Rosen- Skepticism about Moral Responsibility 
Rosen's Skepticism: "my skeptic concedes that the conditions for moral responsibility are satisfiable in the actually would. In fact, he may concede that they are frequently satisfied. His skeptical claim is quite narrowly focused. It is that whatever we may know at a general level about the possibility of culpable bad action in the actual world, in any particular case in which we may be tempted to judge that X is responsible for doing A, this particular judgment of responsibility would be unwarranted or unreasonable"  
Rosen's Project
1. The basic structure of the Rosen's argument:
"A theory of moral respon. is an account of the conditions under which an agent is liable to blame for an act, or more generally, for an occurrence....
"let's call any consideration that defeats the standing presumption of blameworthiness an excuse"
So: Rosen's task is show that there excuses sufficient to warrant his skeptical conclusion- he says that there are always excuses out there 
"an excuse with a toehold in ordinary morality, but whose full force ordinary morality fails to register" we are never in a position in any real life position to show that no real life excuse is available and if this is so then we are never able to judge them because all we know is that they have an excuse, even if the person is unaware of the excuse there is still the possibility of one that's just how the world works, if there is an excuse then you should excuse them of their moral responsibility but if there is no known excuse then you should withhold on judging them(the agnostic view) 
Types of Ignorance 
-when you didn't know your actions would cause harm" I poisoned my wife, but I didn't know there was poison in the tea" not to blame: factual ignorance- If X does A from ignorance , then X is culpable for the act only if he is culpable for the ignorance from which he acts" 
-when someone tortures a person for not complying with the authorities, just complying and doing the right thing in their minds, it's not their fault that they didn't know, Germans knew their actions where questionable so it does not count, ignorant of moral facts, suppose you grow up in a society in which everyone believes that beating slaves is morally appropriate, no one disputes it it's how you grew up, everyone has the moral facts wrong, just ignorant of a moral fact" can we hold them responsible if they are morally misinformed" think of Nazi Germany in this situation propaganda and such told them it was fine: moral ignorance   
-ignorance about the strengths of his reasons, justifying reasons- a list of pros and cons that you could have gone on to make a decision, you could be ignorant in a sense that you are unable to successfully weigh your list of pros and cons: Should I tell the truth or should I lie, miss weighs the list of pros and cons because the means can justify the ends, ignorant about how to appropriately judge things-normative reasoning 
Types of Responsibility
Rosen starts with a conceptual distinction: Original vs. Derivative responsibility
"In general, X's responsibility for A is derivative when X is responsible for A only because he is independently responsible for B- some prior act or omission. Responsibility that is not derivative is original"
-The case of Jeckle and Hyde , they are the same person, and suppose Hyde knows if he takes the potion he will become Jeckle and say when he takes the potion he kills a person, he is not blame worthy because he is out of his mind, but you could also say Hyde knew the implications of taking the potion, therefore, you have derivative responsibility- Hyde is not responsible for the killing but because he knowingly took the potion that would lead to the killing, if he had been slipped the potion he would not be held responsible
P1: If x is responsible for A, then either A itself is a locus of original responsibility or there exists such a locus somewhere in A's causal history    
P1 is supposed to be more of a framing premise than anything else
P2: If X does A from ignorance(factual, moral or normative), then X is culpable(morally responsible) for the act only if he is culpable for the ignorance for which he acts    
Objections to P2: if the story so far makes sense to you than P2 makes sense 
-if you buy P2 then we must ask when a person should be held responsible 
P3: he is responsible for the ignorance only is he is responsible for some prior failure to discharge one of his procedural epistemic obligations 
Procedural Epistemic Obligations-when you're driving you have the obligation to keep your eyes open "as you move through the world you are required to take certain steps to inform yourself about the matters that might bear on the permissibility of your conduct. You are obliged to keep your eyes on the road while driving to seek advice before launching a war and to think seriously about the advice your given..." your obligation is to do what you can, try to acquire this knowledge
-couldn't you be ignorant from your epistemic obligations? yes, this leads us to the next part of the paper 
Ignorance principle 3: a person is responsible for some prior failure to discharge one of his procedural epistemic obligations only if he performed a weak willed act or omission
Support for IP3: suppose we grant the first 2 ignorance principles "this looks like a recipe for a regress, and so it is, to a point. Suppose a surgeon orders that her type A patient be transfused with type B blood, that she does this only because she is mistaken about the patient's blood type, and that is mistaken the patient's blood type only because she neglected to double check his chart, as a standard practice requires. The surgeon is culpable for the bad transfusion only is...rest of quote in slides 
how to stop the regress: someone is responsible for failing to discharge a procedural epistemic obligation only if ignorance in no way factored into his failing to discharge that obligation- if someone purposely tried to mess things up
That requires:
 The person failed to discharge his procedural epistemic obligation even though... 
1.he knew the facts about what would likely result from failing to discharge
2. he knew discharging it was his obligation
3. he knew that in his particular circumstances, all things considered 
The Skeptical Arg.
P1. Every culpable bad action is done from ignorance or not done from ignorance 
P2. If a culpable bad act is done from ig. then it's a downtheline causal upshot of an akr. act or omission 
P3. If a culpable bad action is not done from igo. then it is an immediate casual upshot of an akratic act or omission 
C1. Every culpable bad action must be the causal upshot of a genuinely akratic act or omission
P4: The contents of a subjects mind are neither opaque(transparently clear) to that subject nor to anyone else (people can get their own desires wrong) and others cannot always be clear as to what others think 
For P4: Rosen thinks we can take this for granted 
P5: if all other premises are true then it would be unreasonable to repose much confidence in any particular positive judgement of responsibility
For P5: It would be unreasonable since whether an action is weak is hard to assess, since it requires sorting out minds we lack transparent access to! we cannot see if a person's actions are weak willed  
C2: It would be unreasonable to repose much confidence in any particular positive judgement of responsibility ( This is the skeptical conclusion) 

