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Abstract
THE STRUCTURE OF PRACTICAL RATIONALITY
by

Carl J. Hammer

Advisor: Professor Stefan Bernard Baumrin

Many pressing metaethical problems can be conceived as a need for placing a
kind of meaningful and objective morality into an integrated and explanatorghwewi,
and this requires a constructive explanation of moral obligation. Thereameajor
problems for giving such an explanation. On the one hand, moral obligations must be
grounded in a general scheme of practical normativity; otherwise, thénagamo
authority. On the other hand, moral obligations must arise from social relations;
otherwise, they lose their character as demands that a moral communitg haghority
to enforce.

To explain practical normativity in general, | implement and refine aineitad
of explanatory strategy for normativity, which has been developed by J. Davidhgelle
and Christine Korsgaardcenstitutivism To use this strategy, agency and action are
conceptually analyzed in terms of a constitutive aim and it is argued thairthhas
supreme authority for all who qualify as agents in this technical senseueltagy a
rational agent must aim at systematization of the agent’s commitmedtthad this aim

has the authority to determine correct decision-making for the agent.



To show how this can be worked into a theory of moral obligation with its special
social character, | argue first for Stephen Darwall’'s conception of morghtiblis as
arising from second-personal accountability relations. Then | argue that laaving
commitment to participation in the moral community — the social group of individuals
who jointly subscribe to mutual accountability — is a plausible condition of human nature
(what most people are like). Further, it is also plausible, | argue, thab&irpmople this
commitment has an authoritative systematic position within one’s scheme of
commitments. Moral obligations arise directly from the accountabdigtions within
the moral community, and so the authority of one’s commitment to the moral community

translates into the authority of moral obligations for that individual.
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Preface

This work is an attempt to explain how it is that there can be and is such a thing as
moral obligation. The explanation is conceived as an answer to two primarypgsesti
“How can there be such a thing as practical normativity?” and “How cangalact
normativity give rise to a system of accountability relations that gmeral community
the authority to demand compliance with various social-cooperative norms?”

The first question requires some kind of metanormative constructivist answer that
is conceptually independent of and prior to moral relations. | answer it with a form of
constitutivism- the metanormative explanatory strategy that uses conceptual analysis of
agency and action to discern a constitutive aim of agency and then argues that such an
aim can form the foundation of a system of practical normativity. This strhteglyeen
developed by J. David Velleman and Christine Korsgaard. Velleman has arguéd that t
constitutive aim of action or agency is self-knowledge (Velleman 1996, 694-
726;Velleman 2000), while Korsgaard has argued that the constitutive aim of agency i
the unity of the agent (Korsgaard et al. 1996;Korsgaard 2002). My constitutivist theor
differs in that | argue that the aim of agency is systematization of thésage
commitments, which is similar to Korsgaard’s unity of the agent aim, bubiie farmal,
has clearer implications for how practical thought is to proceed, and further Howeks
the various strands involved in an agent’s decision. Whereas Korsgaard seems only to
argue for the Kantian claims that one must act on a principle and that one mustlvalue al

of humanity equally, | argue that acting on principles and the role of ratidiizdrdéon

vii



require that one have a system of principled commitments and that one orders and
restructures them as best as possible in terms of their systematic ploseno{ claim
that there is any formal requirement to value of all humanity equally.) Ina@additope
to clarify and improve upon the general constitutivist strategy through a macg dire
dedicated and thorough treatment of the strategy itself. To do this, | fogsslis very
explicit terms at the outset of my constitutivist arguments just what tisitdivist
strategy is and how it is supposed to work. Second, | carry out a rigorous and formal
argument for my particular constitutivist explanation of practical normgativibelieve
my presentation of, and my arguments for my constitutivist theory of practical
normativity is a more detailed and careful execution of the necessary ssejuh @
explanation than are the arguments either Velleman or Korsgaard have given to da
The second question refers back to the answer to the first. We want to know how
the normative framework being proposed gives rise to a system of social-abddynta
based obligations, because these two elements come from different places. ah gener
framework for practical normativity must arise from the first-persdibelative
standpoint, whereas, a system of authoritative social demands must arise fedm soc
relations and a more socially-oriented standpoint. Here | take afteigtimeents of
Stephen Darwall, who has articulated a conception of moral obligations as dgsentia
certain kinds of demands backed by second-personal social accountabilibtyselat
argue that we should accept this conception of obligation, and I further fill it in by
describing relations between moral obligation and the moral community. Howaelss, |
argue that Darwall does not successfully answer the question of how a system of such

social-accountability-based obligations arises from a general norm@amaework. This
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failing is made inevitable, because he tries to explain everything, includrayiginal
source of normative authority for obligations, from the social standpoint.

| answer the second question with a combination of the systematization standard
of practical normativity and plausible claims about human nature. If people irabener
have a deep and authoritative commitment to participating in the moral commhsrity, t
this will give rise to obligations that spring from the relations of mutual acability
that bind the moral community. So, given the plausible claims that people in general
(this need not be universal) have an authoritative commitment to the moral community
and that people negotiate relations of accountability that capture socialatbape
norms, we have an answer to the second question. Such facts along with the normative
framework would make for authoritative obligations arising from social-acdailityta
relations.

What results is a two-tiered system of right action. There is, in thelfrse,
right action proper, which is just whatever is strictly authoritative fovargindividual
in the situation at hand. But there is also the separate category of moraiabligatch
is whatever the individual is accountable to the moral community for doing, regasfiless
whether the obligation has full, overriding authority in the situation at hand. What an
individual is accountable for depends on the individual subscribing to the overall system
of social accountability, and whatever the moral community has constructed in
accountability relations. A person may find oneself in situations where onea$ mor
obligations diverge from what is strictly authoritative for that personaiasappen, for
example, when social demands come into strong conflict with demands from family or

friends, or come into conflict with aspects of life the person holds most valuable.



This system of right action and of moral obligation is part Kantian, and part
Humean. It is Kantian in that right action comes from the structure of ggmyency
requires acting on principles, and that one’s rational deliberations ultimatefynitee
whether acts are right. It is Humean in that the particular actions thagtdris ientirely
contingent, and any general rules we might form about this could only be empirica
generalizations based on human nature. This is a kiageoft-relativismmeaning that
whether an action type is right depends on the agent performing it, even if we include a
full description of the context. However, it is not a kinguafgment-relativism
according to which things are only right or wrong according to a framework of griigm
or a particular perspective. Actions are right or wrong for particular agepésticular
situations in an absolute sense — it does not depend on the perspective of the judge. So,
according to the theory | defend, the idea that there is no single true misrabtyect in

the agent-relativism sense, but not in the judgment-relativisim sense.
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Introduction

How is morality possible? That there are objective and authoritative staholards
what can be demanded of a person’s conduct is mysterious from the perspective of
theorizing about a comprehensive worldview. While it seems very real, and, icgracti
terms, nearly impossible to reject the assumption or ideal of objective platticdards
that our moral reflections track, it is utterly mysterious where such stEnohaght derive
from that would give them their force or authority. Furthermore, if there aralm
elements built into the structure of the world in some sense, it is still baitiwgve
could have knowledge of them, and how they could have any meaning for our
deliberations about what to do.

In this essay, | will attempt to give a certain kind of answer to the question, “How
is morality possible?” On the one hand, morality, as genuine, objective normativity
which bears on important aspects of our lives, seems very real. It seems hshkogg
really are things which | should do and things which | should not do in some unqualified
sense. Similarly, it seems as though there really are things that other exbdeasd
should not do. Furthermore, it seems as if there are things we should do that we owe to
each other.The compelling nature of this appearance is perhaps the driving force behind

the various forms of moral realism one finds.



When | consider actions which are typically taken as cruel, horrible and
unjustified, like human trafficking, murder, or simply making gratuitous imgylti
remarks to a stranger, it seems that these actions are simply wrongholsy not be
done and agents owe it to others not to perform them, such that it is right for the moral
community to enforce rules against such behavidris appearance is entirely
compelling, even after the ingestion of a healthy dose of skeptical philosophical
argumentation. In addition, I cannot help but blame others and myself for actethat se
to violate what | and others owe to each other. | also demand, through my attitudes and
actions that others and | act in accordance with various norms | take us to g socia
accountable for. More importantly, from the first-person perspective of an agers w
choosing what to do, thinking of some actions as right and others as wrong is
unavoidable. In deliberation one has to assume that there are right and wrong decisions.
This is what one is trying to figure out through deliberation. From the practical
standpoint of deliberation, | cannot entirely believe that there is no value gror e
other to what | do. To think in such a manner is to give up one’s agency, at least with
respect to the current decision.

So far, these considerations bear only on how I have to think, and not on whether
this thinking is correct in its representation of the world. However, the apgeara
correctness here is very strong. Even for those philosophical skeptics of mdrality, t
need to worry about how other people are being treated and what direction society is
going in, and so on, considered in terms of right and wrong, is often too appealing to

deny. It appears that there really are genuinely objective moral standar



On the other hand, it is a mystery where such normativity which has bearing on
our practical lives should derive its legitimacy. Contemporary philosophy is digtiina
by acceptance of the modern scientific worldview, which seeks to put empatieate
in a leading role in the investigation of the world of our experience. Not on)ybtitat
seeks a kind of metaphysical parsimony and, most importantly, a thoroughly esplanat
approach to philosophy, wherein unexplainable phenomena are serious problems for a
theory. | take the core naturalist idea to be that we should seek a thoroughbtéategr
explanatory account of the world of our experience, upon which we place no
insurmountable barriers to explanatory connections.

To take what is generally considered a reasonable view of the world and the
nature of the human being, it is clear that, at least at bottom, humans are composed of
scientifically describable material. Furthermore, it seems that aur behavior and
behavioral tendencies are, at least in principle, explainable using onlyfgci@ain-
evaluative) descriptions (Harman 1977, 3-10). This seems to leave no room forymoralit
to get in. Morality, as a kind of governance of right and wrong action, cannot be
explained anthropologically or psychologically, for this is merely to expl@way. To
provide a purely anthropological or psychological explanation of morality could only be
to explain moral practice or its origins. While this may be an interestidgmportant
task, this cannot capture the normative element of morality, and so cannot be an
explanation of morality as a kind of governance of right and wrong action.

What could there be that makes it true that we have various authoritative moral
obligations? If we consider what features of our psychology and what feattines of

world around us would provide the basis for moral obligation, it is difficult, to say the



least, to come up with a satisfying answer. Our decision making processosegtas

create choices and thssumptiorof right and wrong. The world apart from our agency
seems only to provide data to consider in making choices, but nothing which provides a
schema for right and wrong. How is morality possible?

In my view, this problem is exactly analogous to the problem of the syn#hetic
priori. On the one hand, there is an extremely compelling appearance of the reality of
synthetica priori knowledge. On the other hand, it is a great mystery how there could be
such knowledge. The mysterious nature of this knowledge is what has led many
philosophers to reject its legitimacy. Similarly, the mysterious natureocd! obligation
has led many philosophers to reject the legitimaay. of will try to explain moral
obligation in terms which are less mysterious, and thereby try to answer thierqjoés
the possibility of morality, just as many others have already tried to do. pBeheaview
| will present will be seen as an unsatisfactory answer, because it doeshlisles
morality in all of its potential or perceived glory. What | will say maiksetsome as
disappointingly subjectivist, but | will argue that it is not subjectivist invaay that
makes it inadequate to capture the basics of our idea of morality and moral oblaysadti
its authority.

To explain moral obligation there are two major challenges, as | see things. T
first challenge is to explain practical normativity in general. This musive using
practical concepts and human nature to explain how there can be and are standards of
right and wrong action that are authoritative in an absolute sense, about which an agent
can be wrong, and which can play a meaningful role in how an agent deliberates about

what is right and what to do. These criteria ensure that the explanationtegegra



practical normativity within a larger, explanation-friendly view of tharlah without
being reductive in a deflationary sense.

The second challenge is to explain how practical normativity gives rise to a
system of accountability relations that give a moral community the aiythmdemand
compliance with various social norms. The sense of ‘morality’ that we waxiplain
consists of moral obligations that arise from accountability relations tiotieawho has
an obligation is responsible to someone or other (possibly to oneself). Further,9bat the
relations bear a connection to the moral community such that an obligation always
implies the community’s authority to enforce the obligation, even if only througheblam
or resentment. Without this social accountability aspect obligations loseltaecter
as being rightfully enforceable in general. It is important that thieation of social
accountability relations occurs within the normative framework that hasiyrpadsy,
already been explained, because without a general normative frameworknee ca
explain the authority these relations are supposed to entail.

So, the way these two challenges are met will have to be combined into one
continuous strategy. This will require the joining of two different perspectiVe need
an explanation of practical normativity for the deliberative standpoint, and weneed
explanation of the normativity of social accountability for the social stantdpBrom
one perspective, we must work to build an agent-centered account of practical
normativity, because only by doing this can we arrive at a truly authoritgstens of
practical rationality and right action. From a different perspective, ugt try to capture
what it is about our social relations that make certain things social requissimeniay

that has a moral character.



To meet the first challenge | analyze the conceptual structure afyagearting
from the basic notion that at the most fundamental level agency is the processngf maki
a unified decision from one’s diverse motivational field. This is what constitutes the
agent’'sdecision. So, explaining how this can happen is to explain agency and account
for the ownership of action. | argue that this happens just in case one makesoa decisi
guided by an aim to systematize one’s commitments, wdzenenitmentare explicit and
implicit principles of action. These and related arguments concerning acid agency
| combine with arguments that purport to show that an aim of agency, such as the aim to
systematize one’s commitments, can provide a system of practical notynafine
result is a theory of practical normativity that achieves the kind of getyeantl
authority we are looking for.

To meet the second challenge and to combine the social and individualistic
perspectives | first argue for Stephen Darwall’s second-personrgetility conception
of moral obligation. This differs mainly in the level of detail from what | haxeadly
argued above concerning social accountability, but it also makes explicit etitedor
commitment to obligations arising from within the second-person standpoint, which
creates a special case of the tension between the individualistic and sepatpees. |
set out the tension between the second-person and first-person standpoints as a puzzle
and point out some of its difficulties. The solution | provide relies on claims about
human social nature and their integration into the normative framework | armoe f
meet the first challenge. This leads to two distinct domains of “right” actibareTis,
first of all, right action proper, which is just whatever follows from the gémneranative

framework for a particular individual or group, which is not necessarily the gam



everyone. Right action in this sense is not universal, although it is completelywabjecti
in the sense that it has true authority in its application. If it is right foorteke the last
cookie as implied by my deliberative aim to systematize my commitraedtsny actual

set of commitments, then it is right for me in an absolute and authoritative wéhseif
restriction to the perspective of any judge or observer. However, there is alsiedqual
sense of ‘right action’ that has the qualities of moral obligation. This sens&véssal
within a moral community — a social group that is mutually committed to joint, nsaive
accountability. Accountability relations from this standpoint give rise to moral
obligations that get their ultimate authority from the authority of the comenttiof each
individual to participating in the moral community. The moral domain must come from
the general normative framework, but it gets distinguished by its particulactira

The two resulting domains of “right” action each have their place in practeallhe
individualistic, absolute domain is what is appropriate to consider on an individual basis
while the social, moral domain is what is appropriate to consider as a social group
(although these lines do not hold for the considering and giving of advice for someone
else or for some group).

In giving my theory of morality, | address and provide a solution to a number of
problems in moral philosophy. First of all, | explain practical normativity. Asdha
primary goal of this project, | use this account of practical normatiwilyather insights
to explain moral obligation. In doing so, | also explain what truth there is to the
supremacy of the normativity of moral obligation. It is held by many that havmgral
duty implies that one has overriding, or conclusive reason to perform the duty. Why thi

should be so, however, is very hard to account for. One could simply define obligations



as requiring conclusive reasons, but then, without arguments that what should count as
obligations actually are accompanied by conclusive reasons, this may sastpist what
counts as obligation. One may also claim that what we already consider moral
obligations just are overriding, but without an explanation for why this should be, this
claim has little bite. | do not explain a sense in which everything we mikghtidlicall a
“moral obligation” has conclusive reasons for all rational agents. | do, howexegrg
account of moral obligations that makes sense of where their normative forcefaomes
and why they should be expected to enjoy normative supremacy.

| also give a sketch of an account of how an agent can cause, control, or own an
act. Itis a standing problem in the philosophy of action how an agent can perform an
action, as opposed to some part of a person causing the behavior. If someone behaves in
such a way as to drop out of college, we want to at least leave room for a sense in which
that person, the agent, dropped out of school, rather than this always reducing to some
desire, impulse or mechanism, which cannot be equated with the agent, causing the
behavior. | lay out a conception of agency from which a theory of the ownership of
action can be constructed.

As an interesting and difficult combination, without invoking any kind of attitude-
independent classical realism, | make room for the changing commitments of a
individual and of a society, while also making moral progress clear and explaivdble
do not want to rely on a theory of practical reason according to which one’s coemtsitm
cannot be rationally changed. We want to be able to account, not just for it being
permissible to change one’s commitments, but for one having normative reasons for

doing so. Say Fred is a loner whose top commitment is survival in a war-torn land. This



commitment may form the basis of most of his reasons for action. But now, if he meets
someone with whom he could live and start a family, we want to say that it is not
necessarily irrational for him to do so, even though it might hamper his aim to survive in
a dangerous place. Further, it should, at least in principle, be possible for Fred to have
normative reasons to change and reorganize his life in a dramatic way.

Giving such an account, however, can easily fall into tension with the idea of
moral progress. If one can change even some of one’s most basic commitments
rationally, then it is hard to see how individuals or groups could make progress morally
or do better than they did before. Something needs to stay fixed according which
progress can be measured. Without any kind of attitude-independent realism, it would
seem that doing better would have to mean sticking to one’s commitments more
faithfully. While moral progress, on my system, may not be as linear anghtfivaivard
as a classical realist would have it, | can easily explain what it is tierglements of
my view. Since practical normativity boils down to what is required for an agent to
systematize the agent’s commitments, and moral obligation comes to the wibyroba
community’s shared relations of accountability (roughly speaking), moral pragitbes
improvement in systematicity of a moral community’s shared relations ofiatability.

This will become clearer after | have discussed these conceptions aftgdnastmativity
and moral obligation at length.

Along the way to solving all of these problems in moral philosophy and giving an
explanation of moral obligation, my theory takes on a character that has afrange o
interesting elements and consequences. Some of these features make nrgttnerory

unique. Most striking perhaps is the fact that | separate two important setises of



objectivity of morality. One sense in which morality may be objective istledbtce of

the normative character of morality is real and authoritative — that a peedbndoes

have some particular obligation, say. The other sense in which morality may bdevebjec
is that for any obligation, every rational agent would have that same obligation in the
given situation. These two senses can come apart without the first sense biing at
diminished. My theory shows this to be true, because according to my theory moral
obligation is real in that some people (most) really do have moral obligations yn a wa
which is not less forceful than on anyone else’s view, but it is also the case $keat the
obligations are contingent. The obligations are contingent, because it is neangces
that any arbitrary agent would have the given obligation in the given situatidmough,
presumably, | have an obligation not to light a random stray cat on fire or to torture
people for fun, this is a contingent fact about me, and not a necessary fact about every
rational agent. Further, moral obligations are merely general in the bahsetltile we

can perfectly well generalize about what obligations people in our society, ohdhee w
world, have, obligations are not absolutely universal. There will be some ratienss ag
who fail to have various obligations that most of us have. This, of course, is a rather
curious feature for a theory that purports to explain how morality is possiblep &nd s
address various challenges to the adequacy of the view pertaining to this.

Another interesting feature of my theory is that, even though | explain ptactica
normativity in terms of the structure of agency and moral obligation in terthgsof
account of practical normativity, | incorporate a contractualist pictuvéhefe the
content of moral obligations derives from. Using a model of social negotiation and

agreement to capture the content of moral obligations can be taken as a g abt
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avoid explaining the force of practical normativity. Of course, | reject suchpnach,
but | do think that contractualism has important insights into how social accountability
relations are determined, which in turn form the basis of moral obligationseudthat
what we are accountable for in this moral sense is ultimately a matterialf s
agreement. The agreement comes, however, not from a simple sort of fixed social
contract that we consent to, implicitly or hypothetically, but rather throughanayg
process of negotiation through our attitudes, actions and, most importantly, through our
moral discourse. It is the public discussion of morals, on my view, that determines the
content of our accountability, although this must be played off of a real basis of our
society’s commitments that we are jointly attempting to systematize

Finally, | do all of this without appealing to any mysterious normative or moral
properties. | appeal to intentional attitudes and mental processes in my abobtimtse
| take to be far less controversial and mysterious than moral properties divprimi
practical normativity. | also do not rely simply on arguing for a cogsitatcount of
moral judgment, and then assume that if moral judgments can be true in terms of
semantic form then some of them surely are.

The overall character of my theory is both Kantian and Humean. While the
normative output of the theory may be radically different from Kant’s officiain
theory, | follow the Kantian approach to moral obligation in that | attempt to explain
normativity and the source of normative and moral content using an analysis of the
structure of rational agency. The specific form that this will take madeof a
philosophy of action analysis of the constitutive aim of agency — a stratally | ¢

“constitutivism,” which has been developed by J. David Velleman (Velleman 1989;
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Velleman 2000b; Velleman 2004, 225-238), Christine Korsgaard (Korsgaard and others
1996; Korsgaard 2002; Korsgaard 1999, 1-29), and others (Rosati 2003, 490-527; Railton
1997). This strategy involves arguments that a certain aim is constitutiveoaftati

agency, and then argues that this role in rational agency puts it in position to ground
normativity. An analogous strategy is also available for theoreticalatmity

(Velleman 2000a), but that will not be part of my theory of moral obligation.

My theory is also Humean in that right action, in both the general and the moral
sense, is contingent and not universal among rational agents. On the one hand, | argue
that the general system of practical normativity based on systenmtinthe agent’s
commitments is universal among rational agents — it is constitutive afabégency, on
my view, that one be subject to the normativity of systematization of comnmgmen
the other hand, however, the content of what is right for a given agent and what moral
obligations an agent has entirely depend on the agent’s contingent, empiricabsatare
individual. If one deliberatively aims to systematize one’s commitmentfasuto
social nature at all, then one would be a rational agent who has no moral obligations, and,
presumably, what would be right for that person would be far more self-centered and
egotistical than what it would be for any normal adult human.

| set out and argue for this theory of moral obligation in three major parts. In the
remainder of Part |, my goal is to set the parameters of the intended explafanoral
obligation. | set out distinctions in how the objectivity of morality may be conteind
point out how the reality of the force of practical normativity is not equivalent to, and
does not imply that obligations will be the same for every rational agent in a given

situation. 1 also argue that the real philosophical mystery of moralithiese the force
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of practical normativity comes from, and how some form of this could supply any content
to what a person should do. That is, the mystery of how morality can fit in with a
sensible theoretical, explanatory worldview does not primarily concerrewhe

particular the content of obligations comes from; but rather, it is the question dfié@ow t
force of obligation can connect to meaningful content at all. In Chapter 1, | &ils® de

the notion of ‘explanation’ that is needed to answer the metaethical question, “How is
morality possible?” From there, | argue that to give such an explanation requires
appealing to the motivation of the acting agent, which of course rules out a variety of
objectivist metaethical views as potential answers to the question.

In Part Il, my task is to give the desired explanation of practical normatiwity
Chapter 2, | begin this undertaking by setting out my overall explanatory argance
supporting its premises. The first step in doing so is to make out and clarify the
constitutivist strategy and show how it can work. Thereafter, | argueriousa
requirements for what it is for an agent to perform an action, and then | sketch an account
of agent-causation, or the ownership of action. | also put forward a preliminaryesrigum
that the constitutive aim of agency is the unification of the agent that serves as a
approximation of the systematization arguments that come later. | folldves@ t
arguments with arguments supporting the other premises in my overall exptanator
argument for practical normativity. These premises are largelyd€aminature, and
they put the focus of normativity on the deliberation of the acting agent.

In Chapter 3, | argue for the key premises of my argument, which fit into the
overall explanatory argument for practical normativity and replace thenprary, unity

argument from Chapter 2. | argue that rational deliberation is structunéaidaan aim at
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the systematization of one’s commitments. It takes considerable toil tm tipet
conclusion, but in the process | make clearer what this means and how it works.
Thereatfter, | describe the picture of rational deliberation that is neededanh dow it
fits with our intuitions about the deliberative process. To help make my viewrclaade
to put it in terms of a broader perspective, | compare it and discuss connections to some
related views in the literature.

In Part IIl, I will take the theory of practical normativity from Péytand | will
use it to construct a model of moral obligation. This primarily means addressing the
second major challenge to explaining moral obligation that | pointed to — explaining
social accountability within the normative framework. | will begin this proress
Chapter 4 by looking at Stephen Darwall’'s account of moral obligation (Darwall 2006;
Darwall 2007a, 111-132) and arguing for his conception of obligation as “second-
personal accountability.” This sets up a problem, because the second-persalal, soci
account of obligation seems to be in rigid conflict with the purely first-persaianal
deliberative account of practical normativity | give in Part Il. Howgebleiill argue that
the two can in fact be combined and | construct such a hybrid account.

In Chapter 5, the final chapter, | look at the overall picture of moral obligation
that | have put together. | consider in detail the various objections that isajram
the appearance of subjectivism that my view may present. | argue that myg vietv
subjectivist in any damaging way, and that it does constitute an adequate, though minima
system of morality. As a key element of this discussion, | consider the igutiie

moral discourse is incorporated into the model of moral obligation | am adwpeaul |
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argue that it plays a foundational role. Public moral discourse, on my view, is where

social accountability relations and the content of moral obligations come from.
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Chapter 1
Moral Skepticism and the Internalism-Externalism Dichotomy

|. Setting out the parameters for an explanation of morality

In this chapter, | argue for a particular conception of what is needed terahgw
guestion set before us, “How is morality possible?” As it stands, it is not irataldi
clear what kind of answer is really needed. Further, it is not clear whatatotssthere
might be on an acceptable answer. Thus, the first major task in the project afragpswe
our question is to set out a clearer notion of what kind of answer we are looking for and a
set of constraints on ways the question might be answered.

| will begin by looking at the target notion of objectivity and look at some
possible notions of ‘objective morality’ that might be what we are looking fauill |
argue that one of these in particular lies at the heart of the matter andne ttiat both
seems most compelling and most confounding. This, to put it very briefly, is the
normative aspect of morality. We may ask how morality, considered as a slketsof r
could be normative for an arbitrary agent. This amounts to the question of how
obligations can have the kind of force or authority, independent of the agent’stexplici
ends and desires, that seems to be characteristic of what we take obligation to be.
Although there are other important features of morality to be explained, such #sehow
particular content — the particular things that ought to be done — arises aedsatial

accountability comes from, the normativity of morality stands as thaeatept need of
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explanation. This is the most important aspect of the objectivity of morality,
philosophically speaking, because this is what is most philosophically questiamidble
respect to the larger project of putting together an integrated explanaiddyiew. The
normativity of morality, or just practical normativity is what seems thetrdificult to
integrate explanatorily into a philosophical system that aims to be compfetalor

So, in this chapter it is my task to focus on making out the sense in which we can
separate normativity from other aspects of moral obligation and to anlagyze t
importance of normativity and some important constraints on explaining it. IH,Rart
is my task to provide the explanation of practical normativity with the contsrai
outlined in this chapter. In Part Ill, with an explanation of practical normativitand,
it is my task to work toward a fuller explanation of moral obligation using the account of
practical normativity. This fuller explanation of moral obligation includésioteatures
of morality like the source of its content and its inherent structure of social
accountability. Both of these features are essential to moral obligatlwoygth | argue
that, by themselves, they are not as philosophically mysterious asg@ractimativity.

They are mysterious however, in how they are combined with an explanatorydheory
normativity. Explaining social accountability in terms of a given, independently
explained scheme of practical normativity is a weighty task unto itself.

Since an explanation of morality is what is needed, and there are many kinds of
explanation, | explicate the notion of ‘explanation’ that is needed to answer our question
in Section Ill. | define a notion of “constructive explanation” as a varietpo€eptual
explanation and argue that it is what we are after. At various points | drdus arotion

to argue for claims about what does and does not work in giving such an explanation.
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Thereatfter, | consider two standard views about morality that assign maralit
kind of objectivity: classical realism and morals by agreement. Classatsm has the
simplest answer for what obligation is — it is a singulegenerigoroperty of actions.
Actions simply are the subject of binding obligations and that is part of the reditur
things. | reject this approach for its refusal to provide any real explanation of
normativity. The agreement view can explain many features of moralitit,tbotfails
to provide any real explanation of normativity, as | argue.

In the final section, | look at the role that motivation must play in an explanation
of normativity and obligation. This is roughly a discussion of what some have called
“existence internalism” (Darwall 1983) or “reasons internalismn{2d 1992; Audi
1997). | argue that a version of internalism is required to give an adequate answer t
guestion and to provide an explanation of moral obligation in the relevant sense. | also
argue that, while there is a close tie between classical realism anahidleofletrong
forms of internalism, the motivation behind these views is greatly dissipatedversse

the possibility of an internalist explanation of obligation.

II. Normativity as the core of what is mysterious in morality
If we say merely that we want to explain the objectivity of morality orclivie
morality, this could include a diverse array of issues. There are mangudifieays in
which morality might or might not be objective and many senses of ‘objectivehwhic
might apply to morality. Some of these issues of objectivity may be cemtred t
philosophy of morality and some may be of no importance or only of passing interest to

those dealing with some of the other issues of objectivity. To clear this up andeachiev
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greater focus for the project, | will distinguish and discuss three notions of dwtiaby
of morality, and make clear the extent to which | am aiming at edtadgisach of them.

When speaking of morality in such abstract and general terms, we can distinguish
between two aspects of it: the normativity and the content.n@imeativityis the
bindingness, practical necessity, or authority; whereagathientis the substantive
matter which applies to particular cases and relates to the empirf@hofmativity is
the aspect of morality which is directive and makes it correct that tiné @gmose in
accordance with the content, while the content relates empirical conditions tatimerm
categories. The content is that which should be done. The normativity is the force of the
‘should’.

Objectivity can apply both to the normativity and to the content. For the
normativity to be objective is just for the obligation to be authoritative — for the
normativity to really apply. In other words, what is at issue ise¢hkty of obligationor
thereality of practical normativity For practical normativity to be real is for there to be
some force behind what | (or othes$)oulddo, which is independent of the mere fact
that | choose to do it. | add this last clause, because there may be a ratbas sanse
in which | should do something just because it is what | choose to do, where there is no
further unpacking to be done of what | choose to do. Analogously, there may be a
vacuous sense in which someone else should do something just because it is what that
person chooses to do. The reality of practical normativity is, of course, not meant as
something vacuous in this sense.

Unfortunately, later on, | must distinguish between obligation and practical

normativity in general. In Chapter 4, it is my task to discuss and implement Stephen
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Darwall’s conception of obligation as practical normativity via accountglifiarwall

2006; Darwall 2007a, 111-132). According to this idea, one has an obligation if one has
normative reasonsecausene is accountable to others. For now, | ignore this

distinction since it only complicates the point | am trying to make about thellovera
importance of normativity for morality.

There are at least two senses in which objectivity can apply to contenap®erh
the more basic sense is to have determinate particular content, to whichhlegnzerte
‘content specificity’. There is objective moral content, in this sense, juasatbere are
particular actions that some person should or should not do. If there is no particglar thin
which it is right or wrong to do, then there isspecific objective contentif someone
should not punch the person in front of them in some particular caseoihtemt
specificityholds. If, on the other hand, thereneserany particular thing which anyone
should or should not do, then content specificity does not hold.

It is, of course, natural to think that if there is one case in which there iss@Eme
thing which a person should or should not do, then there are many cases in which there is
something which a person should do and many things a person should not do. In other
words, it is natural to think that if content specificity holds at all, then it will holdany
cases, for many people with respect to many actions. If it is true that enpsoticular
case Bob should not punch the person in front of him, then it would be amazing if there
were no other cases in which there were any particular actions a person shoulddor shoul
not perform. Of course, it does riotlow from the fact that content specificity holds in
one particular case, for one person with respect to one action that it will holdearywh

else, but if there were only one such singular application of content specifatityauld
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be very strange and would defy most of what we think about ethics, such as the notions
that ethics stems from rationality or human nature or animal nature. Thdsaita

which apply to many individuals and would seem to make the application of content
specificity a general phenomenon, if it is something that applies at alals&/enight

think that punching someone would be wrong because, for example, it is wrong to cause
others undue harm in certain cases, and that there are many such caseskékhis ma

very implausible that there are not other cases in which inflicting harm on someone
would be wrong.

Content specificity seems to be necessary for the reality of obligatioa,isinc
cannot be that | should without there being anything that | should or should not do. One
might think that content specificity is not necessary since it might be thextelly should
perform an action from among a certain group of actions rather than onecspetifin.
However, this still implies content specificity since any action not in ttoafpgis one
which | should not perform. If my obligation only demands that | help society flourish,
this still rules out the long-term action of being at war with society itdtht#besian
sense. This argument may be a little controversial, since it depends on ongiiconce
of an action (which | do not intent to discuss in this chapter), but it does not affedt what
say about the reality of practical normativity and the varieties of tleetlajy of moral
content.

The second sense in which objectivity can apply to content, which presupposes
content specificity, is universalityContent universalitys uniform application of moral
duties for all rational beings, or all moral agents. This is to say that comigetsality

is true of morality just in case every rational being (however that isngdetd) should
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do the same thing in a particular situation or context, for all contexts in whicltoseme
should do something. So, the principle of content universality would have it that if any
particular person should pay for his or her sandwich at a deli under normal
circumstances, then every rational agent should also pay for his or her sandwnibér if
the same circumstances. Content universality, understood as a set of rakes whi
determine what should be done by an agent, is equivalent to a fuinotiocontexts, in
which rational agents may be embeddedictions which should be performed by the
embedded agent. That is, agents can be situated within contexts which would have
particular right (or wrong) actions assigned to them (by the function), & ther right
action for any agent in the context. According to content universality, theoecsntext
where some, but not all agents should perform X. If all situations in which there is a
specific thing that a person should or should not do are situations in which any moral
agent should or should not do the same thing in that situation, then content universality
holds. On the other hand, if there is some situation S in which some person P should do
X but there is another person Q for whom it is not true that Q should do X in S, then
content universality does not hold. For content universality to hold, duties must be
uniform with respect to all moral agents. It must be true, for content univetsabie
true of morality, that whenever | should not tell a lie, if you were in the saosisit
you should not lie either; whenever | should help others, you should help them too if you
were in my place.

There may be some difficulty in separating the context from the agent in the
context. In some cases, we would readily agree that the individual in the ronof ag

affected the nature of the situation, and thereby affected what were to be done. For
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example, there may be times when | should give up my seat on the subway for someone
who has a much greater need, and | am relatively able-bodied. There maybe ma
perfectly rational people who would need the seat enough themselves that it would not be
right for them to give up their seat on the subway for the person who | should allow to si
This seems to be a case where the agent and the context cannot be cleatlgdsepar
However, we can distinguish the context from the person in the context, by saying that
the context includes all facts about the consequences, or perhaps expectable
consequences, of the decision while the qualities of the agent include everything that
determines how that person makes decisions. So for me to be in a situation in which |
should not lie, the question of whether you should do the same thing in that situation
comes down to whether you should choose in the same way assuming that you bring your
decision making tools into the position, but leave the consequences that lying would have
on me in place. For a question of lying, this will generally be insignificandusecvhat
lying does to me when [ lie to someone is often insignificant compared to what tbdoes
others or perhaps compared to the inherent rational problems with lying itsslf. |
usually not me that gets hurt from it, and to the extent that it is, it would havantiee s
effect on you to do it as well. The subway case can be stated more easilydifrtor
content universality, if you are as able-bodied as | am and have the sapo@dngs,
and thus the consequences of giving up your seat were the same for you & fibrey ar
me, then you should give up your seat just in case | should.

Traditional and contemporary “objectivist” views seem to either accetbira#
or reject all three forms of objectivity. Hobbes, Kant, Bentham and Milleiéw

believers in content specificity and universality. Unless Mill was dgttrging to avoid

23



appeal to obligation with his rather radical empiricism, all of these figmeksnany

others were also realists about obligation. In contemporary philosophy, Peten Rail
(Railton 1986, 163-207), Richard Boyd (Boyd 1988) and Russ Shafer-Landau (Shafer-
Landau 2006) accept all three forms of moral objectivity, while Gilbert Ha iHarman
1977), J.L. Mackie (Mackie 1977) and Richard Joyce (Joyce 2002) reject all three forms
of moral objectivity. In Part Il, | argue for a theory of practical ndivitg that upholds
content specificity but not universality. This carries through to the account of mora
obligation | develop in Part lllIn Chapter 5, | return to the general issue of separating
the reality of obligation and practical normativity from content specifaity content
universality.

Moving back to the broader distinction between the reality of obligation and the
objectivity of content, we can see that this distinction corresponds roughly to the
difference in interest between cultural or individual relativism, which islwiiscussed
in non-philosophical circles as well as in philosophy, and metaethical subjectivisim
is more commonly the focus of debate among philosophers. In public discussion, the
primary source for moral skepticism is skepticism about moral content, arbtiwesrn
over moral content often arises from considerations related to cultural aald soc
diversity. One wonders how there could be any one set of rules which is correct when i
seems like there are many diverse systems of rules governing saottion, all of
which, in a sense, work. People may talk about how infanticide may be considered
acceptable in some cultures but unacceptable in others, or how gender roles can differ
greatly from culture to culture. What it is for such a system of rules td"waay be

initially unclear, but this line of reasoning and other, related lines of re@sare often
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employed to argue for a kind of subjectivity or relativism of morality. Thasiattack
on content universality and sometimes content specificity.

A typical relativism argument is aimed at showing that a given action in a
particular context could be right if performed by someone from one culture, dox) vir
performed by someone from some other culture. This is contrary to content urtiversali
and is what we may cadigent-relativismbecause the supposed rightness is relative to
the acting agent. A more serious kind of relativisjoagment-relativismwhich is
contrary not just to content universality, but also to content specificity, becasisledt i
view that all values and norms are relative to a judging party. On this vievitsogne
that is “right for me” (as a judge) could be “wrong for you” (as a judge).

This is sometimes backed by a relativism-by-diversity strategyslaamed at
arguing that it is the culture or background of the evaluating party (ratimethénacting
party) that determines any sense of the rightness of action. A good exampuléowoul
something like the following: It might seem impossible or just implaudiaiethere
could be any sense in which one action is better than another without deriving that
superiority from the evaluative attitudes of the judging party. One migtk that there
just is no possible standard for one action being right and another being wrong, without
this stemming from an emotionally-based, non-rational moral sense. In shortightie m
take a sentimentalist as opposed to a rationalist view of morality. Divyensitys case,
is appealed to to show that the kind of attitudes which form the base of moral standards
do not appear in the world with any meaningful uniformity. But in the absence of any
rational, intuitional, or abstract standard for conduct, the only possible standard would be

coincidence of all judging parties in moral verdict. Diversity shows that th& e
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obtain and so there is no fact of the matter as to what one should or should not do in a
particular case. So, for example, since rightness must be tied to what peepleoagn
this line of thinking, infanticide is wrong under the evaluation of a typical modern
Westerner, but acceptable under the evaluation of a typical pre-modern Inuit. So,
whereas an agent-relativist take would be that killing a baby would be wrong for the
modern Westerndo dg but acceptable for a pre-modern Irtoidg a judgment-
relativist take would be that, whoever did the killing, it would be ngiter the
evaluationof one judging party and wronmder the evaluatioof the other judging
party. On the judgment-relativist version, there would not be a particular thing that
should or should not be done in the situation, only some things according to some judges
and other things according to other judges. So, judgment-relativism is contrargtriot
content universality, but is contrary to content specificity as well, which miaé&es
thorough-going relativism that is much more serious than agent-relatiltissn.
important for my purposes that agent-relativism not be confused with judgment-
relativism, since | ultimately argue for a form of agent-relativid should also note,
however, that the form of agent-relativism my theory of moral obligation takes is
tempered by various social considerations that make it significantly lasgiséic than
other possible agent-relativisms.

Although judgment-relativism is contrary to content specificity and sotalgte
reality of practical normativity and of obligation, it can be refuted by dexgtanatory
arguments for practical normativity. Since giving just such direct exjolignarguments
is what | do in Part Il, judgment relativism is not a threat to my theory. Tioeofi

relativism arguments considered above are based on a skepticism of conténitgpec
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and normative authority. If, however, agent-relativism is incompatible withrtonte
specificity — if, that is, content universality cannot be separated fromnt@pecificity —
then my theory is in trouble, since | aim to establish a system of pracircahtivity that

is agent-relative. Now, one might think, and one who takes morality to sprindnstraig
out of reason would think, that there cannot be particular things anyone should do if they
are not things that every rational being in the same position would be obligated to do.
This is to say that universality is generally taken as a necessary conditipediicgy,

and also therefore, normativity. This kind of reasoning, however, is really onlyra fa

of imagination. Just because one has not thought of a way that there could be content
specificity and real, authoritative obligation, without content universalitys doemean

that this combination cannot be. There is no logical or conceptual reason why content
universality would be necessary for content specificity — there is onilueeféo imagine
what an obligation could amount to other than a relationship between some laws of
rationality and particular details of a context of action. If that weredke, if

obligations could only spring from rational laws and contexts, then content uniyersalit
would be a necessary part of any authoritative obligation. The individual agent could not
matter, under those conditions, because what is characteristic of the individéiadus

of the equation that determines obligations — an equation between abstractiratiodal
the context. If, however, as | argue in Part Il, normative authority antiteass of
actions comes from a relationship between some abstract principles afgbract
rationality, the contexandthe determining features of the individual agent, then content
universality is not a necessary feature of such authoritative norms. Fqulextra

rightness of an action might depend on the agent’s motivations and motivational
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structures. Whether it is right for me to steal a loaf of bread may depend, rant just
whether | do or do not have a starving family to feed, but also on whether | accept the
foundations of property norms, or relevant constraints on interacting with those who
accept various property norms. My evaluative attitudes may play a caleiahr
determining the rightness or wrongness of my action. If this can be so, then content
universality can be separated from content specificity and the authority getadti.
Therefore, these kinds of relativisms do not undermine the objectivity of practical
normativity and morality all together. The kind of objectivity | try to establssiapes

the force of these kinds of diversity and relativism arguments.

Another kind of moral relativism argument which is meant to attack the
objectivity of morality all together by first aiming at the content is Mackie’s
“argument from relativity” according to which, “the actual variations innmiogal codes
are more readily explained by the hypothesis that they reflect wiifes thfan by the
hypothesis that they express perceptions, most of them seriously inadequate and badly
distorted, of objective values” (Mackie 1977, 37). Mackie’s version of the relativism
argument from cultural diversity will not work if there are independent, welparted
arguments for a system of morality that would produce or allow for diversitg. T
strength on which the “better explanation” claim is rested derives from ttrayabrof
the alternative as misinterpreted perception. Without the misinterpretéduse,
diversity does not provide the kind of evidence required by the argument. Thus,
Mackie’s argument really depends on a background claim that there arermp str
arguments for the relevant kind of moral system. If we had a direct etiptant

morality, especially one that allowed or even implied diversity of authegatabrms
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among cultures and other groups, then this kind of relativism argument would carry no
weight.

Whether or not | have presented the best versions of relativism arguments
targeting content, there is good reason to think that these problems with the content of
morality can be solved. Moral theories in general seek to provide answerbas to t
source of moral content and typically do so without appealing to much that is obviously
culturally biased. Utilitarianism appeals to the universal desirabilibappiness.

Kant’s ethics appeal to the coherence of one’s principles with one’s conception df onese
and one’s conception of right action. Contractarians appeal to agreements we do or
would make in order to serve our own purposes and live cooperatively. While these
sources may only provide the beginning of moral content, they certainly go stameelis

in throwing doubt on the arguments which attempt to show the impossibility of specific
or universal moral content.

In addition, there is little in the way of forceful argument that principled corgent
impossible because our beliefs and attitudes must arise in a particulaalcultur
sentimental or moral context. While diversity of moral code certaingtsit is no
proof that there cannot be any legitimate content to right or wrong actions. &¢cour
this is not to say that there are no reasons for being skeptical about moral contemt. The
certainly are some reasons to be skeptical in this area. Rather, this ishat$hg cause
for concern is less philosophically demanding than it may initially seem, and les
philosophically demanding than the problem of normativity.

Philosophers from David Hume to Charles Stevenson to Gilbert Harman have

focused their concern on how there could be any real bindingness or normativity to our
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decisions at all. The heaviest burden seems to fall on the issue of how our choices and
actions could have the form of rightness or wrongness at all, regardless of how they
should achieve any particular character of right or wrong in accordariteamie rule.

The problem is one of normative metaphysics and epistemology. Itis a problem of how
there could be the makings of right and wrong and, if there were, how we could know
about them. Itis not as much a problem of there being no contenders for universalisti
normative principles. The problem of normative metaphysics and epistemolehgris

the analogy with the synthetécpriori applies. The problem with the synthedipriori is

how such knowledge could exist at all, rather than how we arrive at the particular
knowledge we do. To solve the synthetipriori problem, one might, for example,

follow Kant in making room for éorm of intuition(space and time) anmire concepts of
understandindthe categories) which allow for synthetipriori knowledge. The

alternative of trying to solve the problem by showing, for example, how we know that
three-dimensional space is the real space would be rather odd.

Of course, whether it is true or not that normativity is more in need of explanation
than content, one cannot very well pretend to have achieved much in the way of
explainingmorality if one does not explain both normativity and, to some extent at least,
the content — not to mention other important features of morality like social
accountability. This follows from what has already been said relating tigitynto
specificity. Normativity requires specificity, because it is medasgjto say that |
should without there being anything that | should do. Thus, to make headway in
explaining morality, the reality of obligation and content specificity musstabkshed.

If this can be done without also establishing content universality, then the grettdr pa
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the mystery will have been dealt with, and so the lack of established univeshalitig

not be considered a failure. | will deal at length with the idea of explaininglitgor
without explaining content universality in Chapter 5. Much of the weight is taken off of
the issue of universality by the stabilizing role of social accountghwitych | introduce

in Chapter 4 and elaborate on in Chapter 5, where this discussion is integrated with

discussion on various threatening forms of subjectivism.

[ll.  Constructive Explanation

So far, | have argued that skeptical attacks on objective morality show, not that
there is no objective morality, but that objective morality needs an explanatiagher-uir
have argued that in order to treat morality with any kind of theoretical seessisve
need to explain the normative aspect of morality — we need to explain how practica
normativity fits into it. For now, this can be considered an explanation of moral
obligation. To explain moral obligation and solve the mystery of how morality is
possible, it is necessary to give a “constructive explanation.”

A constructive explanatioexplains a thing X by citing antecedent
phenomena which non-causally produce X if juxtaposed in the appropriate
way.

Intuitively, constructive explanation can be thought of as explanation by
component parts. This definition must be further elucidated, of course. Phenomena are
antecedento X just in case they do not depend on X for their existence. One might think
that this will not allow for the phenomena to be explanatory since they produce X and,

thus, cannot exist without X also existing. If, for example, we were worieak &aow
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there could be such thing as toast, because crunchy, starchy food seemed real but did not
fit well with our preferred metaphysical-epistemological systemmigit appeal to

lightly charred bread as a possible explanation. The existence of lighttgdhaecad

could perhaps be an explanation of how it is that there is such a thing as toast. However,
one might well think that lightly charred bread cannot explain the existencespfdivee

lightly charred bread cannot exist without toast also existing. The problem woithlatbe
‘lightly charred bread’ is just a different way of denoting toast and so caerenty kind

of explanation of it.

However, phenomena that must coexist with X when properly conjoined need not
coexist with X when these phenomena exist separately from each other. Saeaf we a
worried about how to explain the existence of cars, we might appeal to wheeds, axl
motors and steering devices. While wheels, axles, motors and steering daxieasst
without an automobile coexisting with them (when they are not put together), when
properly conjoined, there must also be an automobile. Thus, wheels, axles, motors and
steering devices are antecedent to cars. One can cite the existenagjamctioa of
certain parts in order to explain the existence of a car and how it is thatstamdis
functions as a car. Similarly, charred food and bread can exist sepai#telyt\there
being any toast, but when properly conjoined, when the bread is lightly charred, there
must be toast. Generally speaking, this may not be the most interesting form of
explanation for the existence of a car or for the existence of toast, bukihts af
explanation nonetheless. To take a different kind of example where the target is mor
guestionable and in need of explanation, but such an explanation is probably unavailable

or even impossible, we can consider what a constructive explanation of ghosts would be.
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To explain ghosts, we would need to put together something that has crucial features of
what ghosts are supposed to be. We would need to describe patterns, processes, etc., that
exhibit “ghost-ness,” that is, a mind, some empirical causal power (like tity &bil
make sounds, reflect a minimal amount of light, and perhaps cause larger objects to
move), and penetrability. If a mind could be instantiated by patterns of attiaitgan
freely move from one substance to the next, can create further motion in its surgsundi
and so on, then explaining ghosts might be possible. If these features of ghosts are
incompatible or physically unavailable, then ghosts cannot be constructipdyned.
All of these explanations appeal to the parts of the target object — constructive
explanation is explanation by parts.

The set of phenomenanbn-causallyor constitutively produceX if and only if
the proper juxtaposition of the phenomena in Y constitutes the existence of X. While
wheels, axles, motors and steering devices are antecedent to cars, we saw that,
roughly speaking, these things non-causally produce cars, since if they argeplogrt in
the right way, a car must coexist, they constitute the existence of &tvauproper
juxtaposition of wheels, axles, motors and steering devices does not cause ¢éneexist
of the car in any meaningful way. We do not want the phenomena to merely exhibit the
less direct production relation of causation with the explanandum, because the point of a
constructive explanation is to tell us what the explanandum is made of conceptually. A
causal explanation would tell us about how things relate in the actual empiritdil wor
rather than how they could be related at all.

The definition of ‘constructive explanation’ | am using requires that, in a sense, X

is explained by appealing to the functioning parts of X. Antecedent, non-causally X-
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producing phenomena are roughly equivalent to parts of X for the following reason:
There must be multiple phenomena which jointly produce X and which could exist
independently of each other. If this were not the case then they would all have to exist
together and so they would have to coexist with X, since they jointly produce X, which
would mean that they could not be antecedent to X. Multiple, independent phenomena
which jointly must coexist with X (rather than causally lead to X) are |f@ractical
purposes, parts of X.

We do not want a causal explanation of practical normativity and morality,
because that would not tell us how normativity works and how it is what it is. That s, a
causal explanation, like a cultural-evolutionary explanation of moral practisendoéel|
us how morality works, unless it is presupposed that moral practice provides a
constructive explanation of morality. In order to say just what morality is,itft® into
our world and how it has the qualities it is supposed to have, we need a constructive
explanation.

In the case of explaining morality, a constructive explanation will reqppea
to what is produced by how we think, choose and act. Appeal to these phenomena is
required, because ultimately our thinking, choosing and acting embody our egperie
morality, and our experience of practical normativity. To meaningfully explai
mysterious phenomenon, we must explain it in a way that makes use of how we
experience it. Unless we do this, our explanation does not reconcile the problematic
relation between our understanding of the world and our perceptions or intuitions about
the phenomenon in question. Thus, for the mystery of morality to be solved and a

constructive explanation of practical normativity and moral obligation to be given,
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practical normativity must be explained by appeal to that by which we erpert and

morality all together: our thinking, choosing and acting.

IV. Classical realism unsatisfactory

A. Classical Realism

One approach to accounting for the idea of moral and normative objectivity is
encompassed kgalism according to which objective morality is built into the structure
of the world. For classical realists such as Samuel Clarke, Richard ®@ftevioore and
Peter Railton, rightness or obligation is a question of what aai@iadependently of
how we think of them. As they see it, whether morality is real is the saméathar
right andwrongare real characters attions or only qualities of ouminds whether, in
short, they denote what actioase, or only sensations derived from the particular frame
and structure of our natures” (Price 1757, 1969, 657). About two hundred and fifty years
later, Russ Shafer-Landau gives a slightly more refined, but very similaitidefiof
realism. He puts it as the view, “that there are moral truths that obtain indepenélent
any preferred perspective, in the sensetti@moral standards that fix the moral facts
are not made true by virtue of their ratification from within any given actual or
hypothetical perspectiV¢Shafer-Landau 2003, p. 15, author's italics). According to this
view, although the agent of the action must think about the action so as to deliberatively
choose it, this is only required to make rightness applicable to the action — to ayake it
action It is not required, in the sense of contributing to what rightisess

| will not attempt to explore any of the nuances of the various varieties of mora

realism. Perhaps most importantly, | want to point out that it is one of my basiegstar
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points of this project that normativity is to be accounted for and explained as something
peculiar and mysterious. Because of this, | will not congtlecal naturalism- the
view according to which “moral facts are a species of scientific fastspwrable in all
the ordinary ways, as motivating and as normative (or not) as ordinary fdwége(S
Landau 2003, p. 55). Ruling this out, this leaves moral facts and their normsuivity
generisand, with regard to non-moral properties, simple. As such, | will restrict eny us
of the term ‘classical realism’ to the version of realism that has moralrgespassui
generisand simple.
B. Classical realism cannot provide a constructive explanation of morality

The classical realist approach is metaphysical in that it incrdaseasetaphysical
complexity of our worldview by appealing to simglei generiproperties. This
approach rules out the possibility of a constructive explanation of morality. To
constructively explain morality one would have to provide phenomena, antecedent to
moral obligation, which non-causally produce moral obligation when set togeth@me
particular way. This, in a sense, would be to explain moral obligation by appeal to
component parts. However, according to classical realism, moral obligasion is
generisand simple. This means that it has no parts. Moral obligation, on such a view,
has no antecedent phenomena which non-trivially produce it. If it did, it would sat be
generisand simple.

Of course, it does not follow from the impossibility of a constructive exptamati
on the classical realist system that classical realism is falsealdove argument is not a
direct argument against classical realism. However, this does show Hsatalleealism

cannot help to solve the problem. It is asked, “How is morality possible?” to which
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classical realism can give no answer and is even incompatible with the Iggssilthere
being an answer in the sense of a constructive explanation.

While the classical realist may succeed in a sense in showing thatsthere i
contradiction or absurdity in holding that rightness or fitness of actionsngptessui
generisproperty, the account the realist gives is highly unsatisfying and notexyre
helpful, since it is entirely incapable of producing the kind of understandingasiog
explanation of morality we seek. We are hoping to expand our knowledge and improve
our understanding of the world, but when it comes to morality, classical reahlsiotca
do this for us.

It seems that a helpful analogy can be drawn with a case from thd natura
sciences. Newtonian mechanics cannot be said to have ever really been slzsulutel
irretrievably contradicted by the empirical facts. However, it didir@apoint where it
became unable to produce new levels of understanding with respect to its new
competitor, Einsteinian mechanics. In order to try to make progress, Newtonia
mechanics had to be set aside in favor of Special and then General Relativipursef ¢
the ability of General Relativity to succeed in explaining phenomena and develop our
understanding can be taken as important confirmation for the theory, but the point
remains that Newtonian mechanics ran into real trouble when it developed a kind of
impotence rather than when it was found to result in contradiction or absurdity.

Similarly, classical realism should be set aside in favor of other appsoatineh
present the possibility of expanding our understanding of moral phenomena. While
classical realism may face no final contradiction or absurdity, it can gevaround the

impotence it leaves us to give constructive explanations and to develop our knowledge.
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We want an integrated explanatory worldview. Classical realism puts bmithis. If

we want to understand how morality is possible, and if morality must be understood in
terms of how we experience it, then we must look elsewhere and leave clesdisal
behind.

The alternative to classical realism is to adopt and pursue a form of Kantian
constructivism. The constructivist way is to try to explain moral obligation, ahditwi
morality, by appealing to what we create by our thinking, choosing and actinge Thes
features of our experience involve both motivation and normativity, and they embody our
experience of morality altogether. For the purpose of explaining moralisg the
phenomena can serve as the components of a constructive explanation. Thinking about
actions, choosing actions and acting are phenomena antecedent to moral obligation in the
appropriate sense. If it can be shown that they produce moral obligation, when more
detail is provided and they are appealed to in a more restricted and refinebemaijs
will be the basis of a constructive explanation of morality. This is the Kantian

constructivist approach to the foundation of moral obligation.

V. Obligation by agreement unsatisfactory
One common strategy for trying to explain morality is claiming thatsea from
some explicit, implicit or hypothetical contract or agreement. On such a viawality
can be seen as a way of solving the problems of conflicting interests in a woréd whe
almost everyone does or would want to cooperate with each other, under the right
circumstances. This approach is taken by Hobbes and Rousseau, and more recently by

Rawls, Gauthier and Scanlon. The theories of these philosophers differ greatlg and th
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way that they understand the nature of the prior, continuing or hypothetical agreement i
different in each case, but they all share in the idea that morality, somigtkintprality,
or a replacement for morality arises from some form of agreement.

If we take these theories as attempts to explain morality, then welcamake
one hand, whether they can explain features of morality like accountability aedtcont
and, on the other hand, whether they are capable of success at accounting fol practica
normativity and obligation considering the tools they make use of. Assuming the
legitimacy of some kind of obligation or normativity arising from, or actint wWie
given type of agreement the theory appeals to, these kinds of theories seem to have the
potential for providing specific content, perhaps universal content, and maybe social
accountability. The works by the above mentioned authors and others have gone a long
way in showing the fruitfulness of the contract-based approach in generatirig mora
content and accountability by what people do or would (under some specified set of
important circumstances) agree to. |take it that the bindingness of the right kind of
agreements would have the potential to substantiate the rightness of many tbtfse ac
typically taken to be morally obligatory in everyday life. Various forms céemgent
can explain how it is that we have the cooperative obligations we think we do, assuming
the normative authority of such forms of agreement. Social agreemenscax@lain
why it is that we are accountable to one another for compliance with the nosoadf
living that we take to be authoritative, on the assumption that there is some apgropria
authority to the social agreement itself. This, in fact, is the route | takinig ih moral
content and social accountability. By explaining a general scheme of norymatndt

then explaining how this scheme of normativity supports the authority of the right kind of
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social agreement, | can explain moral content that promotes cooperative livingcaid s
accountability as an integral part of our obligations. In Part lll, | elaborat role for
contractualism within my theory of moral obligation. However, at present, theitsapa
for such theories to explain mo@ntenton the basis of some form of agreement is not
the point | want to press concerning their overall potential to explain mogaidyso |
will not discuss it any further. What | currently want to examine is whetlpeement
theories can explain the normativity of obligations without any assumption of prior
normative authority.

The main problem with taking such theories as explanations of morality all
together, as | see it, is that agreement itself does not explain tiy o€albligation, or
the normative aspect of obligation, whether the agreement be actual or hygpbtheti
What obligates me to do what | agree to? It certainly does not follow llygicah the
fact that | agreed to do something, or that | would have agreed to do somethirgnthat |
obligated to do it, and that the agreement is authoritative for me. There seem to be three
possible ways of filling in an account of obligation in a contract-based theory ofityoral
each of which fails to explain the normative aspect of obligation on its own.

The first possibility is that the theory relies on an implicit classeaism. It
might be claimed that it is just a brute, inexplicable fact that it is ragtiotwhat one has
agreed to do, or would agree to do under the right circumstances. This is one way of
reading a line of argument in Hobbes (Hobbes 1651, 1968). One of Hobbes’s arguments
is that we agree to live by the rules of society and what we agree to in@uauct by,
because going against what | have agreed to is like contradictingf:ntysean

absurdity. This can be interpreted in a classical realist way wheldtlyes takes the
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obligation of agreements to be brute and inexplicable (Taylor 1938, 406-424;Warrender
1962, 434-449;Rhodes 1990;Harvey 1998), although he cannot say of course that it
actually does follow logically. As we have already seen, this does natestdfexplain
obligation, because it does not explain the normativity. This does not solve the problem
of how morality is possible in the form in which it is here being considered.

The second way the contract-theorist can fill in the explanation is by app@aling t
the instrumental power of the alleged contract. This is the approach of DavideBaut
(Gauthier 1986) and is a standard way of reading Hobbes’s main line of argument, and
involves claiming that adherence to the contract is the best or only way to agpbadve
we happen to have anyway. Abiding by the actual or hypothetical agreemergass m
to our end of a more comfortable or secure life. This approach does not explain the
reality of obligation, but rather does away with it and substitutes the motightorce of
explicit ends. As a general theory, there are many problems with this vieavofom
which spring from the shedding of obligation, such as the free rider problem and its
inability to provide a way of ordering one’s own ends in terms of priority. R#iha
try to show that such a theory cannot work, I will simply point out that this cannot be an
explanation of practical normativity or of moral obligation, and so it cannot solve the
problem of how morality is possible. Whether this type of theory can be taken as
evidence countering the appearance that morality is possible is not anvusispeiisue.

The third, and perhaps most important way to understand an explanation of
obligation in terms of agreement is with the notion of “practical contradiction.” For m
purposespractical contradictions violation of one’s own adopted rule. If | adopt the

rule for myself that | do not cross the street when | have a red light, pheactically
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contradict myself if | do cross on red. This is another way to interpret thmang from
Hobbes mentioned above to the effect that going against what | agreed to is a kind of
absurdity. This differs from the classical realist version of obligation Beatent in

that agreements, under the right conditions, are interpreted as adoption of selfrgpver
rules, and this is held to be binding. The realist version holds that agreements are just
agreements or perhaps even promises, and that these are fit or right to balfollowe
through as a brute fact about agreements or promises. Practical cbiomadia step in

the right direction. It brings us closer to explaining the force of the obligagomsng

from agreements.

However, practical contradiction also fails to explain the bindingness we are
looking for. We still need to know what it is that makes violating one’s own rules wrong
and following them right. We might assume that the particular contract tvdbry
explain what it is about the particular rules we adopt by way of the agreementites
it impossible, in some sense, for us to just change our rules in order to get out of their
bindingness. If there is no such restriction, then just as Hobbes claims isalerdhe
sovereign, the rules are not meaningfully binding because we can alwayougtem
whenever we want. For this account to work, there needs to be something that keeps us
from changing our rules arbitrarily, but there also must be something dfkasnaiolation
of one’s own rule wrong. Without anything showing otherwise, there seems to be
nothing fundamentally different about violating a rule that | made as opposed to a rule

someone else made.

| am not claiming here that one’s own rules arepmactically binding when one does not change thém

will later argue that one’'s commitments, until themg changed and reorganizade normative for every
rational agent. However, my point here is thas théeds an explanation, and cannot be considered an
explanation of practical normativity. In Partlliwill argue that it is the structure of rationgjeacy which
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So, agreement theories, by themselves, cannot explain moral obligation.
Although they can explain the content of obligations and social accountability under the
assumption that the appropriate agreements are in some way binding and authoritati
they cannot explain that very bindingness and authority of the agreements.| Late
employ a version of agreement theory to do the work of explaining social accountability
and the content of moral obligations. But, another kind of theory is needed to explain a
general scheme of practical normativity that can give authority to thertartd
accountability relations that make up our moral obligations. This combination may be
very difficult, however, because we do not know in advance that the two theories — the
theory of normativity and the agreement theory — will fit together colgsiftemay be
that explaining a general scheme of practical normativity createbkepr for adopting a
socially-oriented theory of moral content and accountability. | discusssuis at great

length in Chapter 4.

VI. Constitutive internalism
So far, | have argued that we need an explanation of the force of normativity and
how that force can be fixed to content at all. This stands opposed to an explanation of
where the particular, actual content of what is normative or obligatory fayesmt eomes
from. | now want to discuss further constraints on an explanation of practical

normativity, which would answer our question of how morality is possible. | want to

makes commitments binding on an agent. This regurcomplex explanation and is a far cry from §imp
claiming that one is bound by one’s own rules. THngument draws from the nature of agency, its
conceptual role in action and deliberation, and twmstitutivist strategy for explaining practical
normativity, all of which I develop in Chapter 2.
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look at the role that motivation and the practical structure of the agent must plahin s
an explanation.

A lot of fuss has been made about “internalism” and motivation in the literature
and how that might figure into moral obligations, practical normativity, and the
coherence of classical realism (Darwall 1992, no pages; Darwall 1983; Audi 1997,
Shafer-Landau 2003; Prichard 1928, 2002; Falk 1948, 111-138; Nagel 1970; Williams
1981, 101-113; Korsgaard 1986, 5-25).

In this section, | want to look at some different ways in which motivation might
be connected with normativity and obligation. | do not discuss any of the standard
arguments for why internalism must be true or for why it must be falseeathd want to
connect it with the issue of giving an explanation of normativity, and how thiesetat
the kind of moral theory we look for. | argue that to explain normativity and moral
obligation in a substantial and interesting way, we need to do so through a version of the
view that motivation is a constituent part of what it is to have an obligation.

Further, | relate this to classical realism by looking at the relabietvgeen
realism and relevant kinds of “externalism,” the denial of the claim for asa&gerole of
motivation in obligation, and what motivations there are to accept these views. |setup a
a parameter for an explanation of moral obligation accepting constitutivealden and
appealing to the practical-motivational structure of the agent, but it can adseras a
way to thwart the background motivation for classical realism. Thus, therend afki
harmony between the Kantian line of explaining morality through the structure of
deliberation, agency and action, and letting go of the independence of moral psoperti

from what arises from our motivation.
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A. Kant and Falk

In an important paper, “Ought and Motivation” (Falk 1948, 111-138), W.D. Falk
made a distinction in ethical theory which has many consequences for the disofissi
the existence and nature of moral obligation. In response to H.A. Prichard in fiduty a
Interest” (Prichard 1928, 2002), Falk described and argued for a position he called
“internalism” maintaining a necessary connection between having an abligafX and
having a motive to X. In this section, | describe the various facets of thislatedire
positions and discuss the relevance of internalism in general, and Kant's form of
internalism in particular for the overall project. The way that Kant handleetteon
between obligation and motivation is of vital importance for my project, asig igi¢w |
adopt. On this view, having a motive to X is part of what it is to be obligated to X.
Motivation is a constitutive component of obligation.

As an apparent solution to a practical problem in which many people seem to find
themselves, Prichard presented an analysis of the relation between dutytaation.

He maintained that an individual who recognizes an obligation but still asks forva mot
to perform it is overlooking the fact that an individual is always motivated to perform
duties when he or she recognizes them, because it is a fact of our moral psydtailogy t
we have motives to do what we take to be our duty.

Falk denied the acceptability of this analysis on the grounds that it mishandles an
apparent fact about the connection between ‘ought’ and motivation. According to Falk,
when | accept that | ought to X, | am at the same time accepting that & mae®ve to
X, which entails that | could X and would X if nothing got in the way. | must have a

disposition to X in order to have an obligation to X, and not merely in ordecégnize
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that | have an obligation to X, because obligations come from our reasons and aeasons
motivational. According to Prichard the connection between obligation and motivation is
psychological, while according to Falk the connection is logical.

It is a crucial aspect of Falk’s position that having a motive to X is not equivalent
to having a desire to X. Motives, according to Falk, are thoughts which impel a person
toward action when attended to. A person can have motives “in eitbecamentor
dispositionalsense; for ‘he is being impelled (or caused) by the thought of some act to do
it’, or ‘he would, if he dwelt on it, be impelled (or caused) by the thought of some act to
do it” (Falk 1948, 25). In neither of these senses is having a motive equivalent to having
a desire. Having an occurrent motive mdagisgimpelled to do some act, whereas
desiring meanteelingimpelled to do some act. Thus, having a desire means “we are
impelled and that we have perceptual evidence of our being so” (Falk 1948, ibid.). From
this it follows that “To say that someone desires to do some act would theyefore
beyond saying that he had a motive or was impelled, even if, whenever anyone were
impelled to action, he also felt desire; but in fact people are often impelled to act unde
the influence of a motivating thought without noticing any desire at all” (Falk,1948
ibid.). From this we can extrapolate that Falk’s internalism does not impliothave
an obligation to X one must desire to X.

In the case of Kant, it is clear that he was an internalist in Falk’s sentee |
Groundwork Kant claims, “morality is a law for us only as rational beings” (Kant
1785,1911, 4479 which means that having an obligation implies being rational. In the

Critique of Practical ReasqrKant writes, “Pure reason is practical by itself alone, and

2 All references to Kant's works are from the Prasshcademy editions. Many translations have tleepa
numbers from the Prussian Academy edition in thegma.
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gives (to man) a universal law which we call the moral law” (Kant 1788,1913, 31, orig.
pg. 56). Thus, the moral law comes from reason and reason has the power to determine
actions. From this it follows that being rational implies capability of matam@ which
implies the existence of a motive to perform moral action. Therefore, for Kant, leaving
obligation entails having at least a dispositional motive to perform the obhgati

Having established that Kant was an internalist in Falk’s sense, which is
important for the discussion in what follows, let us now consider what obligation is
according to Kant. For Kant, morality is what | do insofar as | am ratidviatality is
just accordance with the categorical imperative, “Act only on that makiichvyou can
at the same time will as a universal law” (Kant 1785,1911, 421), which Kant claims is
exactly what beings do to the extent that they are rational (Kant 1785,1911, 440). That |
oughtto do something, or that | aobligatedis restriction to an action orecessitatiorn
the face of what reason would have me do (Kant 1785,1911, 413)(Kant
1788,1913,32,0rig. pag. 57). As a being whose rational will does not always determine
action in accordance with reasonaotonomy “the property of the will, through which
the will is a law for itself” (Kant 1785,1911, 440), | do not always do what reasonsdirect
As far as reason or autonomy directs my actions and has content as to what would be
done in accordance with it, | ought to do that and | am obligated to do it. |1 am obligated
to do X just in case | would do X if my actions were determined by reason.

B. Distinctions in internalism

Following Stephen Darwall (Darwall 1992), we can distinguish between some
different forms of internalism. While Falk only set apart the view thaiigevimotive is
entailed by having an obligation, there are a few different, but related views about a

necessary connection between obligation and motivation which can be distinguished.
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Perhaps the most commonly discussed form of internalidodigment internalispithe

view that sincer@assento [an ethical] judgment concerning what one should do is
necessarily connected to motivation” (Darwall 1992, 155). This is the view that Hume
espouses when he says “morals . . . have an influence on the actions and affections,” and,
“Morals excite passions, and produce or prevent actions,” where by “morals” Hume
means “the opinion of . . . obligation” (Hume 1739,1978, 457). This is also the view

often associated with expressivism and related theories of metaethicls,asbert

something like the claim that sincere assent to an ethical judgment jushds Gt

motivational state.

While judgment internalism may often be used as a way of getting rid of what one
in factought to do, other forms of internalism move away from this tenddbxigtence
internalismis the view that “someone [ethically] ought to do something only if,
necessarily, she (the agent) has . . . motives to do so” (Darwall 1992, 155). Darwall
considers this a “metaphysical” view in that it makes a claim about whathwldsin
order for there tde an obligation, rather than what must hold in order for someone to
believethere is an obligation or have thitudeof present obligation. Falk certainly
asserted this, although he also thought it could be argued that more follows from it, by
claiming that a merely psychological connection could not support a necessary
connection.

Existence internalism, which allows for moral facts, may be further divided int
constitutive and non-constitutive internalisi@onstitutive internalisnis the view that
“motivation is a constituent of ethical facts themselves” (Darwall 1992, 157) anashot |

an effect of the recognition of ethical facts. This was Kant’s view and ialsag-alk’s
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view. According to them, motivation in some form is part of what it is to have
obligations. Insofar as one has obligations, they must be based on reasons which must
spring from our motivations. This is the view | endorse. My explanation of practical
normativity and moral obligation comes as a form of constitutive internalism.

Non-constitutive internalisng just the complement of constitutive internalism.
This view was held, for example, by Richard Price (Price 1757, 1969, 655-762) and H.A.
Prichard (Prichard 1928, 2002). They claimed that what duties are has nothing to do with
the agent’s motivational states, but that, for some reason beyond what duties or
obligations are, agents are in fact necessarily motivated to perform ttieg when they
recognize that they have them. There is some part of our moral psychology thaeproduc
motivation to perform our obligations whenever we realize that we have them. dralk di
not acknowledge that this was a form of internalism (Falk 1948, 111-138), because he
argued directly against Prichard that there could not be such a necessaryi@onAeoct
relation between motivation and obligation would have to be contingent, he thought, if
having a motivation has nothing to do with what it is to have an obligation. If the two are
separable, then they are not connected necessarily.

Existence internalism is often paired with the view that there are thewse
ethically ought to do and that in all cases those people are necessarilyteddtivdo the
things in question. However, one might accept existence internalism and takeoiwvto s
that there cannot be any universal moral imperatives, since, one could arguesiihere e
no actions for which all agents have motives. This can be countered by the contention
that duties do not need to correspond with some independent motives, but that duties

producemotives by the universal connection between the thought of duty and motivation;
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or by claiming that the very facts which provide for us having duties are thosle w
provide for us having motives.

C. Internalism and externalism

To continue in the Kantian vein, | propose a solution to the problem of how
morality is possible with a version of constitutive internalism. To help motivate thi
move, and to show how constitutive internalism is a natural way to pursue a constructive
explanation of morality, | discuss the relation between classical reafidraxternalism,
and the motivation for realism and externalism. In order to do that, I first introduce a
distinction between two views which will serve as intermediaries betwassiaal
realism and the different externalisms and internalisms defined above.

Explanatory internalisnis the view that normativity or obligation requires a
contributionfrom the functioning of the deliberative system of the ageatconstructive
explanation of obligation. Explanatory externalisiis the negation of explanatory
internalism: that normativity and obligation dotrequire a contribution from the
functioning of the deliberative system of the agent to a constructive explaoéti
obligation. These definitions are clearly similar to those given by Deofvekistence
and constitutive internalism, but they are conceptually distinct. These notions of
internalism and externalism will be helpful in mapping out the relation betwessicaha
realism and the negation of constitutive internalism.

Although I have defined explanatory internalism differently than cons#tuti
internalism, these views turn out to be effectively equivalent. Constitutive and
explanatory internalism are equivalent, because, first, normativity is ataensof
ethical facts, and explanatory internalism holds that the functioning of tihedeive

system, which is motivational, must contribute to normativity, that is, be a constitue
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So, if the functioning of the deliberative system must contribute to a constructive
explanation of normativity, then motivation is a constituent part of obligation. So,
explanatory internalism implies constitutive internalism. Second, theceathar way
for motivation to be a constituent of ethical facts than for it to contribute to the tha@ma
constituent. And, there is no other way for motivation to contribute to normativity other
than via the functioning of the deliberative system. So, if motivation must be a
constituent part of obligation (or ethical facts), then the functioning of the deéiMeera
system must contribute to a constructive explanation of practical normatiaty. S
constitutive internalism implies explanatory internalism. It followsrithis that the
negations of these views are equivalent: explanatory externalism isandanly if
either existence externalism or non-constitutive internalism is true ifcoinst
internalism is false).

We can also see that classical realism implies explanatory eidernal
According to classical realism, normativity is simple andgeneris Thus, there is no
room for a contribution from anything including the functioning of the deliberative
system of the agent. In a certain restricted sense the converse isalsb ¢xplanatory
externalism is coupled with claims to the effect that there are objectired properties
of the right kind, this still does not imply classical realism, but it does seérave it as
the only interesting or tempting option. If rightness is not simplesangenerisand so
there are constituents of normativity, and none of them derive from the functionirgy of
deliberative system of the agent, such phenomena do not lend themselves to description.
As far as we would be concerned, they might as well not exist and rightrgdgsasiivell

be simple.

51



What is particularly interesting about this connection between classatiahne
and externalism is that classical realism gains much of its motivationdkternalism.
Realism is motivated by externalism in that if one assumes externahgnmay easily
think that since obligations must arise independently of any internal stateagehie
they must be explanatorily basic with respect to the functioning of the agent’s
deliberative system. As argued above, in a restricted sense, this implessi&to via
plausible reasoning) classical realism. One is led to classitishnday the thought that
obligations must be independent of motivational states (externalism), and thusaidigat
must be simple ansui generis(realism), since there is no reasonable alternative for how
obligations could be complex, but not built out of motivational states in the agent. This
reasoning is unaffected by consideration of the claim that, although it has rtotdimg
with what obligation is, one is necessarily always motivated when one reesgnity
(non-constitutive internalism).

If externalism is the primary motivation for classical realism, theansded to
wonder what the motivation for externalism is (the negation of constitutive or
explanatory internalism). Explanatory externalism seems to be motiyatkd thought
that duties must exist independently of the agent’s motivation, otherwisedmeréarce
to the obligation. In other words, the bindingness of a duty seems to be illusory if it can
only exist where one already has motivation to perform the act. Thus, the o€alit
obligation altogether seems to require explanatory externalism.

Obligation carries with it a kind of force, authority or necessity which givés it
unique normative character. In order for obligation to have force on, or authority over

the agent’s will, it must exist apart from the agent’s will. That is, it rsghm
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implausible (or impossible) that such force, authority or necessity should dependton wha
is inside the agent. All that is required, it might seem, is that the individual ¢h8 ag

can grasp practical force, authority or necessity in general. Wheé#pglies in a

particular case should not depend on the particular state of the individual in thdf case.

it did depend on the state of the individual in this way, then there could be no force or
authority, since it would seem that such a phenomenon must compel the agent with
indifference in order to exist. The failure of obligation to track the agent indepgndentl

of the agent’s motives is for the obligation to ride on the agent’'s mechanistiofisyy,

which is no obligation at all.

This last step in the argument is the crux of the matter. The motivation for
externalism boils down to the claim that there is an exhaustive dichotomy between
externalism and subjectivism or the unreality of obligation. If | can shiswdtbe a
false dichotomy by providing an account of obligation, wherein the force and authority
does depend on the individual's particular motivational state in the particulaaoédse,
the force really does exist, then this motivation for externalism will betbefe This
means that the motivation for externalism and classical realism, icanrately
representing them, is really just skepticism about the possibility of derivirgabbh
from an internalist framework.

Therefore, although my primary goal in this essay is to give a congg&ucti
explanation of moral obligation, if I can achieve it, | will at the same b achieving a
secondary goal of showing the falsity of the externalist-subjectivisbtimy, and
thereby undermine a great part of the externalist, and therewith classilcst

motivation. In order to do this, | give a constructive explanation of moral obligation b
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analysis of what it is and what it entails to be an agent, and taking variouslinterna
motivation-laden states which are antecedent to moral obligation, and shbatitigety

produce moral obligation.
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Chapter 2
The Constitutivist Approach to Practical Normativity

l. Introduction to Part Il

In the last chapter | argued that morality needs an explanation. | gavethiee fur
analysis that the most pressing need was for an explanation of practicalivioymixt
this and the next chapter, which make up Part I, | attempt to provide the desired
explanation of practical normativity. In Chapter 1 | also argued that toexphain
practical normativity one has to do so with an internalist theory, that is, theatipta
would have to make the agent’s motivation a component part of practical normativity for
that agent. As such, my proffered explanation makes the agent’s own motivation the very
foundation for practical normativity. The theory | offer cannot be faultethfiing to
meet any internalist requirements. This is a large part of why the theffey is so
thoroughly explanatory.

A rough sketch of the explanation | give can begin with a general take on
evaluative attitudes. Like Sharon Street argues, we can account for doalk/dx@ving
a reason t@ in terms of what one takes oneself to have a reason to do — in terms of one’s
evaluative attitudes (Street 2008). For example, if | take myself to haasan to
survive, then | have a reason relative to this attitude not to drink poison. Further, if my

complete set of evaluative attitudes directs me (by some measure) not to dsork poi
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then | should not drink poison. We do in fact take ourselves to have reasons for things, or
in other words, we do in fact have evaluative attitudes. So, it seems that théeass a
this source of reasons that we actually have.

There are important constraints or parameters for how this works. Falstaie
cannot really be operating on reasons if one is not trying to make one’s evaluative
attitudes jointly coherent and consistent. This is a common requirement and many
philosophers seem to think it is obvious that coherence forms some sort of constraint on
one’s evaluative attitudes even if they cannot say exactly why (StreeG2G&h
1978;Gibbard 1990;Smith 1994)though I not only claim this but give an explanation of how
and why coherence forms a constraint on one’s evaluative attitudes

Another important constraint, however, is systematic unity. One cannot really be
operating on reasons unless one is trying to make one’s evaluative attitudes
systematically unified. So, if one has the attitude that being good to one’s pets is
valuable, then one must be trying to incorporate that attitude into a network of exaluati
attitudes that have some joining principles. For example, one might take it that al
animals are worthy of concern and that taking ownership of an animal imparts
relationship of responsibility and care on the owner. These attitudes mighetieeiog
various other attitudes that the pet-lover held and could be further unified by more
abstract attitudes. Trying to connect one’s evaluative attitudes through atystenity
is part of what it is to be a rational agent and operate on reasons. This is similar to
Michael Smith’s view (Smith 1994;Smith 1997, 84-119), but | argue that it is
systematizing our commitments (in a technical sense) that praeticalality requires,

not our desires. Most important, however, is that | give a thorough-going explanation for
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why systematization is a rational requirement, instead of simply appéaling intuitive
plausibility that it is a rational requirement, as Smith does.

The structure of agency and the systematization requirement also give us a
standard of authority between one’s various evaluative attitudes, which migtceune
into conflict with each other on a regular basis. No one has a perfectly ctretictet of
evaluative attitudes. To use a common metaphor, those attitudes that are chaser to t
center of one’s interwoven web of evaluative attitudes have more authority wheatconfl
arises. To put it another way, those attitudes that bear more relations ofaticstenity
to the whole scheme of attitudes have more authority than those that bear fewer. My
attitude that puts great value on protecting my family has many systewlations and
has much greater authority than my valuing of almonds. So, if | am in a situ&igoa v
must choose to uphold one or the other attitude, then | have more reason to protect my
family than to eat or obtain almonds. If my wife needs my help to save heveumsd;
but it will require me to take a drug that will make me allergic to almonds] steyuld
go ahead and take the drug, despite the damage this will do to my almond-valuing.

The reason | end up with this standard of authority based on systematic centrality
is that it comes straight from what it is to act as an agent. To make aaridio
perform an action as an agent is to draw from one’s entire motivational fielshity a
and make a single, encompassing decision, and then to act on that decision. Since this
requires aiming at coherence and systematic unity among one’s motivettaddsa
and the greatest coherence and unity is achieved by affirming those attitatlare most
central within the systematic scheme, affirming the central-ntistcees does the most

to meet the standards internal to the practice of performing an action asanTdys
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means that affirming the central-most attitudes is a standard of aufiootitye
deliberation of an agent, which is what is at issue.

Although this is my view in relatively intuitive terms with reasoning that, to
some, may seem compelling enough, it is not an explanation of the kind we are after,
because it leaves too much detail out and leaves too much to intuition. To really give an
explanation, all of the subtle nuances must be brought out and elaborated. In particular,
the following questions must still be answered: How can one account for the authority o
reasons in terms of what one must do in order to operate on reasons or to perform an
action as an agent? Why does agency require an attempt to make one’s evaluative
attitudes coherent and systematically unified? How and why does this suppaseddsta
of authority among evaluative attitudes constitute a general scheme atgdracti
normativity? What does it take for an agent to perform an action? What exactye c
considered attributable to an agent, and is there more than one sense in which an act can
be attributed to an agent? Is there a particular form that the decision of an agent m
take? Assuming the standard of authority and reason-giving based on systgmatici
correct, how does rational deliberation work when done correctly? These and other
guestions must be answered to fill out my explanation of practical normativity.

The strategy | use to explain practical normativity is to argue thatarcaim is
constitutive of agency and rational deliberation, and from it to argue that thidgsavi
system of practical normativity because it is an hand the aim has a constitutive role

in agency and deliberation which determines what successful agency or tielbiera

3 Although Connie Rosati suggests, without committinerself, that a capacity might be part of a
constitutivist theory, rather than an aim, | do se¢ how this would work. “Agency and the OpentiQas
Argument,” Ethics 113 (April 2003): 490-527. In what follows, | amgy on behalf of the constitutivist
strategy assuming that an aim of agency is whaatiadysis in question produces. A motive or iratiion
might be substituted, but this does not seem toaagthing to the analysis.
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This strategyconstitutivism has been championed by J. David Velleman (Velleman
1989; Velleman 2000b; Velleman 2004, 225-238; Velleman 2004, 277-298) and
Christine Korsgaard (Korsgaard and others 1996; Korsgaard 2002; Korsgaard 1999, 1-
29). In their work they have each, separately argued for a constitutive thenafre
elements of practical nature, action and agency, and used these argumends to try t
explain practical normativity. They have done this in distinct ways: Korsgaard has
argued that the constitutive aim of action or agency is the unity of the agdleimafe
has argued that the constitutive aim of action is self-knowledge and conscioos contr

| make my own constitutivist arguments which differ from both Velleman’s and
Korsgaard’s. In the next chapter, | argue that systematization of @mefaitments is
the constitutive aim of rational deliberation. This is a concept | have to develohever t
course of this chapter and the next in order to make clear what | mean by this. In thi
chapter, | focus mostly on setting up the constitutivist framework. First, in the
subsequent section, | argue that constitutivism in general has the potent@deds |
argue that the general formula of constitutivism has what it takes to explaicgrac
normativity?

In the rest of this chapter, | argue for the supporting premises of myupartic
constitutivist theory. | argue, for example, that rational deliberation ipirepriate
point of focus for an analysis of right action, and that an agent causing his or her own
behavior is the foundational concept of all rational action. | present an account of what
has to happen for rational action to occur and what relationship that has to other forms of

behavior we would consider intentional. Additionally, in order to present a preliminary

* While Velleman, in particular, also argues thatstiutivism can explain theoretical normativityQhvid
Velleman, "On the Aim of Belief' IThe Possibility of Practical Reas@g®xford: Oxford University Press,
2000)., I will not attempt any analysis of this amidl restrict all of my attention to practical ranality.
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version of my account of practical normativity, | argue and use a more gstateahent
of my core constitutive claim concerning systematization of commitmdititis is
Korsgaard’s claim that the constitutive aim of agency is unity. While hen cdai
different from what | espouse in Chapter 3, it can be considered an approximation of
what | argue for. Bringing this in allows me to present a complete argdionen
constitutive account with the framework that | set up in this chapter. This, in towmsall
for a preliminary look at the argument in a somewhat simplified version, which helps
show how the argument works and what is at stake in Chapter 3.

So, in this chapter, | begin with a look at the argument strategy | am using —
constitutivism. | then carry out this strategy by setting up a formal arguheg would
explain practical normativity. The argument is presented in full in Sectian Mhich |
also discuss the meaning and significance of the premises. Thereaftend dath of
the premises in turn, over the course of the rest of the chapter. In Chapter 3jtitheese
argument again, but instead of the unity interpretation of the constitutive aimempres
and defend my own analysis of the constitutive aim of agency and rational deliberat
systematization. It is the task of Chapter 3 to make and legitimate thigechad to

present my full and official explanation of practical normativity.

Il. Constitutivism
A. The basic idea — normativity springs from constitutive aim
In this section, | have two goals, one general and one specific, where thie specif
goal helps meet the general one. The general goal is to present theithaesstrategy

and explain what it is aimed at establishing and how it works. The specifisdoal i
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respond to some very important objections to constitutivism from David Enoch (Enoch
2006, 169-198) and show them to be in error. Because these objections get right at the
foundational points of constitutivism, discussion of them greatly helps in elucidag¢ing t
constitutivist strategy and establishing its legitimacy. To servgeneral goal, | lay out
the skeleton of the constitutivist strategy and argue for its basic teneta@itdiions. |
outline the constitutivist strategy and explain how a constitutive aim can govern by
determining what counts as eligible for the application of the standard of rigint ac
successful agency. Exactly where this governance over the rightnessofgats its
foothold is argued for, and | analyze what follows from the core constitutieiss.
Thereafter, | examine the objections that Enoch makes and respond to them by
pointing out how they are based on a misconception of constitutivism. Enoch has sought
to show that normativity cannot be explained by what is constitutive of action, agency or
rational deliberation. While | argue that his objections are in error, he daggdfight
the crucial steps in the strategy, and, so, discussion of his criticisms isibAggestance
in expounding constitutivism. Enoch’s objections amount to the claims that
constitutivism cannot explain a relevant sense in which an agent has a reason to pursue
the constitutive aim itself, and that having such a reason is necessary fan tbe a
supply derivative normative reasons. | agree that constitutivism cannotnexpidevant
sense in which an agent has a reason to pursue the constitutive aim itselfgbetthatr
constitutivism can explain reasons that derive from a constitutive aim withgiagren
any sense in which one has a practical reason to pursue the aim.
The idea that there is a constitutive aim of agency and that such an aim can be the

ground of practical normativity all together is a nuanced and perhaps radical one.
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Thematically, this strategy is Kantian in the sense that Kant thought natynsgpirings
directly from the nature of rational agency. Kant could be read as a cowistituti
perhaps, but Kant never offered an explanation at the same level of detail in how the
strategy is supposed to work which is now being brought forth by constitutivists.

The constitutivist line is that there are certain aims, which are edgerdagency,
and these aims provide reasons relative to the aims in just the mundane sense it is
normally accepted that one can have reasons relative to an aim. For exahaue td
cook new and interesting dishes, then | have reasons, relative to that aim, to codk things
have not cooked before and that, by some standard, appear interesting. If | aim to
improve my physical fitness and health, then | have reasons, relative torthie do
that which is conducive to improving fitness and health. Relative to this aim, | have
reasons to get more exercise and to eat better. | would have these reabanisthése
aims, although the reasons would only be as stable and compelling as the aimy that the
are relative to.

For these reasons to cook things | haven’t cooked before, to eat better and get
more exercise to really be normative for me in the absolute sense we are fogking
there must be something more which backs up the normativity of following my aims to
cook new and interesting dishes and to improve my fithess and health. These aims | have
might be rather whimsical. | might have no reason to aim at getting leealBerhaps |
am already healthy enough, or maybe health doesn’'t matter that much. Iroordertd
really have a non-relative normative reason to eat better and get mansesx&hich
stems from my aim to be healthier, my aim to be healthier must be groundedivelymat

somehow, or somehow the relativity of the reasons must be discharged.
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In the case of the constitutive aim of agency, the thinking continues, one has
reasons relative to an aim which all agents must have, which are, hence, readbns for a
agents. In a certain sense, this already takes away the relatithty r@fasons that stem
from the aim of agency. This is an argument that Velleman uses to establigthtiéya
of the constitutive aim (Velleman 1996, 694-726). Velleman makes his point in terms of
internalism and externalism, that is, whether and in what sense there is anyecess
connection between having a reason #nd having a motive t. Internalists maintain
that one cannot have a reaso Wwithout having a motive t, while externalists deny
this®> As Velleman argues, reasons that come from an aim of agency come fuain act
motivations of the agent, and so a constitutivist account of practical reasonsys a full
internalist account. But, constitutivism can also be said to give a kind of exgernali
account of reasons in that reasons that come from an aim of agency hold fent] ag
and so are independent of the particular motivations of particular agents, batause
agents must have the airklence, reasons that come from the aim of agency are not
relative to the particular aims of particular agents.

This way of discharging the relativity of the reasons may seem unetttrgfa
however, since it might seem to simply show that reasons following from the aim of
agency are equally relative for all agenBut there is more to constitutivist theories than
just the fact that reasons stemming from the aim of agency are equetilyerer non-
relative for all agents. By using an analysis of what agency is nveegaal what the
standard for successful agency is, which in turn will be a standard of practical

normativity. Since the aim is, according to a particular constitutivist théw\gim that

® See Chapter 1, Section VI.
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one has insofar as one is an agent, that is, it is the aim oasdragagent, it sets the
standard for what successful or unsuccessful agency would be. Constitutivéstineuse
Kantian idea that we can and must explain practical normativity by staritimgmv
analysis of the first-person, deliberative standpoint and working from tHetee first-
person, deliberative standpoint can be found to have a particular aim, an aim that is
constitutive of it, then we can see what constitutes success from this standpmint. A
what constitutes success from the deliberative standpoint is what isghactitonal or
what is practically normative.

If the appropriate arguments for the conclusion that there is some specific
constitutive aim of agency are sound, they show why there are normative standards fo
choice and action, what they are (at least in the abstract), and when theyTdppky are
normative standards for choice and action, according to the constitutivist view,éecaus
there is an aim that determines what deliberation or agency is and variatisehre
follow from the pursuit of that aim. The fact that the aim is constitutive of agency is
what takes the relativity out of the reasons that derive from the aim. In gamasagive
rise to reasons relative to them. The constitutive aim gives rise to redstins te it,
but these must be reasons in an absolute sense, since they come from what isveonstitut
of being subject to reasons all together.

There are some interesting consequences of this view, which are very important
later on when | address Enoch’s objections to constitutivism. One corollary of a
particular constitutivist theory is a specification of the limits otfgsrson, deliberative
practical normativity. In taking up the deliberative standpoint, | am coeflomith the

need for reasons. | ask, “Why should | exercise?” or “Why shouldn’t | eatitble w
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pie?” This calls for first-person, deliberative normativity. When | ask thasstions, |

am looking for practical reasons that direct me one way or another on these isue
there really is a constitutive aim of agency, then | must be aiming atethain

something whenever | try to answer these kinds of practical questions as an ageifit. B

| do not have this special aim, then, whether or not | ask the question, “Should | eat the
whole pie?” there is no real answer. There is no real answer, because | amuabt,an s
case, an agent. This means that | am not capable of having practical reasoas. The
might still be a sense in which you could sensibly say that, even though | am not an
agent, | should not eat the whole pie because it is bad for my health or | will feekbad f
it later and there are substantive standards that make pursuing my interestevars

sense right for me. However, this would be the very same sense in which we could say
that the cat should not eat the whole stick of butter, because it will get sick later
Although we might be able to sensibly interpret what the cat should do from its rough
collection of interests, this is not a sense in which the cat has no