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Formally introduced in economics by Nobel laureate Alvin Roth (2007), the concept of 

"repugnance" arises in the debate among philosophers and social scientists about how and why 

moral concerns, taboos or sacred values place, or ought to place, limits on market 

transactions (Anderson, 1990, 1993; Blevins et al., 2010; Cook & Krawiec, 2018; Elias, Laceteras 

& Macis, 2015, 2016; Etzioni, 1986, 1988; Healy & Krawiec, 2017; Kekes, 1998; Khalil & Marciano, 

2018; Krawiec, 2015, 2016; Krawiec, Liu & Melcher, 2017; Kray et al., 2010; McGraw & Tetlock, 

2005; Leider & Roth, 2010; McGraw, Schwartz & Tetlock, 2012; Sandel, 2012, 2013; Satz, 1995, 

2008, 2012; Sen, 1987; Sheehan, 2016; Schoemaker & Tetlock, 2011). 

 

One of the most important questions in this debate is how repugnant behaviours should be 

dealt with, regulated or limited. Some argue that repugnant behaviours should be punished by 

using fines rather than fees, because the former register moral disapproval, whereas the latter are 

simply prices that imply no moral judgment. This suggests that repugnant behaviors offend our 

https://law.duke.edu/fac/krawiec/


 

moral or ethical values. Yet examples often used to illustrate repugnant behaviours include selling 

babies (or other human beings) and organs, as well as prostitution and sometimes even pollution. 

Littering the Grand Canyon is also deemed to be repugnant. But can all these behaviours be put 

on the same footing? If not, how ought we distinguish between them? Is repugnance an absolute 

concept or a relative one? Does it change across cultures? Does this mean that the limits of 

markets differ from one culture to another? If so, are we really talking about repugnance? What 

alternative concepts might be useful? 

 

These questions are important from a philosophical, institutional and legal perspective. 

Indeed, can we rely on the same mechanism to punish someone who sold their child and someone 

who threw a can into the Grand Canyon? Must we rely on law and formal institutions to punish 

repugnant behaviours? Which ones? When and how do we draw the limit between the behaviours 

that can be punished by formal rules and those that must be punished by informal rules (such as 

ostracism, shaming or even embarrassment)? 

 

The purpose of the WINIR Workshop on Repugnant Behaviours is to bring together theoretical 

and applied papers from different disciplines, including economics, philosophy, law and political 

science, to discuss these and other related questions, thereby clarifying the concept of 

“repugnance” and improving our understanding of how to regulate repugnant behaviours.  

 

A selection of the papers presented at the workshop will be included in a special issue currently 

being planned for publication in the fall of 2022. 

 

Abstracts (400 words max.) or full papers should be sent to alain.marciano@umontpellier.fr.  
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