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Mollie Gerver (Essex) - Normatively Empowering the Disadvantaged 

Many accept that the Optionality Thesis: if X wrongly denies Y options, and Y consents to 
X φ-ing solely as a result of this denial, Y’s consent is invalid. For example, if Adam 
denies Bea resources which he ought to give to her for free, and she consents to marry 
him only to obtain these resources, her consent to marry him is invalid. More specifically, 
her consent has failed to dissolve Adam’s duty to not marry her. This seems to imply that 
those facing wrongly constrained options are less able to dissolve others’ duties. If Bea 
chooses to marry Adam only to obtain resources she is owed, but wishes to dissolve 
Adam’s duty to not marry her, the Optionality Thesis implies she is unable to do so. In 
this article, I demonstrate why the Optionality Thesis does not have this implication. In 
doing so, I demonstrate why those with constrained options are no less empowered to 
control the duties they are owed. 

Karamvir Chadha (Durham) - Infants, the Comatose, and the Dead: 
Consent and the Will Theory of Rights 

In the debate between the Will Theory of Rights and its rivals, a key objection to the Will 
Theory concerns the possibility of its extensional adequacy. If the Will Theory is correct, 
so goes the objection, then it is impossible for infants, the unconscious, and the dead to 
have moral and legal rights. I argue that the Will Theory can avoid this objection. I 
formulate the Contemporary Will Theory of Rights—a Hartian theory of the function of 
moral and legal rights. I argue that if it is possible for someone to give valid prior consent 
to actions that occur while they are unconscious or after they die, then according to the 
Contemporary Will Theory, it is possible for them to have moral and legal rights. 
Moreover, I argue that if it is possible for adults to give valid subsequent consent to 
actions that occurred when they were children, then according to the Contemporary Will 
Theory, it is possible for them to have moral and legal rights. Since the notion of valid 
subsequent consent is more contentious than that of prior consent, children provide, in 
MacCormick’s words, a ‘test-case’ for the Will Theory—though not in the way that 
MacCormick envisaged.
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