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INTRODUCTION
Garrett Cullity and Berys Gaut

I: THREE POLES IN THEORIZING ABOUT PRACTICAL REASON

What ought I to do, how ought I to live? These are the central questions of moral thought; explaining the questions, and delimiting the range of acceptable answers, the tasks of moral philosophy. If so, the connection between morality and practical reason is already a close one: if one reads "ought"-remarks, as many people do, as remarks about reasons, then our questions are questions about what one has reason to do, and call directly for a theory of practical reason. On this view, morality is a subdomain of practical reason. Maybe there is a way of reading these questions ​— as containing the moral "ought", some will say — for which the relation is less close. There are some uses of "ought" — in stating rules of etiquette, for example — which make it intelligible to ask "Why should I do what I ought (in this sense) to do?" Maybe morality supplies such a sense.
 On this view, moral answers to the opening questions will not always and for everyone supply reasons to act; but of course, it is precisely because of this that it will be important to specify the circumstances in which, and the agents for which, they do so. A developed moral outlook must at least be grounded in a satisfactory account of practical reasons, even if we do not hold that the former is contained in the latter.


The practical reasons that answer “Why should I do that” are normative reasons — at least, they answer those root "Why should I do that?" questions that contain a should for which "Why do what I should do?" no longer makes sense. Normative reasons are those providing a justification of the actions for which they are reasons.


In saying this, though, there is a distinction to be made. Suppose your doctor tells you to take a certain medicine, but this happens to be a mistake, and it will harm you. What should you do? It is clear enough that given what you are justified in believing, you are justified in taking the medicine. There is a clear sense in which that your doctor has told you to do so is a normative reason to take the medicine. However, there is an equally clear sense in which that it will harm you is a normative reason not to take it. We might call this the distinction between subjective and objective normative reasons, respectively. The relation between the two is clear enough: I have a subjective normative reason to whenever I am justified in believing that I have an objective normative reason to  It is also clear that in seeking an account of normative practical reasons, it is objective normative reasons that will be our primary concern: from this an account of subjective ones will follow. Notice, however, that an account of practical rationality must be given in terms of subjective reasons: one is practically rational to the extent to which one is guided by one’s subjective normative reasons. In the example just described, doing what you have most objective reason to do would be irrational. 


Normative reasons of both these kinds answer “Why should I do that?” Talk of reasons for action can also apply to a further sort of consideration, the sort offered in response to the question, "Why did she do that?" Reasons cited in answering this question are explanatory, but not necessarily normative; for the consideration that shows why she did what she did may not succeed in showing why she should have done it — we don't always do what we should. Normally, when we ask this explanatory question, we are asking what motivated the agent to act;
 but there remain two ways in which this question can be taken, and accordingly, two kinds of entity that can be cited in response. A first kind of answer cites the consideration the agent regards as a normative reason for the action she has performed — what is sometimes called “the agent’s reason” for it.
 As a response to the explanatory question, however, this style of answer will be elliptical. An “agent’s reason” is itself a consideration that someone recognizes; it can only be her recognition of that consideration that can contribute to an explanation of what she does. If what we are seeking is a non-elliptical motivational explanation of an action, what we will need to cite instead are those psychological states of an agent that constitute her being motivated to perform it\. Citing these provides the second kind of answer to the question what motivated the agent to act as she did/.
 


Now although, as we have seen, explanatory practical reasons and normative ones are logically independent, there is widespread agreement on a certain conceptual connection between them. To begin with, on any credible view, it must be allowed that the explanation of an action may lie in the agent’s awareness of the normative reasons he has for performing it. At least sometimes, we are right about our reasons, and respond rationally to them; when this is the case, the explanation of our actions will take this form. More significantly, it seems that the explanation of an action can only ever fail to take this form insofar as an agent is either irrational or misinformed about his reasons. This follows from our earlier remarks about rationality. It seems to be analytic that a rational agent is guided by what he is justified in believing to be his normative reasons. Might an agent have normative reasons that he could never be justified in believing he had? Such a possibility is not worth considering, for “reasons” of this sort would be considerations it would never make sense to act on. If not, it seems we must say this: a normative reason for me to must be a consideration my awareness of which would motivate me to if I were thinking about it fully rationally and with full knowledge. 


This way of spelling out the “internalism” requirement on normative practical reasons — the conceptual connection between normative reasons and motivation — is common ground to contemporary theorizing about practical reason.
 As we shall see, however, it can be combined with widely diverging views about what full rationality consists in to yield widely diverging accounts of our reasons. What follows is a summary guide to the issues dividing contemporary theories of practical reason, within which to place the contributions to this volume. The history of moral philosophy invites us to think of that discussion as arranged around three prominent poles, the neo-Humean, the Aristotelian and the Kantian. We can bring out the main points of contrast by considering three issues.


The first of these issues concerns the relation of the normative reasons an agent has to the motivational states he actually tends to have. The characteristically neo-Humean view is that all normative reasons are hypothetical — that they depend on the agent’s actual motivational tendencies. The answer is typically generated by combining the doctrine of internalism about normative practical reasons with a distinctive picture of the motivational explanation of action drawn from Hume. This picture characterizes all motivation, and hence all motivational explanation, as depending on the existence of motivational states which are themselves neither rational nor irrational. Desires are the most obvious examples of such states, and one subject of much discussion is whether all such states must be at least partly constituted by an element properly describable as a desire.
 At least on the linguistic face of it, it looks as though there is a great variety of states — aspirations, enthusiasms, attachments, thoughts about what one ought to do — which are states of motivation but which we ordinarily distinguish from desires. However that may be, if it is true that all motivational explanation relies on the presence of arational motivational states, then this will apply just as much to a motivational explanation which cites normative reasons as to any other. If my normative reasons must be capable of entering into motivational explanations of my actions, provided I am thinking about them fully rationally and knowledgeably, then a consideration can only be a normative reason for me if I am the sort of person who would possess appropriate motivational states if I were thinking fully rationally and knowledgeably. And if, as it seems to Humeans, the motivational states I would be in if I were thinking fully rationally and knowledgeably depend on my actual motivational tendencies, then we must look to the nature of an agent's arational motivational tendencies to determine the character of his reasons. However, the Kantian and the Aristotelian, by contrast, hold that there are normative reasons that apply to us in virtue of the nature of free rational agency and of specifically human nature, respectively — independently of our contingent motivational natures. They believe in non-hypothetical, or categorical, reasons.


A second issue that a theory of practical reason must address is that of the relation between what an agent has a normative reason to do and what it would be good for her to do — between practical reason and value. A common view, and one that is common to the neo-Humean, Aristotelian and Kantian poles, is that an agent has a normative reason to if and only if it would be good, all else equal, for her to But notice the room this leaves for an important disagreement. Distinctive of Aristotelianism is its recognitional view of the relation between value and practical reason, according to which the role of the faculty of practical reason is to recognise whether an action is valuable, where the action’s being valuable is constituted independently of rational choice. On a constructivist view of the relation between value and practical reason, by contrast, an action’s being valuable is held to be constituted by its being the object of rational choice (given full information). This conception is found in Kant in an especially pure form, but neo-Humeans are also naturally characterized as constructivists in this sense. For a generic conception of value shared by most Humeans characterizes the valuable for an agent as whatever that agent would value under conditions of rational reflection (with different versions adding their own further specification of those conditions). If the psychological state of valuing is elucidated by its connection with choice, the neo-Humean is a constructivist. 


Our first two issues concerned the relation of my reasons to my motivation, and their relation to my values. The third concerns the relation of my reasons to everyone else’s. Given that A has reason to  in circumstances C, is it an a priori requirement that any rational agent has reason to  in C (where the agent’s circumstances are construed as including her psychological states)? While this has sometimes been denied,
 we take it that all three poles endorse this reasons universalist view. The important point of difference is over the central Kantian doctrine that a further requirement — the requirement of legislative universalism — governs practical reason. Not only must a rational agent judge that any other rational agent in her circumstances has reason to , she must also be able to will as a universal law that every other rational agent in her circumstances s. That this goes beyond mere reasons-universalism is shown by the case of the rational egoist, who judges that any other agent has reasons to promote that agent's own interests, while preferring other agents not to act on those reasons.


This gives us a genuinely three-cornered relationship between the neo-Humean, Aristotelian and Kantian poles, with each pair opposed to the central characteristic of the third. We arrive at the following simple picture:
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This framework gives the background against which recent theorizing about practical reason has been conducted. In what follows, we articulate in greater detail the central issues of contention, outline the strategies to be pursued in addressing them, and introduce the present volume's contributions.

II: THE HUMEAN CHALLENGE

We have characterized the neo-Humean pole in theorizing about practical reasons in terms of the thesis that an agent’s normative reasons are relative to her actual motivational tendencies. And we have sketched the way in which proponents of this view typically draw on a characteristic claim concerning the desiderative ingredient in motivation. But while Hume himself certainly provides the inspiration for this view,
 it contains some significant departures from his own position. First, it abandons Hume’s claim that passions, which he conceives of as feelings, are an ingredient in all motivation, replacing it with a more defensible claim concerning desires, which one can have at a time without feeling them at that time. This is not a major revision, though. Neo-Humeans still take their cue in arguing for the desiderative claim from Hume’s characterization of passions as "original existences" (p.415), reinterpreting this in terms of the characteristic "world-to-mind direction of fit" of desires. They are goal-directed states rather than truth-directed states, and this is what fits them to play a role in motivation — indeed, makes motivation unintelligible without them.
 


The more significant departure concerns Hume’s skepticism about normative practical reasons. Given his understanding of reason as aiming at the truth, it is impossible for the non-truth-directed states essential to motivation to be contrary to reason (pp.415-6). This is not to say that our being motivated to perform an action can never display irrationality, for it can be produced by irrational beliefs;
 but according to the picture Hume himself offers us, criticisms of irrationality are only ever criticisms of theoretical irrationality: if the beliefs giving rise to my motivational states have themselves been formed rationally, there is no further criticism of irrationality that can be directed at my being motivated as I am. He puts the point as provocatively as he can:

"'Tis not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of the whole world to the scratching of my finger. 'Tis not contrary to reason for me to choose my total ruin, to prevent the least uneasiness of an Indian or person wholly unknown to me. 'Tis as little contrary to reason to prefer even my own acknowledged lesser good to my greater, and have a more ardent affection for the former than the latter."  (p.416)

For Hume, then, although actions can be said to be irrational, in virtue of their being based on irrational beliefs, there is no content to give to the notion of a normative reason for action. Hume himself, therefore, cannot be located at our neo-Humean pole: on his view, there are no normative practical reasons, hypothetical or categorical.


But Hume's skepticism about normative practical reasons is uncompelling. For one thing, it is based on a premise — the characterization of reason as confined to aiming at the truth — which simply assumes what is at issue. And beyond this, a non-skeptical view promises to make better sense of some of our considered judgements concerning rationality: first, that we can be  assailed by impulses or urges that come to us without our arriving at them as ways of satisfying further desires but that are themselves irrational; and secondly, that there can be cases of what Christine Korsgaard calls "true practical irrationality".
 The sort of aberration of instrumental reasoning that Hume covers is the derivation of a desire from a desire for an end in combination with an irrational belief about the means to its satisfaction; but what he cannot accommodate is the irrationality of my wanting an end, rationally believing that performing a certain action is the best means to achieving it, but failing to want to perform that action. The objection does not require that this is a common occurrence, or even that it has ever occurred. Rather, it seems obvious that it would be irrational if it did occur, but Hume's skepticism will not allow him to say so.


However, there is a recognizably neo-Humean yet non-skeptical position that commands a considerable measure of current support. Its variants standardly involve the combination we noted in Section I, taking the internalist connection between normative practical reasons and motivation and adding a desiderative account of the latter. According to internalism, in order for a consideration to amount to a reason for me to , it must be the case that my awareness of it could belong to a motivating explanation of my ing if I were deliberating rationally and knowledgeably. But in order for there to be a motivating explanation of my ing, it must be the case (given the Humeanism about motivation) that I have an appropriate desire. And if we add a further characteristic assumption — that the desires I would have if I were deliberating in this way depend on my actual desiderative nature — then all normative reasons are conditional on the agent's possession of suitable desires.


Perhaps the most frequent (though not the only)
 ground on which neo-Humeans make this further assumption is through sharing Hume’s own view that an agent’s ultimate desires — those she possesses for no further reason — are not subject to rational criticism.
 A neo-Humean who endorses this further claim possesses an instrumental conception of practical reason, according to which what one has a reason to do is what promotes the satisfaction of one’s desires.


In claiming that all normative reasons are hypothetical, neo-Humeans are not committed to holding that the content of an agent's reasons must always contain reference to her own desires. If they did, this would create difficulties. Surely, the consideration I regard as the normative reason for me to help someone will often seem to be that he needs it rather than that he needs it and that I want to help people who need it; we would be owed an explanation of the nature of this consistent mistake. But the neo-Humean does not need to allege any mistake here: the claim is that his needing it counts as a reason for me to help only because I have appropriate desires. There is no incompatibility. The claim is not that a reference to desires enters the content of one's reasons, but that desires are conditions for the presence of those reasons.


It is this latter claim, though, that is the subject of Thomas Nagel's influential and widely studied attack in The Possibility of Altruism, which targets the Humean account of motivation on which the claim draws. Some critics of the Humean account object that there are motivational states — deontic beliefs, beliefs about what one ought to do, being the usual candidates — that are not partly constituted by desires. Nagel, on the contrary, accepts the principle that such critics are attacking, that "all motivation implies the presence of desire".
 However, he points out that this does not entail that the presence of an agent's reasons is conditional upon the antecedent presence of suitable desires.
 After all, in all those frequent cases where a desire on which I act is itself a desire for which I regard myself as having a reason, my reason for that desire will be identical to my reason for the action. That is, there will be a single consideration, say R, my regarding which as a normative reason for ing will be what explains both my ing and my wanting to . And if so, R's occupying this status can hardly itself depend on my already wanting to . Therefore, in such cases, the desire to  cannot itself be a condition on R's counting as my reason to . It may be part of what constitutes the motivation, but one should not be misled by this into thinking that it must be part of its explanation. Nagel's view is thus that there is a sense in which the remark, "All intentional action is motivated by desire" is true — the motivation of action is constituted by desire. His concern, though, is to point out that it does not follow from this that the remark is true when read as maintaining that desires must be invoked when explaining the motivation of action. Where my motivation can be explained by my regarding myself as having a reason, we have not yet seen why desires must be held to be components in the explanation. 


The argument offered for the Humean account of motivation was that the motivational explanation of action is a species of teleological explanation; and that any teleological state of an agent must be conceived of desideratively. Nagel seemingly accepts this argument;
 but is essentially observing that a Humean theory of the genesis of motivation doesn't follow from it. When a teleological explanation of action is given, what is explained — the motivation to act — is a desire; but the teleological character of such explanation does not show that desires must figure in the explanans. 


Thus Nagel shows that the neo-Humean argument fails as an attempt to establish the conditionality of normative reasons upon the agent's desires. He can accept the internalist claim that a consideration can only be a reason for me if it can motivate me when I am deliberating rationally and knowledgeably about it. But if the Humean has shown only that desires belong to the constitution of motivation and not to its explanation, then the possibility remains open that the recognition of reasons by someone who is deliberating appropriately is itself capable of giving rise to desideratively-constituted motivation, independently of the agent's prior desires.


The neo-Humean has as yet supplied no obstacle to claiming that there are certain norms of practical reason in accordance with which any agent must be motivated, on pain of irrationality. Indeed, the norm of instrumental rationality already provides us with one kind of example of this. If I am motivated to achieve a certain end, then my failure either to be motivated to pursue what I reasonably believe to be an acceptable means to it or to abandon the end will be irrational, irrespective of my desires concerning either that means or the norm itself. So just as there are categorically binding norms of theoretical rationality — if I believe propositions instantiating the premises of the modus ponens schema, then my failure either to draw the appropriate conclusion or to abandon some of the premises is a failure of rationality, irrespective of the question of my antecedent dispositions towards believing the proposition that instantiates the conclusion — so too there is at least one categorically binding norm of practical rationality. Concerning this instrumental norm, of course, the neo-Humean can still maintain that the reasons it supplies remain dependent upon the actual motivational states of the agent, since these are reflected in the ends to which the norm applies. But perhaps there are further norms of practical reason whose specification of reasons is not motivationally dependent in this way — norms that are not only themselves categorical, like the instrumental norm, but that go beyond it in delivering categorical reasons. Perhaps, for example, the fact that an action of mine would alleviate your pain is a reason for me to perform it, irrespective of my desires concerning it. Nagel famously argues just this, in the remaining chapters of The Possibility of Altruism. The avoidance of solipsism requires one to conceive of oneself as but one agent among others equally real, and this commits us, he argues, to accepting this and other "objective" or categorical reason-generating norms as constraining what is to count as an acceptable normative practical reason. 


It is fair to say that Nagel's defence of the categorical reason-giving force of morality has not attracted many adherents. His defence of this view turns on the claim that the avoidance of a solipsistic dissociation of personal and impersonal standpoints requires the attribution of the same motivational content to impersonal and personal practical judgements. In reply, however, it may be conceded to Nagel that avoiding solipsism requires us to attribute the same propositional content to the two — only if I do this may I talk of others in a way that allows me to conceive of them as equally real — but not the same motivational content.
 


To object to Nagel in this way is not yet to show that there is no hope of defending this categorical status for morality. However, Bernard Williams is frequently read as presenting an argument with this ambition in "Internal and External Reasons".
 His argument can be characterized as modifying in two fundamental respects the earlier neo-Humean argument, which combined a theory of motivation with a version of internalism to argue for the relativity of reasons to desires. The first of the modifications, however, is to drop the desiderative theory of motivation altogether. However we decide, on full consideration, to characterize those states of an agent which are states of being motivated,
 Williams argues that the normative practical reasons of any agent will be relative to those states. The second modification is to argue beyond the broad internalism of the earlier argument to a slightly narrower claim. According to \internalism as spelt out so far/, the potentially explanatory role of normative reasons shows that reasons must be capable of motivating rational agents for whom they are reasons. Williams's opponent — someone who believes that the status of a consideration as a reason can be independent of its relation to the agent's actual motivational states — must be claiming, as Nagel does, that the recognition of reasons can itself give rise to a new motivation, independently of the other motivational tendencies the agent may happen to have. However, simply for that recognition to give rise to motivation will not be enough to satisfy our requirement on the explanatory potential of the recognition of reasons. The new motivation must be produced by the agent's being rightly oriented in relation to his reasons, acting for them and not just in accordance with them: the motivation must be normatively guided and not just an eccentric causal consequence of the agent's state of normative awareness.
 And if right orientation to reasons is a matter of rational deliberation and relevant knowledge, then internalism about normative practical reasons can be reformulated as follows:

R is a normative reason for A to  only if rational deliberation and relevant knowledge could rationally guide A to be motivated by R to .

If rational deliberation consists in the activities he mentions — instrumental and constitutive reasoning about the attainment of ends, the harmonization or ranking of competing ends, and an imaginative engagement with the prospect of their realization —
 then it looks as though the motivational states that result from such deliberation will depend on those that are brought to it. A theory of normative practical reasons that characterizes some of them as categorical must then be saying that there is a kind of rational deliberation that will rationally guide the appropriate motivation whatever the agent's motivational dispositions may have been before he engaged in it. And as Williams puts it, "I see no reason to suppose that these conditions could possibly be met."


Williams's argument should not, however, be read as an attempt to show the impossibility of categorical reasons. If this were the attempt, it would have failed; for neither an Aristotelian nor a Kantian response has been ruled out. The Aristotelian response is that what right orientation towards one’s reasons involves, in addition to the deliberative activities Williams recognizes, is the further capacity to recognize what is truly valuable, for which good upbringing is a precondition.
 And the Kantian response is that Williams’s argument cannot establish the non-existence of norms generating categorical reasons, for any such norms would themselves constitute additional constraints on the deliberation qualifying as rational. Williams’s own theory recognizes the categorical status of the instrumental norm, as any sensible theory must; in doing so, he incorporates it into his account of the conditions an agent must satisfy if he is to count as deliberating rationally. The issue between Williams and his opponents is whether there are further norms of practical reason which not only categorically apply to rational deliberation, but which also generate categorical reasons. But if there are, they will also have the status of constraints on what qualifies as rational deliberation. Williams’s argument cannot demonstrate the non-existence of such norms: if this were the attempt, it would be employing a conception of rational deliberation that simply presupposes this conclusion.


But this is not the aim of Williams’s argument. What it does successfully show is that the onus lies with the proponent of categorical reasons to argue for their existence.
 Given the uncontroversial relevance of the activities he mentions to our judgements of the kinds of people who count as practically rational, a convincing argument must be mounted for placing further requirements on someone's counting as such. 


A concern with this Humean challenge is at the heart of the contributions to this volume. How can there be categorical reasons, and specifically, categorical moral reasons? In the broadest terms, the two main avenues of response to consider are these. First, one might advocate an account of value which makes what is good for an agent independent of that agent’s motivational states, and derive from this an account of reasons which attributes to them a similar independence. Or secondly, one might argue that the nature of rationality itself commits us to the recognition of categorical reasons. The two most fully developed and influential attempts to pursue these avenues are those of Aristotle and Kant, respectively. In the next two sections, we outline the main contours of those two attempts, explain why it should be thought that they stand to be improved on, and briefly describe some prominent current strategies for doing so.

III: THE ARISTOTELIAN RESPONSE

For Aristotelians, as for neo-Humeans and Kantians, an action is the appropriate object of rational and fully informed choice for an agent if and only if it would be good for that agent to perform it. But in its view of the relation of conceptual priority here, Aristotelianism as we construe it differs crucially from the other two poles. According to its recognitional view, what makes it rational to choose an action is that it is good — it is an appropriate object of rational choice because it is good — whereas for Kantian or neo-Humean constructivists, the converse relation holds. The distinctively Aristotelian approach to the theory of practical reason, then, is to begin with an independent account of the conditions under which actions are good, and to derive from this an account of practical rationality.


In Aristotle’s account of good actions, the central role is played by the concept of the human ergon, a term translatable as 'function', 'characteristic activity', 'work', 'task', or 'job', though none of these is entirely satisfactory. The basic thought is this: just as a good knife is one that performs its ergon (cutting) well, so a good human is one that performs his or her ergon well. (Compare NE 1.7.
) This claim does not commit Aristotle, as is sometimes assumed, to a reduction of evaluative to non-evaluative facts. For even if we assume that the notion of ergon is non-evaluative, the claim is that a good human performs her function well: evaluative terms occur in both halves of the claim. The view is that the notion of the human ergon, and therefore of human nature, at least partially determines what kind of goodness a good human being — and hence, a good human action — possesses. Knives are good in virtue of their possession of certain properties (sharpness, rigidity, etc.), humans are good in virtue of their possession of a very different set of properties. Since those properties which allow a thing to perform its ergon well can be termed its virtues (we can speak of the virtues of a knife, for instance), Aristotle is not telling us anything substantive by saying that these properties of humans are virtues. He does say something substantive by holding that the human ergon is "the soul's activity that expresses reason or requires reason" (NE 1.7 1098a7-8). Hence the human virtues are those states the activation of which expresses reason (virtues of thought, such as theoretical and practical wisdom), or requires reason (virtues of character, ethical virtues, which concern whether we are well or badly off in relation to feelings). The human virtues we can broadly characterise, then, as reason-based excellences.
 And the good life for humans (which Aristotle follows Greek tradition in identifying with eudaimonia, happiness or flourishing) consists in activities that express these excellences (which activities also require sufficient external goods for their performance). The good life for humans, then, centrally involves activities according to reason: the exercise of reason possesses value, but this is not to hold with the constructivist that reason confers value. 


The account of practical reason that Aristotle derives from this axiological theory is expressed in his picture of the phronimos, the man of practical wisdom. Practical wisdom he tells us is "a state grasping the truth, involving reason, concerned with action about what is good or bad for a human being" (NE 6.5 1143b3-4). This statement is ambiguous: it might mean that practical wisdom is merely concerned with determining the means to given good ends, but has no role in determining whether an end is good; or it might mean that practical wisdom also has the role of determining whether an end is good. Some of what Aristotle says suggests the former reading: the distinctive ergon of the phronimos is to deliberate well, and "We deliberate not about ends, but about what promotes ends" (NE 3.3 1112b11-12). Such an interpretation would ascribe to Aristotle the purely instrumental conception of practical reason mentioned earlier, and he has sometimes been understood to hold this view.
 But the notion of what promotes an end is more plausibly construed to cover not just means-end reasoning, where the agent discovers the causes which would bring about the realisation of his ends, but also to cover constitutive reasoning, by which he seeks to specify those ends. So, beginning from the most general description of the ultimate human end, as happiness, he seeks to specify in what his happiness here and now consists, and then performs instrumental reasoning to establish how this is best achieved.
 


The task of the phronimos is thus to develop a conception of the good life, to determine what living the good life here and now consists in, and to act accordingly. Successful completion of this task involves a grasp of what it is best to do in a particular situation, which is a matter of experience and is akin to perception (6.8 1142a27-31): "these people see correctly because experience has given them their eye" (6.11 1143b14). Further, the phronimos must actually act on his articulated and applied conception of the good life. This requires him not merely to have correct beliefs, but also to have desires that have the good as their object. Thus Aristotle agrees with the Humean theory of motivation, to the extent that a desire is required for motivation as well as a cognition, but he differs from it insofar as he holds that desires can be correct or incorrect, for they may or may not have what is really good as their object. Finally, these capacities can be possessed only if the phronimos possesses all the ethical virtues, for "vice perverts us and produces false views about the origins of actions" (6.12 1144b34-5); conversely, possession of practical wisdom is sufficient for the possession of all the ethical virtues (6.13 1145a1-3). The capacities the phronimos possesses cannot be exhaustively specified in terms of a grasp of a set of principles linking evaluative to non-evaluative states of affairs: such capacities can only be completely specified by appeal to those paradigm people who exercise them, through their uncodifiable grasp of the particular features of a situation, possible only through the acquisition of appropriately absorbed experience and the development of appropriate habits of feeling. Aristotle often appeals
 to health as an analogue of goodness, and to medical knowledge as analogue of ethical knowledge, treating the phronimos as analogous to a good doctor, who needs to know some general medical principles (rules of thumb that admit of exceptions), but is chiefly distinguished by his diagnostic skills, his ability to detect the relevant features of a particular patient's condition.


Given this outline of the Aristotelian view of practical reason, the way in which it addresses the Humean challenge is clear. An agent has a normative reason to perform an action if it is good, all else equal, and what makes the action good is independent of the contingencies of an individual’s own motivational states. My actual motivational states may fail to have the good as their object, even after they have been subjected to the procedures of deliberative reflection that the Humean countenances. So on the Aristotelian view, there are categorical reasons — reasons for an agent that are independent of the agent’s actual motivational tendencies.


A fundamental task for Aristotelians, though, is to give a compelling defence of the attribution of an ergon to human beings, on which the Aristotelian conception of practical reason depends. Perhaps the starkest objection to this attribution has been produced by Bernard Williams, who charges that it involves an outdated and false "metaphysical teleology", and more generally an illegitimate attempt to derive evaluative claims from non-evaluative, scientific descriptions of human nature.
 It is difficult to make the charges stick in this form, since the claim that humans have an ergon appears to be an empirical one (like the claim that knives do); and for reasons noted earlier it is a misconception to hold that Aristotle is engaged in any kind of reduction of evaluative to non-evaluative facts. However, to say this is to create the space for a defence of the Aristotelian claim, but not yet to produce it. The predominant strain in contemporary Aristotelian thought is the attempt to defend an 'internal' reading of Aristotle's attribution of an ergon to human beings, where what is meant is that claims about the human ergon are already evaluative claims.


One of the most influential and seductively minimal of these positions is John McDowell's. McDowell holds that Aristotle's appeal to human nature does almost no work in his account, being "a sort of rhetorical flourish, added to a conclusion already complete without it".
 Rather, Aristotle is trying to display and order the structure of our ethical intuitions without attempting to give them any external validation. Aristotle's hermeneutic task centres around the figure of the phronimos, for what we ought to do can only be determined by appeal to his ethical sensibility, the product of a particular social training, manifested not in a grasp of ethical principles, but in his uncodifiable sensitivities to particular aspects of his situation. As such, it may not be possible for someone who possesses only an external perspective (including a biological one) on his actions, who lacks his particular social training and sensitivities, to grasp the point of his ethical judgements. When Aristotle notes that the excellent person is "a sort of standard and measure of what is fine and pleasant" (NE 3.4 1113a33-4), McDowell construes this in terms of a secondary-quality model — the good is a response-dependent property, just as much as blue is — and hence Aristotelian ethical realism is no more but no less robust than realism about colours. And just as the colour-blind person fails to make certain discriminations that are there to be made, so the amoralist, lacking appropriate ethical training, fails to see the ethical facts that are there to be grasped. So this picture still allows the grounding of categorical reasons, for one's subjective motivations may not be attuned to the ethical facts of the matter.


Setting aside the question of the adequacy of this account as an interpretation of Aristotle, the main worry raised by this concerns the extent of its relativism. For it may be wondered whether the story about particularised sensitivities, torn free of their moorings in any substantial theory of human nature and thus subject only to internal criticism, can do justice to the objectivity of ethical discourse. Cannot many sensibilities, say those of discriminating sadist, be subject to internal criticism and improvement by their own lights, yet be deeply wrong? And if there are no constraints on who counts as a phronimos other than internal ones, are we not merely spinning around in a tight, uninformative circle between good ethical judges and good ethical judgements?


A similar worry concerning relativism besets Alasdair MacIntyre’s version of Aristotelianism, which gives greater prominence to questions of social and historical particularity. MacIntyre construes talk of the human ergon as talk of the point of human life, and holds that this is and has been a matter of social reflection throughout history.
 Different societies have returned different answers to this question, answers that reflect the varying nature and demands of their social structures. Deliberation about fundamental values and about human nature and personal identity is thus radically contextual. The recurring challenge MacIntyre has faced is whether he can avoid the very relativism he criticizes in other accounts, for in his stress on the historical variability of social deliberation, and in making such deliberation foundational to his account, he appears to lack the resources to avoid social relativism.


A promising route to escaping these relativist worries, while retaining the “internal” reading of ergon-attributes as themselves evaluative, has been developed by James Wallace. Wallace argues that Aristotle is entitled to appeal to biological facts, since such facts are themselves evaluative: biology is concerned with living organisms which have intrinsic goals, goals which form the basis for evaluations of success or failure.
 If we construe ergon in terms of characteristic activity, then we must acknowledge the concept to be evaluative, since it is only the usual activity of a healthy organism in environmentally favourable conditions that counts as characteristic for it. But besides being evaluative, biological facts — facts about what an organism needs, or what is good for it, are prominent examples — are genuinely explanatory and objective, so that appeal to human nature places real constraints on accounts of the human good. Wallace also notes that the characteristic activity of humans is social, and that this explains why we hold certain dispositions to be virtues, for they play an important part in securing the maintenance and flourishing of social life. To these points we can add that 'biological' does not refer to the study of living bodies, but to the study of life, and that for Aristotle to possess a mind is to possess certain biological capacities. Since man is a rational animal, what it is to possess a mind must partly be a matter of receptiveness to rational demands, and therefore to certain values. So Aristotle's appeal to biology, including psychology, is an appeal to scientific facts, but pace Williams's initial objection, need not involve appeal to non-evaluative facts.


With this account, though, it is not relativism but a pair of different objections that must be addressed. The first worry concerns whether the evaluative yet explanatory biological claims to which Wallace appeals can survive the reductive ambitions of micro-biology: that is, whether their explanatory power is drawn from a level of micro-biological explanation at which the claim to detect an evaluative dimension becomes implausible. And the second, related worry concerns whether evolutionary biology, with its fundamental explanatory concept of the fitness of individuals (that is, the likelihood of their leaving offspring), rather than of their well-being, has the right explanatory shape to secure an Aristotelian view of value.


\\The first task for contemporary Aristotelians concerning practical reason is to address worries of the kinds we have raised concerning their attribution of an ergon to human beings. However, notice that although relinquishing this attribution would be an important departure from Aristotle himself, it would not yet entail abandoning the Aristotelian pole in theorizing about practical reason, as we have characterized it. What is distinctive of that pole is the attribution of goods to agents independently of their contingent motivational states; from this, the existence of categorical reasons is inferred, given a recognitional conception of the relation between reason and value. Perhaps the attribution of goods that are motivationally independent in this way can be defended without relying on claims about the human ergon: it is only if the broader claim is relinquished that the Aristotelian pole must be abandoned.


Even if the broader Aristotelian project cannot be sustained, we are still not entitled to conclude that all goods are motivationally dependent, and all reasons hypothetical. For maybe categorical reasons can be defended on a constructivist view of the relation between reason and value. For the most sustained attempt to argue that they can be, we need to turn to Kant.//

IV: THE KANTIAN RESPONSE

Kant’s concept of a categorical imperative is that of a principle expressible as an ought-statement, which represents "an action as objectively necessary in itself, without reference to another end" (GMS 414).
 That is, in particular, it represents an action as required by reason independently of its relation to the agent’s contingent motivational nature. Kant holds that there is only one valid supreme principle that satisfies this concept, a principle which in one of its formulations reads, “Act only according to that maxim whereby one can at the same time will that it should become a universal law” (GMS 421). It is this principle, given here in its Formula of Universal Law version, which he calls the categorical imperative (CI): according to Kant's legislative conception of practical reason, this is the supreme principle both of morality and rationality. A maxim is a subjective principle of action, i.e., it specifies, in rule form, the description under which an agent wills his action. Since the will is "the power to act according to his [the agent's] conception of laws, i.e., according to principles" (412) and all action is willed, all action is action on maxims. The CI is the test for whether these maxims are morally (and thereby rationally) permitted. If a maxim is not permitted, then its contrary is required. The test is one of legislative and not merely reasons-universalisation: it requires of a normative reason for me not only that it applies to every similarly situated agent, but also that I can consistently will that everyone so act.


Kant’s argument for categorical reasons, then, is an argument for moral rationalism — the view that moral requirements are requirements of reason — with the following broad structure: (a) moral requirements are categorical, since they are grounded in the CI; (b) the CI is a requirement of reason; therefore (c) there are categorical requirements of reason. He supports (a) in two ways: by a motivational argument, and by exemplification. The motivational argument, sometimes called the “derivation” of the CI, runs in its main version through much of GMS I, and culminates at 402. Roughly, it is the argument that only actions done from duty have true moral worth; that this moral worth is not derived from the purposes to be attained by the action; that acting from duty is action that is required by the supreme principle and is performed because of the agent's realisation that it is so required; and that only the CI can satisfy the requirements that a supreme principle must satisfy for all these claims to be true. The route of exemplification is followed in GMS II: there Kant tries to show that the CI in its three main formulations generates the duties that we generally think we have, including duties of promise-keeping and beneficence to others.
 


There has been a large amount of recent discussion of the adequacy of these arguments. The derivation rests on the claim that only an action performed for the sake of duty has genuine moral worth: yet it has been objected that this is incompatible with much of our ordinary moral thought, including our views about the moral worth of motivation by feelings of sympathy and friendship.
 Kantians have replied that such feelings strictly speaking lack moral content, which the thoughts that guide genuinely moral action must possess; and action for the sake of duty need only be understood as fixing a limiting condition on actions, rather than as producing a direct motivation in all cases of morally worthy action.
 Defenders of Kant have also aimed to clarify and defend or emend the rather mysterious derivation itself.
 Another common objection against the CI is that of empty formalism: the claim that no substantive duties can be derived from the CI. Here again, Kantians have argued that when the notion of a maxim is properly understood, the idea of contradiction in the will is carefully explicated, and the interrelations between the different formulations of the CI grasped, the CI can be shown to have substantive, and correct, implications about our duties.


However, even if it is denied that morality is grounded in the CI, if the CI is a requirement of reason then there are categorical requirements of reason, and the Humean challenge has been answered. It is claim (b) that is our chief concern here; and Kant’s argument for it has its roots in the rejection, in Kant’s mature philosophy, of his own pre-critical foundationalism about reason.


How is one to justify treating something as a norm of reason? There seem to be insuperable difficulties in a foundationalist conception of this justificational task: it would involve relying on foundational claims concerning reason that were themselves unjustified. But dissatisfaction with a dogmatism of this sort should not lead us into entertaining the idea that skepticism concerning reason is a real alternative for us: for any creature for whom the question arises, the attempt to reason is inescapable. What is the alternative, then? According to the mature Kant, norms of reason can only be grounded in the formal principle that reasons must be shareable by other reasoning beings, and must not rely on the imposition of any authority external to that of reason itself. The latter requirement derives from the attack on foundationalist dogmatism: for any such external imposition, the question, "Why should I obey this authority?" will require an answer. A non-dogmatic conception of reason, therefore, sees it as autonomous — as governed by self-given laws. From this formal principle, norms of reason can be derived provided it can be shown of them that their denial leads either to unshareability or the reliance on external authority.


This is a powerful line of thought, and the question Kant raises is one that any non-skeptical view about practical reason has to address. The most seemingly modest neo-Humeanism, advocating only the instrumental norm, faces the question of what justifies that advocacy. However, it is only the beginning of the argument that Kant needs to supply. How can he derive something as substantial as the CI out of these formal observations on the nature of rationality?


Humeans have sometimes objected that Kant’s move at this point is simply a fallacious slide from reasons- to legislative universalisation.
 However, as Henry Allison emphasizes, Kant in fact appeals to another feature of agents, beyond their mere rationality — their transcendental freedom — in grounding the claim that their maxims are subject to the CI.
 Thus the argument that the CI is a requirement of reason, the “deduction” of the CI, has in GMS III two stages: firstly that a rational being with a will must regard itself from the practical point of view (from the standpoint of agency) as transcendentally free, and secondly that a transcendentally free agent is subject to the moral law (the CI).
 The argument for the first stage rests on a parallel with theoretical reason, and a claim that "we cannot possibly think of a reason that consciously lets itself be directed from outside as regards its judgments" (448). This first stage, and with it the deduction, is abandoned in the Critique of Practical Reason (KpV 47)
: there Kant holds that the ground for holding ourselves to be free is our awareness of being subject to the moral law, which we know as “a fact of reason” (KpV 30-1). But the second stage is still maintained, for it is entailed by a claim (which Allison has dubbed the Reciprocity Thesis) that Kant continues to hold, namely that "a free will and a will subject to moral laws are one and the same" (GMS 447). The abandonment of the earlier stage of the argument in the Critique means that by Kant's earlier announced standards the rational requirement claim is not proven. But since plausibly our self-conception as free agents is rationally inescapable, the Reciprocity Thesis would still give strong support to the CI. Kant indeed continued to hold that his argument gives a "credential" to the moral law (KpV 47).


What matters for Kant's argument, as we have reconstructed it, is a conditional entailed by the Reciprocity Thesis, a conditional which holds that if an agent is transcendentally free, then she is subject to the moral law (the CI). Kant argues for this conditional both in the Groundwork and in the Critique, the latter version being more compact and somewhat more explicit. It can be reconstructed as follows (KpV 29):

1. A free will must be independent of all empirical conditions. (I.e., the free will must be transcendentally free. Empirical conditions include all inclinations, as well as all natural laws.)

2. A free will must also be determinable: i.e. it must be subject to some law. (In GMS 446 this is grounded on the claim that the will is a causal power, and all causation requires laws.)

3. A law comprises a legislative form and a material.

4. The material of the law, that is the object (end) of the maxim can only be given empirically. (That is, what we aim at is determined by our desires, impulses, natural character, etc., which are all empirically determined.)

5. Therefore, though a free will must have its determining ground in a law (by 2), it must be independent of the material of the law (by 1 and 4).

6. Therefore the determining ground of a free will must be purely the legislative form of the law (by 3 and 5).

Kant in section 7 simply identifies this legislative form with the CI, in the Formula of Universal Law version.


This argument, then, is of fundamental importance for Kant's attempt to ground categorical reasons. The biggest obstacle to its acceptance, though, is the view of transcendental freedom from which it argues in premise 1, with its incompatibilism and its problematic picture of non-temporal action.
 Although there are several characteristic Kantian claims that can be reformulated in compatibilist terms — most notably, the claim that the capacity for deliberative self-governance is a condition both of an agent’s practical rationality and of the applicability of moral requirements to her — a compatibilist conception of freedom will not sustain this argument for the CI. The argument also faces further objections, the most serious of which are that it equivocates on key terms, particularly on “legislative form”. In the minimal, uncontentious sense, that makes premise 3 true, the legislative form is simply the form of a law — its lawlike aspect, prescinding from the particular ends at which it aims — and Kant holds that this is a proposition's universality and necessity. So a practical law (a law of action) would be a law saying that all agents must , where  is a variable ranging over action-types. But this notion of legislative form is weaker than that required to establish the moral law, which substitutes for this variable the action-type specified in, “Act only on maxims that pass the CI test".

A number of Kantian moral philosophers are currently working to overcome these \and other/ difficulties in seeking to reassemble a position close to Kant’s own constructivist formalism, endorsing categorical moral reasons. Beyond this, there are several strategies employed by contemporary philosophers engaged in the more broadly Kantian project of defending categorical reasons on the basis of formal characteristics of practical reason. A first such strategy seeks to derive these characteristics from observations about the relationship of practical to theoretical reason. If we are to have a properly unified account of reason, it is argued, we must attribute to it, in its operation in both practical and theoretical spheres, characteristics such as universality, impersonality, impartiality and coherence; and from features such as these categorical moral reasons can be derived.
 A second strategy identifies the presuppositions of the acceptance of instrumental or prudential norms of practical reason, and argues that those presuppositions equally support categorical reasons of moral or other kinds. And a third seeks to infer them from claims about the constitutive aim of action.
 The strongest version of each of these strategies involves claiming that the attempt to reject the attribution to practical reason of the characteristics from which categorical reasons are inferred is incoherent. A weaker claim is that a skepticism of this sort may not be incoherent, but its costs are insupportable.


All of these strategies are represented in the essays that follow, which we conclude by briefly introducing.

V: THE ESSAYS

We have been characterizing the dialectical situation as one in which the onus lies with the opponents of Humeanism to meet the Humean challenge of producing a compelling argument for categorical practical reasons. However, one effect of our discussion of Kant has been to call this characterization into question. Given any principle we recognize as a requirement of practical reason, Kant’s question arises: what justification do we have for treating it as such? And this question applies, it seems, to \the non-skeptical neo-Humean’s/ treatment of the instrumental norm as a categorical norm of reason, as much as to any other. How can [neo-]Humeans justify this? More generally, what kind of argument should be sought in order to vindicate fully a claim about a requirement of practical reason? This methodological question is the concern of the first two essays in this volume, by David Velleman and Peter Railton.


Velleman considers and rejects David Gauthier's view that our reasons for favouring a theory of practical reason can themselves be practical, on the grounds that an argument of this form could only draw on a conception of practical reason that is by its own admission arbitrary, and hence is incapable of conferring normative authority on any such conception by way of conclusion. The question of the best conception of practical rationality must be treated as a theoretical rather than a practical question — and one best pursued, Velleman argues, by identifying a constitutive aim of action. Any adequate account of the nature of action must allow that I can act now to influence my future actions without depriving my future self of autonomy; but from this observation, Velleman argues, we can derive moral constraints on genuine reasons for action. Could a view about the constitutive elements of deliberative agency supply a fully non-hypothetical defence of norms of practical reason? This is Railton’s question. He distinguishes between the "High Brow" claim that it is constitutive of being an agent that one aims at what one judges to be good, and the "Low Brow" claim that it is constitutive of being an agent that one aims at what one wants. He shows how the Low Brow conception yields a kind of non-hypothetical grounding for instrumental reasoning: the attempt to challenge it by asking "Why should I be interested in following the instrumental norm?" turns out to be self-undermining. Even so, however, the justifiability of the instrumental norm remains dependent on its being upheld as the outcome of the process of reaching reflective equilibrium; and this depends on the hypothetical elements we take into that process.


If the demand for a vindication of the instrumental norm can be met by an argument of this form — securing its rationally inescapable status by showing the unintelligibility of a demand for some further reason to observe it — does this support \the neo-Humean position/? James Dreier argues that it does. Following the instrumental norm is a condition of one’s having practical reasons, in a way that other putative norms of practical reason are not. He argues that this makes it plausible to hold that the Humean challenge cannot be met, and in particular, that the existence of categorical moral reasons should be rejected. What, then, should neo-Humeans say about morality? They will want to allow that there are moral reasons, for agents with suitable motivational natures; but what \\kind of moral argument about those reasons will make sense, given their view? Garrett Cullity examines this question, looking at the way in which Bernard Williams’s neo-Humeanism about practical reason grounds a powerful attack on revisionary ethical theorizing. However, Cullity argues that, although embracing a neo-Humean view of practical reason should affect one’s conception of legitimate ethical theorizing, that view still contains resources for revisionary ethical argument that Williams overlooks.//


Is it right, though, for [neo-]Humeans to think that they can make sense of moral reasons? Robert Audi argues that the instrumentalist conception of practical reason at the heart of [neo-]Humeanism is unable to do so. As we have seen, [neo-]Humeans standardly ground their challenge to categorical reasons in an internal connection they advocate between reason and motivation. Audi closely examines this connection in its various formulations, and argues that the sources of support commonly claimed for the stronger versions of internalism are inadequate.


The remainder of the volume is concerned with developing alternatives to \the neo-Humean position/. Berys Gaut and Terence Irwin write in defence of distinctively Aristotelian views. The principal point of distinction of the Aristotelian pole, as we have described it, is its recognitional conception of practical reason, and a defence of this conception, in particular against a Kantian form of the constructivist alternative, is the central concern of Gaut’s essay. He argues that Kant's constructivism is undermined by its denial of the existence of a plurality of unconditional goods and by its failure to give an intuitively satisfactory account of which actions are rational. He also argues that Kant's regress argument for constructivism fails. In its place he defends the claim that value is a biological category and so cannot be thought of simply as the object of rational choice, and shows how such a recognitional conception is implicit in our everyday views of reason and agency.


Irwin presents the case for the Aristotelian outlook by arguing that a relationship of mutual support exists between two individually contentious theses: eudaimonism, and the reciprocity of virtue. Together, these two theses posit the existence of a single comprehensive end of human life, the correct conception of which is needed for the possession of any virtue; Irwin argues that the coherence of this combined view speaks in its favour. He approaches this Aristotelian picture via Aquinas’s distinctive elaboration of it, and in doing so, introduces several notably Kantian themes, among them Aquinas’s identification of doing good with achieving a rational structure in one’s aims, and his emphasis on a virtuous agent’s deliberating for himself about the point of his virtuous activity, rather than relying on any external authority. In their full Kantian manifestations, as moral rationalism and the identification of rationality and autonomy, these two themes are taken up in the following essays.


Christine Korsgaard approaches the defence of a Kantian position by reopening Railton and Dreier’s question concerning the vindication of the instrumental norm, and arguing that demonstrating its rational inescapability does not support [neo-]Humeanism. First, she argues that a purely instrumental conception of rationality is incoherent, as the instrumental principle must be supplemented by a further principle telling us which ends are normative. But on the Kantian view, one’s ends are what one wills; thus the instrumental principle can be normative provided my willing something makes it normative for me — that is, provided I possess autonomy, the capacity to give a law to myself. Like Korsgaard, David Brink objects against the [neo-]Humean conception of moral reasons that it renders them rationally arbitrary, seeking to derive them from rationally ungrounded motivational states. Kant is right, Brink argues, to suppose that a capacity for deliberative self-governance is a precondition of the intelligibility of moral requirements, but Brink maintains that our possession of that capacity can be interpreted naturalistically, without any commitment to the existence of transcendental freedom. And from here, he argues, there is a plausible Kantian argument from the inescapability of moral requirements — their applying to everyone — to their authority — their supplying everyone with reasons independently of our contingent motivational natures. Brink’s second main question, given the existence of moral reasons that are categorical in this sense, concerns their relation to our other reasons. But here, he parts company from Korsgaard, and Kant: despite agreeing that Kant can plausibly uphold the harmonization of hypothetical and categorical imperatives, he resists the claim that moral reasons should be held to have overriding authority.


The next three essays share Brink’s conviction that Kant is right that moral requirements apply to us in virtue of our possession of a capacity for deliberative self-governance, but wrong to think that this presupposes transcendental freedom. If so, the conditions for our possession of this capacity will supply a compatibilist account of moral responsibility — an account of the kind defended by Michael Smith. Smith shows that, given his own dispositional theory of value, this capacity should be thought of as comprising two components: a capacity to recognize and respond to the norms governing evaluative beliefs, and a capacity to have the desires one should have. But given the non-relativism of his theory, we should conceive of the capacity for deliberative self-control in which responsibility consists not as autonomy — control by self-generated laws — but as orthonomy — self-control in the light of the non-relative reasons that apply to everyone.


R. Jay Wallace’s aim is to show the bearing that the conception of moral accountability in terms of the capacity for reflective self-control has upon a defensible view of the content of morality. Given this conception of it, he argues, moral accountability requires that one have reason to comply with moral demands. This requirement can certainly be satisfied if moral reasons can be held (despite Brink’s opposition) to be overriding; and one’s moral and non-moral reasons can be brought into convergence on ceding priority to morality, provided morality is not conceived of in a severely demanding way. Wallace then argues that this supplies an effective objection against severely demanding conceptions of moral requirements. In John Skorupski’s essay, the claim that moral accountability requires that one have reason to comply with moral demands also occupies a central place. This puts him in broad agreement with Wallace, in holding that the content of what we accept as an agent’s normative practical reasons will constrain what we can properly hold to be wrong actions of hers. But Skorupski is concerned to add that constraints on the content of morality are also exerted from a second, plainly anti-Kantian direction. Our reasons to blame someone, in holding that she acts wrongly, are themselves constrained by our affective natures — by what we are disposed to feel about the objects of our assessment under suitable conditions.


The volume closes with a skeptical perspective on its central issue. Joseph Raz’s essay displays a recognitional conception of practical reason: he approaches the question of what a person has reason to do via the question what has value for that person. However, his concern is not to develop an Aristotelian response to the Humean challenge; rather, it is to reject the challenge itself as ill-formed. Our efforts should not be directed towards identifying arguments for moral reasons in addition to our non-moral ones — in large part because the distinction itself is obscure. Rather, we should seek to display the interconnections between the various reasons we standardly have; and when we do, we find ourselves without a threat to which the attempt to defend categorical moral reasons could stand as an answer.
 

�  See Philippa Foot, "Morality as a System of Hypothetical Imperatives", Philosophical Review  81 (1972) 305-16; reprinted in Foot, Virtues and Vices (Oxford: Blackwell, 1978), pp.157-73.


�  That is, we are not normally looking for the sort of explanatory answer that cites e.g. his childhood deprivation as the explanation of why he did what he did.


�  See e.g. Darwall, p.32.


� The phrase “motivating reasons” has been prominently applied to both kinds of entity. Thomas Nagel first applied it to what we are calling agents’ reasons — see The Possibility of Altruism (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1970), p.15 — but it is now widely used to refer to motivational explanations in terms of psychological states — e.g., by Michael Smith, "The Humean Theory of Motivation", Mind  96 (1987), pp.36-61, and The Moral Problem (Oxford, Blackwell, 1994).


�  [The common ground is the conceptual connection itself – not the use of the words “internal” and “internalism” in relation to it. Thus for example] the recent debate between John McDowell and Bernard Williams over whether all reasons are “internal” is not a disagreement over \the claim in the text/, but over whether all reasons are hypothetical, in the sense we go on to identify. See John McDowell, "Might there be external reasons?", in J.E.J. Altham and Ross Harrison (eds), World, Mind and Ethics: Essays on the Ethical Philosophy of Bernard Williams (Cambridge, CUP, 1995), pp.68-85; Bernard Williams, "Replies", in J.E.J. Altham and Ross Harrison (eds), World, Mind and Ethics: Essays on the Ethical Philosophy of Bernard Williams (Cambridge, CUP, 1995), pp.186-94.


�  See e.g. G.F. Schueler, Desire (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1995).


�  For the view that there could be two rational agents in the same circumstances, one of whom has reason to  while the other has no reason to , see David Wiggins, “Truth, and Truth as Predicated of Moral Judgments”, in Needs, Values, Truth: Essays in the Philosophy of Value (Oxford: Blackwell, 1987), esp. Sects 14-16, and Peter Winch, “The Universalizability of Moral Judgements”, Monist 49 (1965), repr. in Ethics and Action (Oxford: Blackwell, 1972).


�  See David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature (L.A. Selby-Bigge, ed., 2nd edition; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), II.iii.3. Page references in the text are to this edition.


� See Smith, \“The Humean Theory of Motivation”, and The Moral Problem. For criticism, see G.F. Schueler, "Desires, Pro-Attitudes and Directions of Fit", Mind (1991), and Desire.


� This involves another amendment to Hume, who talks of false beliefs in this connection (p.416).


� Christine Korsgaard, "Skepticism about Practical Reason", Journal of Philosophy 83 (1986), p.12.


�  Williams, as we shall see, does not support the assumption in this way.


�  See Hume, An Enquiry concerning the Principles of Morals (L.A. Selby-Bigge, ed., 3rd edition; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), Appendix I.V, p.293.


� Adding to this instrumental conception the further claim that all agents’ ultimate desires are self-interested produces \the “economic conception” of practical reason/.


�  "whatever may be the motivation for someone's intentional pursuit of a goal, it becomes in virtue of his pursuit ipso facto appropriate to ascribe to him a desire for that goal."  (/The Possibility of Altruism\, p.29)


� The Possibility of Altruism, Ch. 5. [ ] [A reminder: our use of the phrases “agent’s reason” and “my reason” corresponds to Nagel’s own use of “motivating reason”, to refer to the consideration the agent regards as a normative reason for an action or desire.]


� Nagel does not give an argument for his claim that all motivation implies the presence of desire: if he rejects this one, though, it is hard to see why he should be attracted to the claim.


�  For this objection to Nagel, see Nicholas Sturgeon, “Altruism, Solipsism and the Objectivity of Reasons”, Philosophical Review 83 (1974), Stephen L. Darwall, “Nagel’s Argument for Altruism”, Philosophical Studies 25 (1974), and Darwall, Impartial Reason, Ch.10.


� Bernard Williams, "Internal and External Reasons", in Ross Harrison (ed.), Rational Action (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1980); reprinted in Williams, Moral Luck (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1981), pp.101-13.


�  Such states he calls members of the agent's "subjective motivational set".


�  “Internal and External Reasons”, pp.108-9.


�  “Internal and External Reasons”, p.104.


�  “Internal and External Reasons”, p.109.


�  See McDowell, “Might there be external reasons?”.


� Cf. Williams, “Internal reasons and the obscurity of blame", in his Making Sense of Humanity (Cambridge, CUP, 1995), p.37 and n.3, p.44.


� I.e., Nicomachean Ethics, Book I, chapter 7. The translation employed is by Terence Irwin (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1985).


� The phrase is taken from David Charles, "Aristotle and Modern Realism" in Robert Heinaman (ed.), Aristotle and Moral Realism (London: UCL Press, 1995), p. 167.


� For instance, Gilbert Harman talks of the "Hume-Aristotle conception of practical reasoning", The Nature of Morality (New York: Oxford University Press, 1977), p. 71.


� See David Wiggins, "Deliberation and Practical Reason", in A. O. Rorty (ed.), Essays on Aristotle's Ethics (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980).


�  For instance, at NE 2.2 1104a4, a16; and 3.4 1113b27-9.


� Note how the analogue with health fits a recognitional construal of practical reason. Whether one is healthy or not is determined by how well one's bodily processes are functioning; health is not constituted as the object of a certain kind of rational choice, whether of people or doctors.


� Bernard Williams, Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy (London: Fontana, 1985), ch. 3, esp. p. 44.


� McDowell, "The Role of Eudaimonia in Aristotle's Ethics", in Rorty, Essays on Aristotle's Ethics, p. 371; see also his "Eudaimonism and Realism in Aristotle's Ethics", in Heinaman, Aristotle and Moral Realism.


� See McDowell, "Are Moral Requirements Hypothetical Imperatives?", Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society; and his "Values and Secondary Qualities" in Ted Honderich (ed.), Morality and Objectivity (London: Routledge, 1985).
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