A second framework, deindividuation theory, highlights how anonymity and 
immersion in a crowd diminish self-awareness and a person’s sense of per-
sonal responsibility.6 In such conditions, people become less constrained by 
moral or personal standards and more susceptible to external situational cues.7

A third framework, emergent norm theory, suggests that people in chaotic 
situations look to others for guidance on how to act, which results in the 
rapid formation of new norms that guide collective behavior.8 These norms 
often diverge from agents’ preexisting evaluative frameworks.9

These frameworks appeal to different psychological mechanisms to ex-
plain riot behavior, but they converge on the idea that social dynamics can 
influence what agents take to be significant and thus shape the evaluative 
content of their actions.

The common picture of attributability blame holds, roughly, that agents 
are blameworthy for the evaluative content of their actions only if that eval-
uative content reflects or expresses a morally relevant part of their individual 

Essential Readings (Psychology Press, 2001); Michael A. Hogg, The Social Psychology of Group 
Cohesiveness: From Attraction to Social Identity (Harvester, 1992); Michael A. Hogg and Dominic 
Abrams, Social Identifications: A Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations and Group Processes 
(Routledge, 1988), https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203135457; and Michael A. Hogg, “Social Catego-
rization, Depersonalization, and Group Behavior,” in Self and Social Identity (Blackwell, 2004).

5. Verlin B. Hinsz and Jay W. Jackson, “The Relevance of Group Dynamics for Understanding 
the U.S. Capitol Insurrection,” Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice 26, no. 3 (2022): 
288–308, https://doi.org/10.1037/gdn0000191.

6. L. Festinger, A. Pepitone, and T. Newcomb, “Some Consequences of Deindividuation in a 
Group,” Journal of Abnormal Psychology 47, no. 2, suppl. (1952): 382–89, https://doi.org/10.1037/
h0057906; Philip G. Zimbardo, “The Human Choice: Individuation, Reason, and Order versus 
Deindividuation, Impulse, and Chaos,” in Nebraska Symposium on Motivation, ed. William J. 
Arnold and David Levine (University of Nebraska Press, 1970).

7. Paul B. Paulus and Jared B. Kenworthy, “The Crowd Dynamics and Collective Stupidity 
of the January 6 Riot: Theoretical Analyses and Prescriptions for a Collectively Wiser Future,” 
Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice 26, no. 3 (2022): 199–219, https://doi.org/10.1037/
gdn0000184; and Jeremy R. Winget and Ernest S. Park, “Discharged in D.C.: The Role of Disinhi-
bition in the Behavior of Insurrection Group Members,” Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and 
Practice 26, no. 3 (2022): 252–62, https://doi.org/10.1037/gdn0000182.

8. Ralph H. Turner, “New Theoretical Frameworks,” Sociological Quarterly 5, no. 2 (1964): 
122–32; Ralph H. Turner and Lewis M. Killian, Collective Behavior (Prentice-Hall, 1972); and 
Robert B. Cialdini, “The Focus Theory of Normative Conduct,” in Handbook of Theories of Social 
Psychology, Vol. 2 (Sage Publications, 2012), https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249222.n41.

9. Charles D. Samuelson, “Why Were the Police Attacked on January 6th? Emergent Norms, 
Focus Theory, and Invisible Expectations,” Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice 26, 
no. 3 (2022): 178–98, https://doi.org/10.1037/gdn0000183.
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psychology. Social psychology challenges these theories by showing that so-
cial dynamics may undermine, distort, or amplify these aspects of our indi-
vidual psychology. To illustrate, consider two types of rioters.

Some riot participants are deeply committed to the values expressed in 
their actions, even if their behavior is subtly shaped by crowd dynamics. Let 
us call these participants Diehards. A Diehard is a riot participant whose ac-
tions have evaluative content that manifests their own evaluative outlook, 
even when the expression of that content is enabled or triggered by some 
social interaction.

Others act on what they take to matter in the moment but later disavow 
the action or feel estranged from it. Let us call these participants Tagalongs. 
A Tagalong is a riot participant whose actions have evaluative content that 
does not manifest their own evaluative outlook. Both Diehards and Tag-
alongs may be subject to social powers, but the cases raise different chal-
lenges. For instance, a normally reserved Diehard may join a chant only in 
a crowd, yet the chant expresses convictions they already hold. A Tagalong, 
by contrast, may also join a chant, but here the evaluative content does not 
cohere with their characteristic values and commitments. They are there-
fore likely to regret what they said or did, maybe even be uncertain why they 
acted in that way.

Intuitively, the differences between Diehards and Tagalongs matter for our 
responsibility practices. They give rise to three intuitive judgments:

Evaluative Content The moral relevance of riot actions depends in part on 
their evaluative content.

Differentiation Tagalongs and Diehards are not all morally on a par with 
respect to the evaluative content their actions express.

No Full Excuse The social dynamics of riots do not, by themselves, fully ex-
cuse riot participants from attributability blame.

These judgments are, I take it, widely reflected in how riot behavior is as-
sessed. Evaluative Content captures the idea that riot actions manifest evalu-
ative content. For example, participants may express hostility toward certain 
groups or sympathy for a political cause. Our moral assessments of rioters 
are partly determined by this evaluative content. We tend to judge racist riot-
ers who block the street very differently from climate activists doing the same.

Differentiation tracks the fact that when we blame rioters, one of the things 
we care about is how the evaluative content expressed in action relates to 
the agent’s evaluative outlook more generally. For example, when sentencing 
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rioters, judges routinely cite evidence concerning whether a defendant ex-
pressed a preexisting evaluative outlook or acted in a way that was somehow 

“out of character.”10
Finally, No Full Excuse reflects the fact that we often do not treat social 

scaffolding as fully excusing riot participants from attributability blame.11 
Even when a participant’s evaluative outlook is strongly shaped by social 
dynamics, we may still hold them responsible for the evaluative content of 
their actions. At the same time, as Differentiation suggests, social scaffolding 
is not normatively irrelevant. More specifically, I’ll argue that the shape that 
attributability blame takes depends on the sustaining basis of the evaluative 
outlook, so that some forms of attributability blame are inappropriate while 
others are not.12

Although these judgments are clearest in riot contexts, they reflect a 
broader problem concerning socially complex cases. In many social sit-
uations, agents act under the influence of social powers that shape what 
they take to matter and, hence, the evaluative content their actions express. 
Sometimes the influence of such social powers excuses (e.g., in a chaotic 
panic scenario), but in other cases attributability blame seems to remain ap-
propriate even when the evaluative outlook expressed in an action is shaped, 
in whole or in part, by social dynamics rather than by the agent’s own values 
and commitments.

III. Attributability Blame and Its Limits

Existing theories of attributability blame hold that agents are blameworthy 
for the evaluative content of their actions only if it manifests an evalua-
tive outlook that is suitably based on the relevant parts of their individual 
psychologies. In this section, I examine whether standard accounts can ac-

10. Differentiation does not necessarily reduce to a binary contrast between Diehards and 
Tagalongs. These are two structurally important types that help isolate the general problem.

11. When saying that social dynamics do not “by themselves” fully excuse people from attrib-
utability blame, I want to allow that there might be special conditions that, combined with social 
dynamics, excuse people fully. As I argue below, these will be cases where the sustaining basis of 
the relevant evaluative outlook fails to support the integrated functions of attributability blame. 
An example could be a case where a social dynamic triggers panic. See Section VI for discussion.

12. The challenge of explaining our intuitions about riots can take slightly different forms. 
Monist accounts, according to which attributability blame is the only form of moral blame, will 
struggle to explain Tagalong blameworthiness in the first place. Pluralist accounts, which recog-
nize multiple forms of blame, will struggle to recognize the blameworthiness of Tagalongs as a 
kind of attributability blame specifically. On the latter point, see Nicolai K. Knudsen, “A Pluralist 
Approach to Joint Responsibility,” Philosophy & Public Affairs 51, no. 2 (2023): 142, https://doi.
org/10.1111/papa.12232.

https://doi.org/10.1111/papa.12232
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commodate riot cases by way of Evaluative Content, Differentiation, and 
No Full Excuse.

First, however, it is helpful to clarify some notions that I have used liber-
ally in the above and that figure widely in theories of attributability blame. 
What is it for an agent to have an evaluative outlook? For an action to have 
evaluative content? And for some evaluative content to manifest an outlook? 
These notions are rarely articulated in detail in the literature and could pre-
sumably be developed in different ways. I use them as follows. An evaluative 
outlook is a pattern of evaluative dispositions that reliably shapes what an 
agent sees as fitting or unfitting ways of acting or responding. The evaluative 
content of an action is the manifestation of an evaluative outlook. And an 
action manifests an evaluative outlook when it behaviorally indicates that 
some response is regarded as fitting or unfitting in light of that outlook. This 
is the case when a situational trigger causes some action and the outlook 
helps us explain why that trigger leads to that kind of evaluatively significant 
response rather than another.13

With this terminology in place, let’s turn to the main strands of attribut-
ability blame, namely, the deep self view and attributionism. Both deep self 
theorists and attributionists hold that attributability blame is appropriate 
only when an agent’s action expresses their evaluative outlook. In keeping 
with the above, both can be understood as identifying evaluative outlooks 
with a set of characteristic evaluative dispositions, but they differ on what 
sustains those dispositions. For the deep self theorist, the relevant disposi-
tions are based on an agent’s “deep self,” typically understood in terms of 
second-order volitions,14 cares,15 desires,16 or approval.17 For the attribu-
tionist, by contrast, the relevant dispositions are based on the agent’s eval-
uative judgments, i.e., a set of internal states that the agent can be asked to 
defend, revise, or abandon. Because both views tie responsibility to evalua-
tive outlooks rather than to voluntary control, they allow that agents may be 
appropriately blamed for actions like a spontaneous outburst as long as they 
manifest the relevant evaluative dispositions.

Both deep self theorists and attributionists can readily accommodate Die-
hard cases. This is not to say that the Diehard rioter is necessarily unaffected 

13. See also Adam Lovett and Stefan Riedener, “The Manifestation Account of Responsibility,” 
Ergo: An Open Access Journal of Philosophy (forthcoming).

14. Frankfurt, Importance of What We Care About. 
15. Sripada, “Self-Expression.”
16. Nomy Arpaly and Timothy Schroeder, In Praise of Desire (Oxford University Press, 2014), 

https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199348169.001.0001.
17. Gorman, “Demystifying the Deep Self View.”

https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199348169.001.0001
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by the crowd, but only that the social dynamic does not alter the fact that their 
actions have evaluative content that expresses their own evaluative outlooks. 
The crowd may simply trigger the manifestation of the Diehard’s preexisting 
dispositions—much as a vase’s fragility is manifested when struck—or it may 
amplify the intensity with which the evaluative outlook is expressed—much 
as a fire burns brighter with more oxygen. But on both frameworks, the eval-
uative content of the Diehard’s behavior is typically explained by the agent’s 
own characteristic dispositions. Diehards are therefore straightforwardly 
blameworthy for the evaluative content of their actions.

Tagalong cases, by contrast, pose a clear challenge to both frameworks. For 
the deep self theorist, the fact that the evaluative content of the Tagalong’s ac-
tions does not align with their deep self-based evaluative outlooks places their 
behavior in the same category as out-of-character acts, which do not warrant 
attributability blame. Shoemaker, for example, discusses a caring and loving 
person who snaps and yells at her spouse after being involuntarily subjected 
to hallucinogens. She would be excused from attributability blame, he argues, 

“[b]ecause we view her outburst as having been genuinely out of character” and 
as not expressing anything about “who she really is.”18 Similarly, Arpaly and 
Schroeder note that if a person commits murder under the influence of a sin-
ister cult, “her action would be seen as poorly integrated and she would not re-
ceive full blame,” and elsewhere they even allow that “an act which is extremely 
poorly-integrated may be one that, as one might say, is better attributed to cir-
cumstances, a drug, or a nefarious neurosurgeon than to the actor, and so be 
an act for which the actor is not responsible.”19 In both cases, behavior that 
expresses evaluative content is nonetheless treated as excused because it does 
not express the agent’s own outlook. It seems that deep self views must treat 
Tagalongs in the same way. This directly violates No Full Excuse, since we or-
dinarily would blame Tagalongs for the evaluative content of their actions and 
expect them to acknowledge their faults and express remorse.

Attributionism faces a related difficulty. An act may be out of character in 
the deep self sense (say, if it doesn’t reflect a second-order volition) but not 
in the attributionist sense (if it remains judgment-sensitive) and vice versa. 
Attributionists therefore hold people responsible for some actions that deep 
self theorists do not. But this difference doesn’t solve the problem. The Tag-
along may still pass judgment in some sense, but their evaluative outlook, 
which structures what counts as a reason and how much weight a reason 
should carry in deliberation, remains socially scaffolded. The Tagalong’s 

18. Shoemaker, Responsibility from the Margins, 42.
19. Arpaly and Schroeder, “Praise, Blame and the Whole Self,” at 183 and 174 respectively.
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judgment is made from within the outlook of the riot rather than their own, 
so to speak. This leaves the attributionist with a dilemma. If they say that 
the action doesn’t reflect the agent’s own judgments, because the evaluative 
outlook within which the judgment was formed was socially scaffolded, they 
effectively excuse the Tagalong, thereby contradicting No Full Excuse. If, on 
the other hand, they insist that blame is appropriate because the action re-
flects the Tagalong’s judgment in some looser sense, it seems that they are 
bound to attribute full responsibility to the Tagalong in the same way as the 
Diehard, thereby contradicting Differentiation.

There are two ways in which the deep self theorist or attributionist may try 
to respond, but they both fail.20 The first response tries to accommodate Differ-
entiation by suggesting that the suggestibility of the Tagalong may itself con-
stitute an evaluative outlook for which we can appropriately blame them. This 
would go some way toward satisfying Differentiation because, on this reading, 
the Diehard is blameworthy for, say, their anti-democratic views, whereas the 
Tagalong is blameworthy only for their suggestibility. This response does get 
something right, since we sometimes do blame people for being suggestible. 
The problem with this strategy is, however, that it fails to appreciate the con-
tent-sensitivity central to Evaluative Content. When we blame Tagalongs for 
what their actions express during a riot, we are not simply blaming them for 
being suggestible but for the outlooks they manifest. If suggestibility were the 
real target, the specific content of their riot behavior shouldn’t matter to us (or 
only matter as evidence of that more general suggestibility). Indeed, we would 
often blame people for being suggestible and for the evaluative content they 
manifest. These are distinct attributions. To illustrate, there is a clear difference 
between someone saying, ‘Look at the sheeple,’ and shouting, ‘Fascists!’21

A related but distinct response sidesteps the content-sensitivity problem 
by holding the evaluative content of the riot action fixed while arguing that 
Differentiation is a matter of different degrees of blameworthiness. Maybe 
the Diehard has a deep disregard for law enforcement, and the Tagalong dis-
plays a similar but much shallower disregard. This would allow us to say that 
the content of our attributability blame is similar across the two cases, but 
that the Diehard is blameworthy to a higher degree than the Tagalong.

I grant that attributability blame comes in degrees, yet I think this re-
sponse faces a dilemma, because the idea of a shallower disregard is ambig-
uous between two readings. On the first reading, the Tagalong has a weaker 

20. I am grateful to two anonymous associate editors for raising these objections.
21. This is further supported by the idea that riots and political protests embody a communi-

cative logic. See Chrisman and Hubbs, “Language of the Unheard.”
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but genuine first-order evaluative outlook directed at law enforcement. Sup-
pose, for instance, that they occasionally make disparaging remarks about 
the police but normally respect their authority. On the second reading, the 
Tagalong has a second-order disposition toward acquiring such a first-order 
outlook under certain social conditions. But the first reading misidentifies 
the Tagalong, since it stipulates that the agent’s disregard for law enforce-
ment is sustained by their own psychological structures, and in that case, the 
agent is a Diehard Lite and not a Tagalong at all. And the second reading 
collapses into the previous objection, since the evaluative content of the sec-
ond-order disposition would be a general suggestibility, not the first-order 
outlook manifested in the riot.22

Alternatively, one might try to avoid these difficulties by adopting a more 
permissive account altogether according to which agents are responsible 
for the evaluative content of their actions regardless of whether that content 
manifests an evaluative outlook. But this strategy is equally unsatisfactory. 
It not only violates Differentiation by erasing the moral difference between 
Diehards and Tagalongs; it also throws the baby out with the bathwater by 
abandoning the core insight of attributability blame, namely, that respon-
sibility for evaluative content depends on how that content manifests an 
evaluative outlook. The challenge, then, is to preserve what is compelling 
about attributability-based theories while rejecting the idea that only indi-
vidual-based evaluative outlooks can serve as the basis of such blame. This 
is the task of the next section.

IV. The Outlook View

In this section, I develop the Outlook View as a more general account of 
attributability blame that avoids the limitations of deep self views and at-
tributionism. The guiding thought is, roughly, that attributability blame 
tracks evaluative outlooks and their manifestation, not any of the specific 
structures that sustain them.

It is worth noting from the outset that the Outlook View is a friendly 
amendment to existing accounts, which already, implicitly or explicitly, em-
phasize the importance of evaluative outlooks. Sripada, for example, char-

22. One might resist this dilemma by arguing that the Tagalong’s ready acquisition of the 
riot’s evaluative outlook is itself evidence of a weak preexisting first-order evaluative outlook 
rather than a mere second-order suggestibility, making the Diehard Lite and Tagalong less dis-
tinct than I claim. I address this worry in Section V, where I argue that the modal profile of the 
Tagalong’s dispositions distinguishes genuinely socially scaffolded evaluative outlooks from 
preexisting ones that are merely triggered by social conditions.
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acterizes cares in terms of functional profiles that closely resemble what I 
call evaluative outlooks. In this sense, deep self theorists have always been 
implicitly concerned with dispositions that structure what an agent finds fit-
ting but have focused on the deep self because they believe that this is what 
normally sustains evaluative outlooks.

The importance of outlooks becomes even clearer in cases where the deep 
self is preserved but no longer gives rise to a characteristic evaluative outlook. 
Suppose Rashid has a deep and long-standing contempt for a particular eth-
nic group. As a result, he does not support businesses owned by members of 
that group. Rashid is also meticulous and plans his errands carefully, writ-
ing in his diary which exact shops to patronize and which exact routes to 
take. One day, however, a neurosurgeon implants a push/pull inverter chip 
in Rashid that systematically reverses the valence of his evaluative responses 
toward other people. His contempt for the ethnic group is now reversed into 
sympathy and goodwill. Later, he follows the plan he prepared so carefully in 
his diary, without noticing the underlying pattern.

In this case, Rashid’s actions are causally dependent on the relevant deep 
self state (his contempt, which caused him to make the plan) and their con-
tent is in harmony with it (systematic avoidance).23 Yet the actions no longer 
reflect what Rashid currently takes to matter. His evaluative outlook, shaped 
by the chip, regards people from the ethnic group with sympathy rather than 
contempt. In such a case, attributability blame for the evaluative content 
expressed in Rashid’s behavior seems mistaken. Plausibly, a deep self theo-
rist would agree with this verdict and reply that the deep self grounds moral 
responsibility only when it actually produces an evaluative outlook. This 
shows that deep self views are already committed to evaluative outlooks do-
ing the real normative work.24

23. I here rely on a slightly different account of what it is for an action to express or manifest 
an outlook, defended by Shoemaker, Responsibility from the Margins; Sripada, “Self-Expres-
sion”; and Gorman, “Demystifying the Deep Self View,” according to which an action expresses 
a deep self if and only if the action is causally dependent on and its content is congruent with 
the deep self.

24. One might object to the diary case that it is impossible to retain deep self states while 
blocking the evaluative outlook that they generate. But this effectively concedes the central 
point, namely, that the normative work in deep self views is done by evaluative outlooks, not by 
occurrent deep self states considered independently.

The diary case resembles manipulation-style examples from the literature on historical 
conditions on moral responsibility (e.g., John Martin Fischer and Mark Ravizza, Responsibility 
and Control: A Theory of Moral Responsibility (Cambridge University Press, 1998), https://doi.
org/10.1017/CBO9780511814594), but my view differs in not posing a historical condition. What 
matters is not how the relevant outlook came about, but whether the evaluative content of an 
action manifests an evaluative outlook, how that outlook is sustained at the time of action, and 

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511814594
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511814594
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A similar point applies to attributionism. Although attributionists frame 
responsibility in terms of evaluative judgment, the most plausible interpre-
tation of such judgments treats them not as isolated occurrent states but as 
dispositional patterns that guide what the agent takes to be reasons and how 
they regard different responses as fitting or unfitting. As Smith says, evalu-
ative judgments are “not necessarily consciously held propositional beliefs, 
but rather tendencies to regard things as having evaluative significance.”25 
In this respect, evaluative judgments are a specific kind of evaluative outlook. 
Characteristically, attributionists hold that the morally relevant outlooks are 
those that the agent can be asked to defend, revise, or abandon.

Recognizing this similarity suggests a more general approach. Deep self 
theorists and attributionists disagree about how evaluative outlooks must 
be sustained, not whether responsibility depends on the expression of such 
outlooks. The Outlook View makes this explicit:

The Outlook View An agent is an appropriate target of attributability blame 
for an action only if

(Manifestation) the evaluative content of an action manifests an evaluative 
outlook, and

(Functional Support) the basis on which that evaluative outlook is sustained 
supports the integrated functions of attributability blame.26

Manifestation states that attributability blame is appropriate only when an ac-
tion’s evaluative content manifests an evaluative outlook. This follows directly 
from what has been established above and is shared by both deep self views 
and attributionism. Manifestation, however, departs from these accounts by 
allowing that evaluative outlooks may be sustained in different ways.

Functional Support introduces a further constraint specifying that not 
every evaluative outlook that is manifested is one for which attributability 
blame is appropriate. For blame to be appropriate, the sustaining basis of the 
outlook must be such that the central functions of attributability blame can 

whether that sustaining basis supports the functions of blame. In the diary case, the action pre-
scribed by the diary does not manifest the agent’s current evaluative outlook, and therefore the 
agent is not an appropriate target of attributability blame for that evaluative content.

25. Smith, “Responsibility for Attitudes,” 251.
26. I formulate the Outlook View as stating necessary conditions for attributability blame-

worthiness, since my central ambition is to loosen the necessity claim endorsed by standard 
accounts according to which the sustaining basis of a blameworthy evaluative outlook must be 
psychological. Manifestation and Functional Support may also be jointly sufficient for attribut-
ability blameworthiness, but I do not argue directly for sufficiency here and leave open whether 
further conditions might be required.
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be coherently exercised together. Functional Support is therefore not a claim 
about which bases suffice for blame but a constraint on what an adequate 
sustaining basis must (enable us to) do. Deep selves and evaluative judg-
ments are familiar candidates for satisfying this condition. The Outlook View 
does not deny this. Whether other sustaining bases can also satisfy Func-
tional Support is a further question that I will take up in the later sections.

I postpone a full discussion of what these functions are and how they are 
integrated until Section VI, but it is worth noting how Functional Support 
clarifies the familiar disagreement between deep self theorists and attribu-
tionists. Deep self theorists emphasize the appraisal dimension of attrib-
utability blame and therefore require that the relevant evaluative outlook 
reliably characterizes the agent. Attributionists, by contrast, emphasize 
address and alteration and therefore require that the basis of the outlook 
consist in attitudes that are judgment sensitive. On my reading, these differ-
ences concern not the metaphysics of agency as such, but which functions 
of attributability blame each tradition regards as fundamental.

One might worry that the Outlook View is circular. Are the functions of at-
tributability blame in Functional Support not themselves defined in terms of 
when attributability blame is appropriate? But this is not the case, since the 
key functions are analyzed independently as features of our responsibility 
practices rather than as features of what makes blame appropriate. They de-
scribe what this form of blame does, not what makes it justified. In this way, 
Functional Support holds that the sustaining basis of an outlook (whatever it 
is) must be related to an agent (or set of agents) so that these functions can 
operate without undermining each other.

Taking stock, the Outlook View allows evaluative outlooks to be sustained 
in multiple ways. This includes the possibility, central to what follows, that 
an outlook may be sustained by social dynamics rather than an individual’s 
character. On my proposal, determining whether the evaluative content of 
an action warrants attributability blame requires asking two questions. First, 
does the action manifest an evaluative outlook? Second, is the way in which 
that outlook is sustained such that the characteristic functions of attribut-
ability blame can be appropriately applied?

Not all forms of social influence satisfy these conditions. Some (such as 
the coordination of movement during a marathon) fail to generate evalua-
tive outlooks at all and thus fail Manifestation. Evaluative outlooks, recall, are 
not just behavioral patterns but dispositions that reliably shape what some-
one sees as fitting or unfitting ways of acting or responding. Others (such as 
hypnosis or panic flight) do give rise to such evaluative patterns but do so in 
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a way that cannot sustain the relevant blame functions. Riot contexts, or so I 
shall argue, often allow us to answer both questions in the affirmative. Riot-
ers typically express evaluative outlooks and the social scaffolding of those 
outlooks supports the relevant blame functions. This preserves Evaluative 
Content and No Full Excuse. At the same time, the way these conditions are 
met differs systematically between Diehards and Tagalongs, which yields the 
moral difference required by Differentiation.

V. Socially Scaffolded Evaluative Outlooks

Socially complex cases like riots put pressure on standard models of attribut-
ability blame by questioning the individualist assumption on which these rely. 
The Outlook View, in contrast, allows that evaluative outlooks can also be so-
cially scaffolded. This aligns well with our ordinary talk of movements, organi-
zations, and mobs as having “cultures” or “atmospheres” that shape what their 
members take to matter. I suggest that we take this talk seriously. In this section, 
I’ll defend the claim that social interactions can sustain evaluative outlooks, be-
fore I, in the next section, argue that they can support key blame functions.

A socially scaffolded evaluative outlook is a pattern of evaluative dispositions 
that reliably shapes what one or several agents see as fitting or unfitting ways of 
acting or responding, where these dispositions are generated and sustained by 
ongoing social interaction rather than by a particular individual’s psycholog-
ical states alone.27 In other words, an evaluative outlook is socially scaffolded 
when the group context itself makes a difference to what the agent sees as the 
right way of responding to the world.28 This also shows that the claim is not 

27. Various models in social ontology can illuminate how social interaction can sustain dis-
positions, including accounts of structural causation and social programming (see, e.g., Frank 
Jackson and Philip Pettit, “Program Explanation: A General Perspective,” Analysis 50, no. 2 
(1990): 107–17, https://doi.org/10.1093/analys/50.2.107; Valerie Soon, “Social Structural Explana-
tion,” Philosophy Compass 16, no. 10 (2021): e12782, https://doi.org/10.1111/phc3.12782; Kenneth 
Shockley, “Programming Collective Control,” Journal of Social Philosophy 38, no. 3 (2007): 
442–55, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9833.2007.00390.x; and Matthew Rachar, “A Pathology of 
Group Agency,” Social Theory and Practice 50, no. 3 (2024): 387–405, https://doi.org/10.5840/soc-
theorpract202475220). I remain neutral on the precise mechanism by which social dynamics 
generate evaluative outlooks.

28. A few authors have argued that groups can have evaluative outlooks in a morally sig-
nificant sense. David Silver, “A Strawsonian Defense of Corporate Moral Responsibility,” Amer-
ican Philosophical Quarterly 42, no. 4 (2005): 279–93, treats organizational culture as a form of 
moral character. Stephanie Collins, Organizations as Wrongdoers: From Ontology to Morality 
(Oxford University Press, 2023), https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780192870438.001.0001, develops 
attributivist and aretaic models of group blameworthiness, based on evaluative attitudes and 
structured vices. The current paper also extends a line of argument I developed in Knudsen, 
“Pluralist Approach to Joint Responsibility.” There I argued that ‘expressive’ groups such as mobs 

https://doi.org/10.1093/analys/50.2.107
https://doi.org/10.1111/phc3.12782
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9833.2007.00390.x
https://doi.org/10.5840/soctheorpract202475220
https://doi.org/10.5840/soctheorpract202475220
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780192870438.001.0001
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that psychological states play no role in socially scaffolded evaluative outlooks. 
Indeed, for social dynamics to generate and sustain a first-order evaluative out-
look, they must actually alter what the agent feels, perceives, and takes to mat-
ter; otherwise, there would be no sense in which the social dynamics sustained 
an evaluative outlook. What is distinctive about socially scaffolded outlooks is 
therefore not that they bypass the agent’s psychology altogether, but that the 
relevant psychological states are themselves produced and sustained by the so-
cial dynamics rather than by the agent’s own psychological structures.

This raises an immediate question. If psychological states ground the agent’s 
suggestibility, what prevents us from saying that the Tagalong simply has a pre-
existing disposition that is triggered by riot conditions, much as the Diehard’s 
preexisting evaluative outlook is sometimes triggered by certain social settings? 
On the model developed here (see also Section III), there is an important struc-
tural difference between the two cases. The Diehard has a preexisting first-order 
disposition (say, hostility toward police) that the riot (among other things) trig-
gers. The Tagalong, by contrast, acquires a first-order disposition with similar 
content only when placed in the riot context.29 This means that even if they 
both act similarly (say, by shoving a police officer), their underlying dispositions 
may have different structures. Two points are worth emphasizing.

First, since the Diehard’s first-order disposition is not sustained by the so-
cial dynamics of the riot but by the Diehard’s psychological structures, we 
would expect it to manifest across a broader range of contexts (in conver-
sations, online, at other protests), whereas the Tagalong’s first-order dispo-
sition is context-specific: it exists only when the relevant social dynamics 
are present. The Tagalong’s second-order suggestibility may itself manifest 
across a broader range of social contexts, but, as I argued in Section III, this 
suggestibility has a different evaluative content from the first-order outlook 
generated in any particular context. Second, and relatedly, since the Tag-
along’s second-order suggestibility makes them vulnerable to a broad range 
of first-order evaluative outlooks, we would expect them to manifest differ-
ent first-order dispositions depending on the relevant social dynamics. For 
instance, they might express solidarity in one crowd and hostility in another. 
The Diehard’s evaluative outlook, by contrast, will manifest more robustly 

can possess emergent capacities that make them fitting targets of attributability blame, and 
that holding such a group responsible is a form of joint responsibility that targets the group as 
a whole and the members as its parts. The present paper refines that argument by adding more 
detail on what this looks like from the side of the individual member.

29. This structure, where an entity acquires a disposition at the moment its triggering condi-
tions are satisfied, is sometimes called a reverse fink. See C. B. Martin, “Dispositions and Condi-
tionals,” Philosophical Quarterly 44, no. 174 (1994): 1–8, https://doi.org/10.2307/2220143.

https://doi.org/10.2307/2220143
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across contexts because it is sustained by their own standing psychological 
structures rather than by the dynamics of any particular social setting.

We must also distinguish socially scaffolded evaluative outlooks from other 
changes in behavior brought about by social dynamics. Social settings often 
alter behavior in ways that do not generate an evaluative outlook at all. Just 
as an individual can be caused to act in ways that fail to manifest their per-
sonal evaluative outlook (say, when a muscle spasm causes me to knock over 
your drink), social influence can likewise produce behavior without shaping 
what the agent takes to be fitting or unfitting. For example, I may yawn after 
seeing you yawn. What is missing in such cases is not coordination or causal 
influence but evaluative uptake. The social influence must shape what agents 
experience as a fitting or appropriate response to the situation.

The same point applies to many forms of crowd behavior. Consider a mar-
athon. Runners typically have preexisting evaluative dispositions. They care 
about their level of fitness, pacing, personal records, etc. They manifest these 
cares during a race, including in how they adjust their behavior in response 
to others. They match pace with someone, overtake another, and move aside 
for someone else. Their interactions are coordinated and causally interlinked, 
but this interaction does not sustain a socially scaffolded evaluative outlook. 
What matters to each runner, and how different responses are evaluated as 
fitting or unfitting, is fixed independently of the group interaction. This con-
trasts with riot contexts, where interaction itself structures what counts as an 
appropriate or called-for response at least for some rioters.

A natural worry about the Outlook View in general, and about socially 
scaffolded evaluative outlooks in particular, concerns robustness. Standard 
accounts implicitly assume that the psychological structures that they em-
phasize as sustaining bases are relatively stable, and that the evaluative out-
looks they sustain persist over time. Socially scaffolded evaluative outlooks, 
by contrast, are often brittle and short-lived. Perhaps the robustness of our 
evaluative outlooks is somehow decisive for our responsibility practices?

In response, it is important to distinguish a metaphysical from an epistemo-
logical version of this worry. Metaphysically, neither deep self views nor attri-
butionism typically require evaluative outlooks to be temporally robust.30 Deep 

30. A notable exception is Michael Bratman, who treats temporally extended commitments 
and self-governing policies as necessary for having a deep self at all. Michael Bratman, Faces of 
Intention: Selected Essays on Intention and Agency (Cambridge University Press, 1999), https://
doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511625190; and Michael Bratman, “A Desire of One’s Own,” Journal 
of Philosophy 100, no. 5 (2003): 221–42, https://doi.org/10.5840/jphil200310055. By contrast, 
Frankfurt, Watson, Wolf, Shoemaker, and Sripada do not require temporal robustness, even 
though they typically associate the deep self with stable cares or values.

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511625190
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511625190
https://doi.org/10.5840/jphil200310055
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self states or evaluative judgments could, in principle, flare up briefly, sustain 
an evaluative outlook for a moment, and then disappear. On standard accounts, 
an agent would still be responsible for actions manifesting such momentary 
outlooks. This reflects a general feature of dispositions: their identity is deter-
mined by their modal profile, not by their duration. If evaluative outlooks are 
correctly understood as evaluative dispositions, then temporal brittleness is 
not itself morally excusing. Indeed, riot cases can thus be understood as empir-
ically well-described instances of momentary evaluative outlooks.

This brings us to the epistemological worry. If evaluative outlooks can be 
short-lived, how can we tell when an action genuinely manifests such an 
outlook rather than being an expressive misfire (as in Shoemaker’s example 
of a caring person who snaps after exposure to hallucinogens)? This is a se-
rious worry, reflecting a difficulty in distinguishing dispositions from acci-
dental surface behavior. For our purposes, the key is to examine whether the 
relevant patterns occur reliably when both the sustaining basis and the trig-
gering conditions are present. The question is not whether the disposition is 
stable across time in general, but whether, relative to its sustaining basis, it 
manifests with the right kind of reliability under the relevant conditions. By 
analogy, we attribute to a light bulb the disposition to emit light even when 
it is not powered, precisely because it manifests that disposition reliably 
whenever the sustaining basis (the filament) and the trigger (electricity) are 
present. The epistemological point is then that in order to distinguish gen-
uine manifestations from expressive misfires, we must look at how reliably 
the relevant behavior occurs when the sustaining basis can reasonably be 
assumed to be present.

This epistemic limitation has direct consequences for the Outlook View in 
terms of when attributability blame must be withheld:

The Epistemic Corollary  Attributability blame should be withheld whenever 
Manifestation cannot be established with sufficient epistemic confidence.

Given this corollary, the Outlook View predicts that it will often be inappro-
priate for us to blame agents in cases where an action could, in principle, 
manifest a momentary evaluative outlook, simply because we lack suffi-
cient evidence to distinguish a genuine manifestation from an expressive 
misfire. Presumably, there will also be cases of socially scaffolded evaluative 
outlooks for which this epistemic problem arises. Riot cases, however, are 
epistemologically privileged. Although the social dynamics that sustain ri-
ot-based evaluative outlooks are short-lived, they manifest reliably across 



389Riots, Blame, and Evaluative Outlooks

participants. The coherence and convergence of riot behavior thus provide 
evidence for the presence of a socially scaffolded evaluative outlook.31

We can now see how riot behavior may satisfy Manifestation. Diehards 
manifest evaluative outlooks based on their characters, and the crowd 
merely triggers or intensifies the dispositions they already possess. Tag-
alongs, by contrast, manifest an evaluative outlook whose sustaining basis 
lies in the group dynamics themselves: the interaction alters what they take 
to be fitting or unfitting in the moment, and their joint behavior manifests 
this outlook reliably across participants, thereby meeting the evidential 
threshold the Epistemic Corollary requires. Riot actions therefore count as 
manifestations of evaluative outlooks for both Diehards and Tagalongs, al-
though these outlooks are sustained in different ways.

VI. Social Scaffolding and the Functions of Blame

In the previous section, I argued that riot crowds can satisfy Manifestation 
in the sense that riot actions can manifest evaluative outlooks even when 
those outlooks are not based in an individual agent’s own psychology but are 
instead socially scaffolded. This still leaves us with the Functional Support 
condition. Can socially scaffolded evaluative outlooks support the charac-
teristic functions of attributability blame? The task of this section is to show 
that they can, though not in the same way as evaluative outlooks sustained 
by an agent’s character.

The point of Functional Support, recall, is to qualify which evaluative out-
looks warrant attributability blame, since not all outlook manifestations are 
morally relevant. A panic flight, for example, could be seen as a manifesta-
tion of a momentary evaluative outlook, yet we normally do not blame peo-
ple for panicking. Standard theories typically explain this by appealing to 
the outlook’s sustaining basis: panic is not based on an agent’s deep self or 
evaluative judgment but somehow bypasses them. There is something right 

31. This should not be read as a statistical inference from group-level evidence to individu-
al-level attribution, which would invite familiar worries about blaming individuals on the basis 
of statistical evidence. Instead, we typically rely on inferences to the best explanation operating 
at the individual level. We begin with evidence about how some rioter actually behaved and ask 
what best explains that behavior. The first step is to examine whether the behavior springs from 
a preexisting psychological disposition, asking, as judges and prosecutors typically do, whether 
the conduct was “out of character” for them. If it was not, we offer a Diehard-style explanation 
of their behavior. If it was out of character, we look to the convergence of behavior across rioters 
as evidence that a strong social dynamic was operative. If we find no or only weak evidence of 
such a dynamic, attributability blame should be withheld in line with the Epistemic Corollary. 
Thanks to an anonymous associate editor for asking me to clarify this.
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about this diagnosis. According to the Outlook View, however, panic flight 
is excused not because deep selves or evaluative judgments are metaphysi-
cally privileged, but because the sustaining basis of the outlook fails to sup-
port the characteristic functions of blame. Formulated more generally, the 
Functional Support condition ensures that we can distinguish excused from 
non-excused outlook manifestations without assuming that blameworthy 
outlooks must be generated in one particular way.

This suggests that the dispute is not primarily about the metaphysical pre-
conditions of moral responsibility, but about what our practices of attribut-
ability blame are for and how they function. This shift is especially important 
in socially scaffolded cases, where it is unclear whether blame remains in-
telligible when an evaluative outlook is sustained by social dynamics rather 
than by an enduring psychological structure. To make sense of blame in 
these cases, we therefore need a functional profile of attributability blame.

Existing theories differ in emphasis and detail, but there is a rough con-
vergence around four core functions that attributability blame typically 
performs:32

1.	The Attribution Function. Blame identifies a morally objectionable eval-
uative outlook and attributes it to its object.33

2.	The Appraisal Function. Blame responds to that outlook with forms of 
negative moral appraisal (often involving emotional attitudes like re-
sentment or indignation).34

3.	The Address Function. Blame communicates an expectation that its ob-
ject recognizes the fault and, where possible, normatively realigns.35

32. Deep self views clearly agree on the first two functions. The latter two are central to at-
tributionism and defended by some deep self theorists, especially in response to the claim that 
deep self views render blame bloodless when centered around only the first two functions (see, 
e.g., Scanlon, Moral Dimensions, 153).

33. See, especially, Gary Watson, “Two Faces of Responsibility,” Philosophical Topics 24, no. 
2 (1996): 227–48, https://doi.org/10.5840/philtopics199624222; Gary Watson, “Responsibility and 
the Limits of Evil: Variations on a Strawsonian Theme,” in Agency and Answerability (Oxford 
University Press, 2004), https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199272273.003.0009; Arpaly and 
Schroeder, In Praise of Desire; and Shoemaker, Responsibility from the Margins, chap. 1.

34. See Watson, “Two Faces of Responsibility”; Watson, “Responsibility and the Limits of 
Evil”; and David Shoemaker, “Qualities of Will,” Social Philosophy and Policy 30, no. 1–2 (2013): 
95–120, https://doi.org/10.1017/s0265052513000058.

35. This should not be confused with the stronger form of address and communication es-
sential to blame in the accountability sense. Whereas many take the notion of “normative ex-
pectation” to involve holding others to a demand (e.g., R. Jay Wallace, Responsibility and the 
Moral Sentiments [Harvard University Press, 1994]), I use it in a more relaxed, non-jural sense 
inspired by Michelle Mason, “Reactive Attitudes and Second-Personal Address,” in Ethical Sen-
timentalism: New Perspectives, ed. Remy Debes and Karsten R. Stueber (Cambridge University 

https://doi.org/10.5840/philtopics199624222
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199272273.003.0009
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0265052513000058
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4.	The Alteration Function. Blame alters our relations to the object in accor-
dance with our negative appraisal.36

These functions are analytically distinct but practically interconnected. For 
blame to be apt, the sustaining basis of the relevant outlook must be such 
that these functions can be jointly supported in a coherent way.

It is easy to see how these functions are supported in paradigmatic cases 
where an action expresses an agent’s deep self or evaluative judgments. Stan-
dard theories of attributability blame differ, however, in how they weight 
these functions and in which of them they take to be most central. This helps 
explain why they emphasize different sustaining bases. Views that place par-
ticular weight on the address function are naturally inclined to require some 
form of judgment sensitivity or responsiveness to reasons, since addressing 
an agent as a moral interlocutor presupposes that they are able to recog-
nize their faults and change. By contrast, views that emphasize attribution 
and appraisal are more permissive about the sustaining basis of the relevant 
evaluative outlook and are correspondingly more willing to ground blame 
in features of the agent’s psychology that escape reflective reach. On this 
picture, disagreements about the metaphysical basis of blame can be traced 
back to disagreements about which of its functions are primary.

In what follows, I’ll assume that all four functions must be supported for 
blame to be appropriate. One could adopt a leaner interpretation of the 
Functional Support condition, yielding a more permissive account of attrib-
utability blame. I will argue, however, that even this maximalist account (re-
quiring support for all four functions) can be satisfied in riot contexts.

The challenge in thinking about socially scaffolded evaluative outlooks is 
that they can sustain all four functions of blame even when these four func-

Press, 2017), https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316105672.009, where normative expectations can pre-
scribe conduct or character traits without necessarily implying a demand for compliance with 
a moral obligation. While some deep self theorists omit communicative elements altogether 
(Watson, “Two Faces of Responsibility”; Shoemaker, Responsibility from the Margins), others 
suggest that they are required when the object is morally addressable (Wolf, “Sanity and the 
Metaphysics of Responsibility,” 283; Watson, “Responsibility and the Limits of Evil,” 230). Re-
garding attributionism, Smith writes, for example, that “to blame or criticize an agent morally 
for something … always embodies (at least implicitly) a demand to her to justify herself” (Smith, 
“Attributability, Answerability, and Accountability,” 578).

36. This is at the heart of Scanlon, Moral Dimensions, but also often endorsed by deep self 
theorists. As Shoemaker puts it, blame of this kind is not “mere aretaic predication or grad-
ing” but involves “engaged emotional responses that deeply affect our interpersonal relations 
with the praised or blamed agent” (Shoemaker, Responsibility from the Margins, 63). Similarly, 
Watson emphasizes that even forms of blame “at the more covert and less retributive end of the 
spectrum” have “subtle implications for one’s way of treating and interacting with the other” 
(Watson, “Responsibility and the Limits of Evil,” 227).

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316105672.009
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tions do not straightforwardly converge on a single individual agent. The cru-
cial step is to recognize that the different functions of blame need not have the 
exact same object, as long as they are functionally integrated. These functions 
are integrated when the sustaining basis of the evaluative outlook constrains 
how each blame function is appropriately realized, such that they can be intel-
ligibly exercised as part of a single normative response. That is, the sustaining 
basis determines not only where attribution properly falls but also what forms 
of address and relationship alteration are appropriate. Functional integration 
is satisfied when the sustaining basis provides a unified explanation of how 
each function is realized and how their respective objects are related.

Stephanie Collins makes a related point by distinguishing the target and 
the audience of blame.37 In paradigmatic individual cases, these coincide. 
But, as Collins argues in the context of structural injustice, they can come 
apart without rendering blame unintelligible. In cases of structural injustice, 
our blame targets an enduring social structure (such as systemic racism), 
while its audience consists of the individuals who materially constitute and 
sustain that structure. Although she focuses on a different type of blame and 
its corresponding functions, the underlying lesson is that a social rather than 
psychological sustaining basis can support the functional profile of blame 
even when its functions are directed at distinct objects.

However, the Functional Support condition is not satisfied merely by as-
signing different objects to different functions of blame. The sustaining basis 
must constrain how these objects are related. In Collins’ cases, the target of 
blame and its audience are connected by relations of constitution and main-
tenance. This structured connection is what makes it intelligible to target 
the structure while addressing the individuals who uphold it. Absent such a 
connection, blame would fragment into disconnected responses rather than 
forming a unified normative practice.

With this functional framework in place, we can now ask how socially scaf-
folded evaluative outlooks such as those expressed in riot participation can 
sustain these functions. Consider:

Lina Lina joins a protest outside the parliament building to voice her dis-
agreement with a newly passed law. At first, the atmosphere is tense but 
peaceful. People mainly hold signs and chant. As more protesters arrive, 
the mood begins to shift. Shouting grows louder, bodies pack tighter, and 
emotions run high. Police officers form a barrier at the top of the marble 

37. Stephanie Collins, “Rage Against the Machine,” Ethics 154, no. 4 (2025): 704–17, https://
doi.org/10.1086/735394.

https://doi.org/10.1086/735394
https://doi.org/10.1086/735394
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steps. Lina feels the crowd surge forward and moves with it. Around her, peo-
ple begin to shove the officers. Without much deliberation, she follows suit. 
Months later, in court, her lawyer argues that Lina was swept up by the mo-
ment and that this behavior does not reflect who she is.

How should we assess Lina’s actions? In Section II, I suggested that our in-
tuitions about cases like this take roughly the following form. First (Evalu-
ative Content), our assessment does not turn solely on the harm caused by 
Lina’s action (the injury to the officer) but also on the evaluative content it 
expresses (disregard for authorities or democratic procedures). Second (No 
Full Excuse), even if Lina’s lawyer is right that this behavior does not reflect a 
characteristic of Lina’s character, this fact does not by itself excuse her from 
blame for the evaluative content her action expressed.38 Third (Differenti-

38. At this point, it is important to distinguish back-dated synchronic blameworthiness (at t2 it 
remains true that it was appropriate at t1 to blame some agent for a wrong performed at t1) from 
diachronic blameworthiness (at t2 it remains appropriate to blame an agent for some wrong per-
formed at t1) (see Andrew C. Khoury, “Synchronic and Diachronic Responsibility,” Philosophical 
Studies 165, no. 3 (2013): 735–52, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-012-9976-6). The juridical prac-
tices I appeal to in this paper are most naturally understood in diachronic terms—when a court 
assesses Lina months after the riot, it is treating her as currently deserving blame for the evalu-
ative outlook she manifested previously, not merely registering a historical fact about what was 
appropriate at the time of action. Although it might be possible to reconstruct the relevant prac-
tices in terms of back-dated synchronic blameworthiness, the more natural reading immedi-
ately raises the question of how the Outlook View relates to debates on diachronic responsibility.

Standard accounts tie diachronic blameworthiness to the psychological connectedness be-
tween the t1- and t2-agent. See David Shoemaker, “Responsibility Without Identity,” Harvard 
Review of Philosophy 18, no. 1 (2012): 109–32, https://doi.org/10.5840/harvardreview20121816; 
Andrew C. Khoury and Benjamin Matheson, “Is Blameworthiness Forever?,” Journal of the 
American Philosophical Association 4, no. 2 (2018): 204–24, https://doi.org/10.1017/apa.2018.17; 
and Benjamin Matheson, “Blameworthiness Is Terminable,” Philosophical Quarterly (2024), 
https://doi.org/10.1093/pq/pqad127. On the Outlook View, however, the Tagalong’s t1-outlook 
was not sustained by her psychology in the first place, so psychological connectedness, even if 
present, does not track anything relevant to her continued blameworthiness for that outlook. 
This threatens to undermine the relevant moral and juridical practices.

A more attractive alternative, in keeping with the spirit of the Outlook View, is that diachronic 
blameworthiness tracks the agent’s connectedness to the t1-outlook, where the form of that con-
nectedness depends on what sustained the outlook in the first place. For psychologically grounded 
outlooks, the relevant connectedness is psychological, so that the agent is diachronically blame-
worthy to the extent that their psychological structures are similar to those that produced the eval-
uative outlook at t1. This can then be attenuated by psychological changes like reform or by severing 
the connection between one’s psychological structures and the relevant outlook (as in the Rashid 
case). For socially scaffolded outlooks, the relevant connectedness is social, so that the agent is 
diachronically blameworthy to the extent that she remains socially connected to what sustained 
the outlook at t1. This can then be attenuated by altering one’s social standing, paradigmatically 
through acts of public disavowal or by distancing oneself from the relevant social formation.

A full account of this proposal is beyond the scope of this paper. The point here is only that 
the Outlook View, if correct, may have corresponding implications for how we should under-
stand diachronic blameworthiness. Thanks to an associate editor for pressing this point.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-012-9976-6
https://doi.org/10.5840/harvardreview20121816
https://doi.org/10.1017/apa.2018.17
https://doi.org/10.1093/pq/pqad127
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ation), at the same time, it clearly matters whether the evaluative content 
manifested in Lina’s action reflects her own standing evaluative outlook or 
is sustained primarily by the surrounding social dynamics. This difference 
concerns not whether blame is appropriate, but which shape it must take.

The Outlook View captures these intuitions by holding that, even if Lina’s 
lawyer is correct, the functions of blame come apart without fragmenting. 
Rather than attributing the evaluative outlook to Lina in virtue of some ele-
ment of her character, we attribute it to her in virtue of the social dynamic of 
the riot that her action helped sustain. In line with the findings from social 
psychology, the Outlook View holds that Lina’s shove manifested the out-
look (or, metaphorically, the atmosphere) of the riot as a whole rather than 
her character.

This helps explain why courts in riot cases often attend closely to evidence 
bearing on whether a defendant’s conduct manifested a preexisting outlook 
or one sustained by temporary social dynamics. Judges and prosecutors rou-
tinely ask whether similar evaluative content is expressed outside the riot 
context. Thus, in sentencing Scott Kevin Fairlamb, who shoved and punched 
a police officer during the January 6 attack on the U.S. Capitol, U.S. District 
Judge Royce Lamberth emphasized that Fairlamb’s conduct was “out of char-
acter for his whole history and his philosophy for living his life.”39 By con-
trast, in the trial against Peter Schwartz, prosecutors argued that his violence 
was “not at all out of character,” but just “the most recent episode in a three-
decade history of assault, violence, and weapons.”40

But even when people act “out of character,” this does not mean that 
we cannot appraise the evaluative content of their actions. Returning to 
Lina, we can still find her disregard for the officer and democratic proce-
dures objectionable.

Were blame limited to attribution and appraisal, our response would appear 
oddly impersonal. But the Outlook View also makes sense of the address and 
alteration functions of blame. In analogy to Collins’ account of blame in cases 
of structural injustice, these functions appropriately target Lina as someone 
who helped realize and manifest the socially scaffolded evaluative outlook. The 
address function involves holding Lina to normative expectations. In light of 
the attribution and appraisal, this cannot mean that she must take ownership 

39. Quoted in Samantha Hawkins, “Man Who Punched Capitol Police Officer Gets Longest 
Sentence yet Tied to Riot,” Courthouse News Service, November 10, 2021, https://www.courthouse-
news.com/man-who-punched-capitol-police-officer-gets-longest-sentence-yet-tied-to-riot.

40. Quoted in Robert Legare et al., “4 Years after Capitol Attack, Jan. 6 Cases Hang in the Bal-
ance with Trump Pardons on the Horizon,” CBS News, January 6, 2025, https://www.cbsnews.
com/news/january-6-capitol-attack-trump-pardons/.

https://www.courthousenews.com/man-who-punched-capitol-police-officer-gets-longest-sentence-yet-tied-to-riot
https://www.courthousenews.com/man-who-punched-capitol-police-officer-gets-longest-sentence-yet-tied-to-riot
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/january-6-capitol-attack-trump-pardons/
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/january-6-capitol-attack-trump-pardons/
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of the outlook as a characteristic of her psychology but that we expect her to 
recognize that she helped realize an objectionable socially scaffolded evalu-
ative outlook, to disavow it, and reaffirm her commitments to some other 
evaluative outlook. This expectation concerns a public act of acknowledgment 
rather than a change in private attitudes, which is why it remains appropriate 
even if Lina, ex hypothesi, already privately regrets what she did. This too is of-
ten reflected in judicial practice, where defendants are expected to reflect on 
their actions, their evaluative content, and to disavow that content. In support 
of the Outlook View, this practice is not limited to cases where the evaluative 
outlook is sustained by a stable psychological structure.

Relatedly, the alteration function concerns how our moral relations to 
those who help realize socially scaffolded evaluative outlooks change. In 
Lina’s case, it may still be appropriate for us to adjust how we relate to her—
for example, by treating her future participation in emotionally charged 
group contexts with caution or by expecting reassurances that she would not 
act similarly again. In this way, the address and alteration functions sustain 
a form of blame that is morally serious yet appropriately responsive to the 
social scaffolding of the outlook Lina helped enact.

Importantly, when applied to Lina, the different functions of blame re-
main integrated because the sustaining basis of the evaluative outlook con-
strains how each function is appropriately realized. It determines to whom 
the outlook is attributed, what form of address can reasonably be demanded, 
and what kind of relationship alteration is warranted. Because the sustain-
ing basis of Lina’s action lies in the social dynamics rather than her char-
acter, attribution falls on Lina as a riot participant rather than on Lina as 
an individual, address cannot demand that she revise her own evaluative 
outlook but only that she disavow what she helped realize, and alteration is 
appropriately local and context-sensitive rather than global. Each function 
is realized differently than in a paradigmatic individual case, but they remain 
coherent as a unified normative response precisely because they all answer 
to the same explanation.

As noted above, not all evaluative outlooks that satisfy Manifestation will 
also satisfy Functional Support. Some fail because the sustaining basis does 
not allow the functions of blame to hang together as a unified normative 
response in the required case. In those cases, social influence excuses peo-
ple from attributability blame. The point can be brought out by briefly con-
sidering some limiting cases, where the sustaining basis fails to provide the 
unified explanation that functional integration requires, causing the blame 
functions to fragment rather than cohere.
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First, consider psychosis. Here an agent may act from an internally coher-
ent evaluative outlook, yet the sustaining basis of that outlook undermines 
the attribution, address, and alteration functions of blame. Although the be-
havior may have evaluative content, there is no intelligible way to hold the 
agent to normative expectations or to revise our moral relations in light of it. 
The case thus fails to satisfy Functional Support.

Second, consider panic flight. Even if such cases involve a minimal sense of 
fittingness and thus plausibly satisfy Manifestation, they do not satisfy Func-
tional Support. Why not? As in the psychosis case, there is no intelligible way to 
hold the agent to normative expectations or to revise our moral relations in light 
of those manifestations. There are two reasons for this. First, appraisal breaks 
down. Even if the behavior of someone fleeing in panic carries evaluative con-
tent in a minimal sense, that content does not present itself as something that 
calls for concern, endorsement, or repudiation by others. It therefore lacks the 
kind of moral salience that appraisal in attributability blame is meant to register. 
Second, address and alteration are unavailable. Because the outlook expressed 
in panic flight is sustained by an automatic survival mechanism, it bypasses the 
agent’s capacities for normative uptake and self-regulation entirely. As a result, 
there is no coherent way to demand acknowledgment, disavowal, or realign-
ment, nor to justify relationship-altering responses. The functions of blame 
therefore fail to hang together as a unified normative response.

Finally, consider a stampede. This is superficially similar to riot cases in 
the sense that behavior is coordinated and socially influenced, and that so-
cial forces bypass agents’ personal evaluative outlooks. In reality, however, 
a stampede is best understood not as a distinct phenomenon but as a col-
lective and socially amplified form of panic flight. The fact that a stampede 
occurs collectively does not change the nature of the sustaining basis: the 
behavior remains driven by automatic survival mechanisms rather than by 
a socially sustained evaluative outlook. It thus fails for the same reasons as 
cases of panic flight.

In riot cases, by contrast, the social dynamics reorganize people’s evalu-
ative outlooks in a way that preserves the functional integration of blame, 
rather than causing its constituent functions to come apart or undermine 
one another.

VII. Conclusion

This paper has defended what I have called the Outlook View of attributability 
blame. According to this view, attributability blame is not tied to any particu-
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lar psychological structure. Instead, what matters is, first, whether an action 
manifests an evaluative outlook (Manifestation) and, second, whether the 
sustaining basis of that outlook supports the characteristic functions of at-
tributability blame (Functional Support).

Using riots as an epistemologically privileged test case, I have argued 
that existing theories of attributability blame struggle to accommodate the 
morally salient differences between cases in which an action manifests an 
agent’s own evaluative outlook and cases in which it manifests an evaluative 
outlook sustained by social dynamics. Standard deep self and attributionist 
accounts tend either to over-excuse socially scaffolded cases or to simply 
treat them as normal individual cases.

The Outlook View avoids this dilemma by allowing that evaluative outlooks 
can be sustained in different ways while insisting that blameworthiness de-
pends on whether the relevant outlook supports the functions of blame. In 
riot cases, socially scaffolded evaluative outlooks can satisfy Manifestation 
and Functional Support, but they do so in a distinctive way. Attribution and 
appraisal may properly target an outlook sustained by group dynamics, 
while address and alteration are directed at individual participants in light 
of their contribution to realizing and manifesting that outlook. This explains 
why socially influenced rioters are not exempt from attributability blame 
while still accounting for the moral differences we ordinarily recognize be-
tween different forms of participation.

Although riots have served as the paper’s focal point, the Outlook View natu-
rally extends to other cases. This includes online mob dynamics and instances 
of peer pressure, both of which may temporarily change what participants 
take to matter, but there are also more long-lived cases, where organizational 
cultures, political climates, or broader dynamics of social cohesion act as scaf-
folds for certain evaluative outlooks. A paradigm case of longer-term social 
scaffolding is the ordinary citizen under Nazi Germany, where the political cli-
mate acted as a powerful scaffold for antisemitic evaluative outlooks.

A noteworthy complication of extending the analysis to long-term social 
scaffolding is that these cases sometimes involve internalization, in the 
sense that a socially scaffolded evaluative outlook gradually becomes inte-
grated into an agent’s psychology, generating a hybrid case that is neither a 
pure Tagalong nor a pure Diehard. Many agents will be suggestible to and go 
along with, say, a sexist work culture or a hostile political climate, and over 
time internalize it. Indeed, we might have an agent who, at first, has an eval-
uative outlook sustained by social scaffolding alone, who later internalizes 
it so that it is sustained by both social scaffolding and their own psychology, 
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and who finally outlives the social scaffolding with an evaluative outlook 
now sustained entirely by their own psychology.

The Outlook View predicts that the shape of attributability blame shifts 
across these stages. In the early stage, attribution falls on the individual as 
a participant in a social dynamic and address targets the individual’s contri-
bution to realizing that socially scaffolded evaluative outlook. In the fully in-
ternalized stage, attribution falls on the agent’s own psychology and address 
can demand genuine revision of a standing evaluative outlook. In the hybrid 
case, where both sustaining bases are operative simultaneously, both shapes 
of blame are appropriate such that attribution can fall on both the individual 
qua member of the social dynamic and the individual qua bearer of certain 
psychological structures, address can demand both public disavowal and 
genuine self-revision, and alteration can be both local and global.

In this way, the Outlook View illuminates both when attributability blame 
is appropriate and what shape it should take, regardless of what sustains our 
evaluative outlooks.
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