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ABSTRACT
A DEFENSE OF REASONS-INTERNALISM
By

Ryan Stringer

In this paper | offer a defense of reasons-intésnmglwhich is the view that all of our reasons for
action are dependent on our motivations. The twd#his view is reasons-externalism, which
claims that some of our reasons for action arelapendent on our motivations. My defense of
internalism begins by discussing and ultimatelgetng David Velleman’s claim that the debate
between internalism and externalism rests on a fditthotomy. From here | consider multiple
objections to internalism, as well as multiple angunts for externalism, and argue that they do
not constitute good grounds for rejecting intesrali After defending internalism against these
objections and externalist arguments, | go on tfensive and offer an argument in favor of

internalism. | conclude that internalism is anaattive, philosophically defensible position.
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|. Introduction

One of the central issues in contemporary metagtias to do with the nature of our reasons for
action (or practical reasons); where these reaa@nsonsiderations that, in terms of practical
rationality, justify doing or not doing certain mys.l More specifically, the issue pertains to the
relation between agents having these reasons airdribtivations. Quite predictably,
philosophers are divided on this issue. In his sahpaper, “Internal and External Reaso%s,”
Bernard Williams divides those who disagree on id88e into internalists and externalists.
According to internalists, the only reasons foracthat agents have are internal ones, which are

reasons that are dependent on an agent’s motigdtidhe sense that an agent having them

! Another way of saying “in terms of practical ratédity” would be to say “from the perspective
of practical rationality.” The important point hdeethat the issue has to do with reasons that
justify action within the framework of practicalti@nality as opposed to other frameworks like
morality or the Russian mafia. Also, note that‘tteasons” of concern here are ones jhstify
action, which makes them normative or justificatmggisons as opposed to explanatory or
motivating reasons. The latter refer to the pugatacts that we actually act upon and thus can
figure into explanations of our actions, while fbemer are the actual facts that rationally justify
performing certain actions regardless of whetheratrwe act upon them.

% Bernard Williams, “Internal and External Reasomddral Luck (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1981), pp. 101-113.



implies that he or she has some element in higotdubjective motivational sétthat is served

by performing the actions favored by the reasonsaRother way, internalism says that an agent
A has a reason @ only if A has some motivational element—some dgsiterest, value,
commitment, concern, etc.—that is servedllb'gng.4 (To keep things simple, | will use

“‘interest” as a term of art denoting any elemerdun subjective motivational sets.) For

example, Cassandra has a reason to go to a daricerdy if she has some interest that will be
served by her doing so—if she has no affinity fancing, loud dance music, big crowds of
strangers, costly booze, one night stands, or whatdse a dance club might have to offer, then
she surely has no reason to go to one. Accordiegternalists, on the other hand, it is not the

case that the only reasons for action agents havat@rnal ones. While some of an agent’s

reasons are interngbthers are external, or independent of the agertésests in the sense that

® This term was coined by Williams in “Internal andt&nal Reasons” and is commonplace in
the literature on this topic.

4 Williams, op. cit., p. 101: “A has a reason@tamplies that A has some motive that will be
furthered or served by-ing.” Also, some commentators have described matiesm as the view
that our practical reasons imply some sort@iftingentmotivation that is served by the actions
prescribed by these reasons, but it is importanbte that Williams says nothing about the
modality of the motivations that are entailed by practical reasons. And even if Williams did
think that such motivations must be contingens thaes not follow from his formulation of
internalism, which is compatible with the motivatsobeing either contingent or necessary.

> Derek Parfit gives the impression that an exteshaked not concede that some of our

practical reasons are internal by claiming at thet @& his “Reasons and Motivation” that all of



the agent’s having them does not imply that henerteas some interest that is served by
performing the actions they favor. Perhaps the roostmon examples of external reasons are
moral ones. Ifb-ing involves things like causing another persmo@siderable amount of unjust
suffering, disrespecting his or her personhoodireaking a promise, then these facts allegedly
constitute reasons for an agent like Cassandrefriam from®d-ing independently of whether not

®-ing serves Cassandra’s interests. Thus, evers&@ara has no interest that will be served by

not ®-ing, she still has moral reasons nott8

our practical reasons are external. However, fesaygs in that paper that some of our reasons
do in fact depend on our desires, thereby suggestat some of our practical reasons are in fact
internal. As such, Parfit seems to be a standaetmist after all who concedes that at least
some of our practical reasons are internal. SeelDRarfit, “Reasons and Motivation,”
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Societypp. 71, (1997), pp. 99-130.

® | want to point out two things here. First, | hdkemed the debate between internalism and
externalism as one pertaining to the reasons trathat agenthave not to the reasons that
there are While the issue is sometimes framed in termgloé feasons there are,” | think that
the genuine issue between internalists and extstsi@ about the reasons therefareagentsto

do or not do certain things—that is, the reasonaétion agents have. In fact, | imagine that this
is what philosophers really have in mind when ttadly about “the reasons there are,” especially
since reasons for action are the kinds of thingsltlear specifically on action-performers and
perhaps do not exist in any other sense than beiddy agents. These two ways of framing the
debate may thus mean the same thing, and in amy ewal treat them as such. Second, it is
important to note that it is not the case that hgnan external reason dimplies having no

interest served b@-ing. Instead, having an external reaso®tibas no such motivational



Despite this clear distinction between internalesmd externalism, the scholarship on this
issue has resulted in various positions that baliselves “internalist,” which complicates the
philosophical landscape. Joshua Gert draws wharisaps the most important distinction
within internalism: that between Humean and Kantiarsions. Humean internalism is basically
the internalism as described above that makes emt’'ageasons dependent on his or her
antecedent motivatior?swhile Kantian internalism claims that an agen¢asons are given by
his or her situation in the world instead of hier antecedent motivatio%$—]owever, in terms
of Williams’ distinction, Kantian internalism is ta@lly a form of externalism because it makes
our practical reasons dependent on our situatidihamworld instead of our interests. As such,
this paper is technically a defense of Humean matiesm; and so this is what | will be referring

to throughout the paper as simply “internalism” \@lany other rival position will be called

implication and is in fact neutral with respeciitbether or not the agent has some interest
served byb-ing. Thus, Cassandra may very well have an inténdseing a morally good agent
that is served by doing the right things, but thespnce of any such interest served by such
behavior has no bearing on her having moral reasoors them being external ones.

’ See Joshua Gert, “Internalism and the Differemidi<iof ReasonsPhilosophical ForumVol.

34, No. 1, (2003), pp. 53-72.

® Bernard Williams is thus the classic figure of Hamdnternalism.

° Gert, op. cit., pp. 58-59. There are other diffeemnbetween Humean and Kantian Internalisms
as well, but these need not be discussed here.&\hate, the thing that makes these different
positions both “internalist” is that they agreetba necessary connection between an agent’s

practical reasons and him/her being motivated byntinsofar as he or she is rational.



“externalism.” This will allow me to stick with th@ebate between internalism and externalism
as formulated above.

Besides being philosophically interesting in itsnoright, this debate between internalists
and externalists is related to other metaethicalgs. For example, internalism seems to threaten
moral realism, or the existence of genuine monalhirementsl.o Because genuine moral
requirements (1) are binding on all capable agewtspendently of their interests and (2) supply
those that are so bound with reasons for acti@setihequirements entail that all capable agents

have reasons for action independently of theirests™ (this entailment is known asoral

rationalisrr).12 These reasons are obviously external ones; and siternalism denies that we
have any such reasons, its conjunction with maitamalism entails the negation of moral
realism. Another way that internalism could be uagdinst moral realism is by using it to argue

against the claim that moral requirements are hopdn all capable agents independently of

OFor example, Richard Joyce has explicitly argued itfiternalism sinks moral realism. See
Richard JoyceThe Myth of Morality(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001).

Y For the sake of brevity, | will commonly talk abaetsons for action that agents have
“‘independently of their interests” and ones theyethat are “dependent on their interests.”
These locutions are to be understood in the seasassed in the first paragraph: reasons agents
have independently of their interests refer to dhasthey have independently of whether or

they have some interest that is served by theratize reasons favor, while reasons agents have
that are dependent on their interests refer to tregshey have only if they have some interest

that is served by the actions the reasons favor.

12Russ Shafer-Landaoral Realism: A Defens¢€New York: Oxford University Press, 2003).



their interests. Specifically, it could be argubkdttsince any requirements binding on agents do
entail practical reasons for them and agents heaipal reasons only in virtue of their
interests, requirements bind agents only in vidUtheir interestd> This would mean that there
are nogenuinemoral requirements, or those that are bindinglbcapable agents independently
of their interests” It is thus no surprise that the debate betweennalism and externalism is a
significant metaethical issue.

While | cannot give this issue the treatment gatges, it is my aim in this paper to offer
a defense of internalism (a rather modest onee taube). My defense of this view will not take
the shape of revitalizing Williams’ argument(s) foternalism by responding to his numerous
critics and trying to show their criticisms to befounded or without sufficient force. In other
words, | will not be dealing with defensive argungetnying to show that Williams’ positive case
for internalism is questionable or tenuous. Insteayl defense will mostly focus on offensive
arguments against internalism—that is, argumemntgngi to show that internalism itself is
dubious or implausible and arguments aiming torgftesitive support for externalism. But
before | can address these arguments, | must add@®liminary challenge posed by David
Velleman to both parties of the debate; a challemgieh, if successful, would undermine any
defense of one position to the detriment of theo#nd thus my current attempt to defend

internalism. After arguing that Velleman’s challerig unsuccessful, | will then move on to the

13 This seems to be Gilbert Harman’s argument in Nieral Relativism Defended,The
Philosophical Reviewol. 84, No. 1, (1975), pp. 3-22.

1 This is not to say that moral requirements doimddct bind all capable agents; it only says
that they do not bind them independently of theierests. It could be the case that all capable

agents have interests that so bind them.



offensive arguments against internalism and argaethey do not constitute good grounds for
rejecting the view. From here | will go on the of$éve by presenting what is, as far as | can tell,
my own argument in favor of internalism that | wallll “The Conceptual Argument for

Internalism.” | conclude that internalism is anrattive, philosophically defensible position.



[1. Vindicating the Debate

Regardless of the position that one takes in tbimte, one thing is necessarily agreed upon by
anyone who jumps in and takes a side: the dichotostween internalism and externalism is a
legitimate one and thus one position is correthéodetriment of the other. In fact, the debate is
not possible without this assumption, which is wig opposing sides can and must agree on it.
Of course, this assumption can be challenged likghang thing else in philosophy; and such a
challenge is offered by David Velleman in his ele@ essay, “The Possibility of Practical
Reason.*® According to Velleman, the question of whetherphactical reasons agents have do

or do not depend on their interests should simplydpected because it embodies a false

dichotomy.lGHe instead thinks it is possible to construct asoaat of reasons for action that

> David Velleman, “The Possibility of Practical Reasorhe Possibility of Practical Reason
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), pp. 11/99.

16 Velleman, op. cit., p. 171: “In my view, the questwhether reasons do or do not depend on
an agent’s inclinations should simply be rejectegtause it embodies a false dichotomy.”
Unfortunately, this thesis is not worded as prdgias it should be given that Velleman uses
“reasons” to refer to complete sets of reasons.tlius ambiguous to express the dichotomy as
‘whether reasons do or do not depend on an agewtisations’ because this could be
interpreted as either (a) all reasons depend @gant’s inclinations vs. none of them do or (b)
all reasons depend on an agent’s inclinationsatsalhbut some do. Of course, the latter
interpretation is the one that captures the diaghgtof internalism vs. externalism, and

Velleman certainly intends this interpretation @evident from what he says on p. 172: “My



straddles the internalism/externalism dichotomyl he uses reasons foelief (or epistemic
reasons) to argue for both of these claims. Inrotleeds, Velleman utilizes epistemic reasons in
order to first undermine the internalism/extermalidichotomy and then to outline a conception
of practical reasons that, like epistemic onesdslie the dichotomy. Although I think that
Velleman'’s attempt to outline a conception of piadtreasons after his account of epistemic
ones is not at all promising, | will not be conasdrwith arguing this here. Instead, | will focus
only on Velleman’s central thesis that the intesmalexternalism dichotomy is a false arfe.
Specifically, I will argue that (1) his accountegistemic reasons does not support his claim that
the internalism/externalism dichotomy is a false bot instead supports internalism, and (2)
logical considerations show the internalism/extiksnadichotomy to be a legitimate one.

Before | can examine Velleman’s attempt to undeenthe internalism/externalism
dichotomy with epistemic reasons, | need to bridiscuss what such reasons are as well as the
nature of belief that he presents. The formerearchnd straightforward: reasons for a belief are
considerations that probabilify or guarantee thettr of that beliet® For example, | believe the

following proposition:

thesis is that we do not have to choose betweetwitné where ‘the two’ refers to internalism
and externalism.

7 As | mentioned in the Introduction, Velleman’s seigs here would undermine any defense of
internalism or externalism to the detriment of d¢ileer; and so | must attempt to refute his
central thesis in order for my defense of intesmalio even get off the ground.

18 Velleman, op. cit., p. 181. We could slightly bdea this definition to include considerations

that “plausibilify” belief, although this may bewered under the term “probabilify”.



(A) God does not exist.

When asked why | believe this, | might cite thddwaling as reasons:

(G) There is gratuitous evil in the world.

(M) There is strong evidence that minds are phylyicealized.

Because God is supposed to be a non-physical evitliya mind and M says that the evidence
strongly suggests a physical basis for minds, Masadke truth of A probable and thus
constitutes a reason to believe A. Also, since &udl gratuitous evil are logically incompatible,
G guarantees the truth of A (G entails A) and ttwsstitutes a reason to believé A.

In terms of the nature of belief, Velleman suldsesito what is called the “constitutive
aim” theory of belief. According to this theory,®of the fundamental characteristics of this
mental state is that it necessarily involves reigard proposition as trf8. For instance, when a

theist says that he or she believes that -A, | tstded immediately that he or she regards -A to

191 am of the opinion that there are more reasomeleve A than what | provide here—in fact,
there may even be better ones than the two | haes.g only mention the two for illustrative
purposes.

20 Velleman, op. cit. p. 182: “One difference betwéetief and other attitudes is that it entails

Hypothetical in Reasoning about Belief and ActioBArret Cullity and Berys Gault (eds.),
Ethics and Practical Reasp(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), p. 56: “...babked propositional

attitude partly characterized by its representaioits object as true.”

10



accurately reflect or represent how things areciwhmeans that he or she is regarding it to be
true. However, regarding a proposition to be tmiai)e necessary, is not sufficient for believing
it because other propositional attitudes Blesuminga proposition oimaginingit also involve
regarding it to be trud® For example, | might assume —-A in order to deawentradiction from
it and thereby prove A to be true; or | might, wieemtemplating the terrible world in which we
live, imagine how good the world would be if Godusdly existed. In both cases | have an
attitude towards the proposition -A that regardssitrue, but | certainly do not believe it liketh
theist does. So what is the difference betweenhist and me? The difference lies in the
“spirit” in which we regard the proposition to bree, or better yet, theim that we have in
regarding the proposition to be true. When | assuf@ order to derive a contradiction, | am
regarding it as true onlyypotheticallyor for the sake of argumerdnd when | imagine -A to
fantasize about a better world, | am regarding itrae onlyfancifully or for the sake of feeling
better about realityOn the other hand, the theist regards —-A asseuieuslyor for the sake of
truth itself The attitude of belief is thus distinctively cheterized by its aiming at the truth,
which we could express by saying that beliefaastituted byhe aim of truth (hence it being
called “the constitutive aim” theory of beligﬁ.

Now that these distinctions are in place | canarmhow Velleman thinks that epistemic

reasons undermine the internalism/externalism dashg. First | must bring internalism and

21 Velleman, op. cit., p. 183.

22 One of the virtues of the constitutive aim apploexbelief is how well it coheres with what
epistemic reasons are. Indeed, this is no accatmurding to the constitutive aim theorist: since
beliefs internally aim at truth, considerationstttaor them (or reasons for them) must be ones

that indicate their truth, which is exactly whatst@mic reasons are.

11



externalism back into the picture, which | will repent as the following two propositions,

respectively:

(N) All of the reasons we have are internal, or depenhde our interests.

(E) Some of the reasons we have are externaldependent of our interests.

Moreover, the dichotomy between the two rests erafsumption that reasons are either strictly
internal or strictly external, which forces us twose between the two positions. But it is
precisely this assumption that Velleman calls spestion, and he does so on the following
grounds. First of all, it is a necessary condibragents having epistemic reasons that they have
beliefs—if they are not in the belief-forming busss, then they obviously cannot have reasons
for belief. Also, because belief necessarily ainswth, we ourselves must be aiming at truth in
order to be in the belief-forming businéddn other words, a necessary condition of being a

believer as such is to aim for truth, which seesnisa no different than having arterestin

attaining truth®® But since our having epistemic reasons entaildhhaung beliefs and our

23 This is not to say that we choose this aim or aeme&onsciously aware of it. Instead, it may
be an aim we have in virtue of it being an aimtbatlo our cognitive mechanisms. Velleman
calls such an aim a “sub-agential’ one. See Dawtlevhan, “Introduction,The Possibility of
Practical Reason(New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), p. 21.

24 Railton, op. cit., p. 57: “It is part of thgrice of admissioto belief as a propositional attitude
that one not represent one’s attitude as unaccolanta truth. Someone unwilling to pay this

price—who, for example, insists that he will regreishimself as accepting propositions just as it

12



having beliefs entails our having an interest taiatng truth, our having epistemic reasons
entails our having an interest in attaining trtk.such, epistemic reasons are like internal
reasons: in the absence of an interest in attainirtly, people do not have thémOn the other
hand, because believers as such are those thaahanterest in attaining truth, restricting the
application of reasons to believe something togheith an interest in attaining truth is
tantamount to restricting them to believers as suttich is no less than to make them reasons
for believingperiod This means that epistemic reasons are also Xilegreal ones because they
are applicable to believers independently of thividual interest4® We thus do not need to
choose whether reasons are internal or externathwlnders the internalism/externalism
dichotomy that assumes the necessity of this crefe¢se one.

Despite the brilliance of Velleman’s argumentaits short of what it purports to
accomplish. While it is true that epistemic reasionsome sense resemble external ones on this
analysis, they are notally external ones because individuals do not have tieempletely
independently of their interests. Consider agagnetkample of moral reasons, which are
paradigmatic external ones. These reasons argédll® ones that agents have independently of
their interests in the complete, full-blown sengehsthat people still have them even if they lack

an interest in morality as well as any other indeteat might be served by behaving morally. In

suits his fancy and without any commitment to theith—would not succeed Ivelievingthese
propositions at all.”

25 Velleman, op. cit., p. 181: “Thus, reasons foréahg something apply only to those who are
inclined to believe what seems true on the topid, o0 they are like internal reasons...”
26VeIIeman, op. cit., p. 182. Reasons being appletdksomeone means that he orlshe

them.

13



the absence of such interests—especially the stterenorality—the externalist will say that the
person is to some degregmtional, not that he or she no longer has moral reasods tw not

do certain things (as the internalist will say).wéwer, this is not the case with epistemic reasons
because people dwt have them if they lack an interest in attaininghr(which is the only
interest that could be connected to such reasbn)e absence of this interest, we cannot be an
externalist and say that the person is an irratibeiever who still has epistemic reasons;
instead, we must say that the person is no longefiaver at all and so no longer has epistemic
reasons. Thus, reasons for belief turn out tethetly internalbecause our having them is
completely dependent on our having an interesttarang truth. As such, Velleman’s analysis
turns out to support internalism rather than higre thesis that the internalism/externalism
dichotomy is a false one.

If I am correct in saying that Velleman’s analyatsually supports internalism, then how
do | explain away the resemblance of epistemicoresato external ones? Recall from earlier that
this resemblance is based on the description stepic reasons as being “applicable to
believers independently of their individual inteés25This description, however, turns out to be
quite misleading because the “individual interesiis'hot refer tall of the individual’s interests,
but only to the individual'®therinterests that he or she hasaddition tothe single interest in
truth that gives him or her reasons for belief.dignic reasons are thus very similar to the
reasons to make particular chess moves in certations, which are also applicable to any
chess player in those situations independentlysobhher other (irrelevant) individual interests,
and yet are still only applicable to those playergirtue of the single (relevant) interest in
playing the game. In both cases the reasons agenekdike by being applicable independently

of irrelevant individual interests, but they ard genuinely external because they are not, like

14



moral reasons, applicable to people independeh#yl @f their individual interestd’ Instead,
they are strictly internal because they no longglain the absence of the relevant interest.
Besides the argumentation | have given thus fangiting to show that epistemic
reasons do not offer support for Velleman'’s certtrasis that the internalism/externalism
dichotomy is a false one, | think that logical ddlesations show this dichotomy to be a
legitimate oné? Put succinctly, | think that this dichotomy is aistance of the Law of Excluded
Middle and so there simplyannotbe a way to straddle it. To see why, first consatgin the
basic meaning of “internal” vs. “external” whercames to the reasons we have. According to
N, internal reasons are those that@@pendent oour interests; and according to E, external
reasons are those that amdependent obur interests. However, to say that X is dependant
meanghat X is not independent of Y; and to say thas ¥adependent of Yneanghat X is not
dependent on Y. Thus, internal reasons are th@geth not independent of our interests, which
means that they are not external; while externab@re not dependent on our interests, which

means that they are not internal. Furthermore alying that all of the reasons we have are

2" This is not to say that moral reasons—or exteonaks more generally—are applicable to
people independently of all of their individualenests such that they would still be applicable in
the absence of having intereatsall. What | instead mean by describing these reasobsiag
“applicable to people independently of all of thedividual interests” is that they are applicable
to people independently of whether their individudérestsare servedy the behaviors
prescribed by the reasons.

28t accurate, these considerations both supportlaiyn that epistemic reasons do not
undermine the internalism/externalism dichotomy kel to explain why Velleman’s attempt to

undermine it with epistemic reasons does not sutccee

15



internal, N is analytically equivalent to the prepimn, “All of the reasons we have are not
external,” which in turn is logically equivalent tioe proposition, “There is nho reason we have
that is external,” or —=E. Therefore, the internaliexternalism dichotomy, which is equivalent to
the proposition (N v E), turns out to be equivalenthe proposition (-E v I'—.szhich is

obviously a case of the Law of Excluded Middle.shgh, the dichotomy is a legitimate one that
simply cannot be straddled—it must be the casediliar internalism or externalism is true
while the other is false—and so Velleman'’s certtrabis that the dichotomy is a false one is

itself false.

29t is of course also the case that the interndéigternalism dichotomy is equivalent to the
proposition (N v =N) because E, which says thatetla@e some reasons we have that are
external, is analytically equivalent to the propiosi, “There are some reasons we have that are
not internal,” which in turn is logically equivaleto the proposition, “It is not the case thatcll

the reasons we have are internal,” or =N.

16



[11. Responding to Arguments Against I nternalism

Now that | have shown Velleman’s challenge to tekale to be without force, my defense of
internalism to the detriment of externalism can engk way off the ground. In this section | will
be responding to offensive arguments against iatism and will try to show that they do not
constitute compelling reasons to reject the vievaileV cannot respond to every such argument
against internalism (for surely I am not even awdrevery argument), | will respond to what
strikes me as some of the strongest challengegemalism to show that it is a philosophically

defensible position.

1. Internalism is Too Psychologistic

The charge that internalism is dubious because“ibd psychologistic” is explicitly leveled by
John McDowelF° According to him, the general idea behind intaemalis that one has a reason
to do what sound practical reasoning, starting fom@a's existing motivations, would reveal

what one has a reason to daf course, the original formulation of internalistnove does not

%0 John McDowell, “Might There Be External Reasond?®ifid, Value, and Realify(Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1998), pp. 95-111.

31 McDowell, op. cit., p. 96. See also Bernard Willgrfinternal Reasons and the Obscurity of
Blame,” Logos: Philosophic Issues in Christian Perspectivel. 10, (1989), pp. 1-11. On p. 2
he spells out internalism as the view that, “A hasason t@® only if A could reach the
conclusion tad by a sound deliberative route from the motivatidrelready has.” This does not

mean that this route could actually be taken byatient—he or she may be too irrational for

17



mention sound practical reasoning from one’s exgstnotivations as revealing our practical
reasons, but it seems to be an implication of dhiginal formulation. Because our practical
reasons are dependent on our current interestpractical reasons are essentigltpunded in
or generated byur current interest& What's more, practical reasons are the thingsvtioatd
be discovered by practical reasoning that is fifdsoth factual and procedural errors—that is,
practical reasoning that #dund From these two points we come to McDowell’s
characterization of internalism: sound practicakmning is the kind of thing that discovers (or
reveals) our practical reasons; and it must stanb four current motivations because such
discoverable entities are grounded in these matinat

McDowell’s worry about internalism being too psgtdgistic is inspired by Frege’s
complaint that logical principles should not be sidered as “laws of thought” but instead as
“laws of truth.” This is because logical principlase supposed to stand in hormative judgment
over our thought processes, which they cannot teeif are constructed out of the ways that we
actually think. Put another way, logical principla® supposed to serve as external constraints
on the way we think and so must be determined ima@gntly of our actual thought processes.
As McDowell might say, there is thus a completasndence of our actual thinking (or
psychology) by the dictates of theoretical ratidgaln light of this, we might doubt internalism

about practical reasons because “the critical dgieenof...practical rationality requires an

that. The important point is that there is a rduten the agent’s existing motivations to his or

her practical reasons.

%2 This is not to say that every current interest sgagly gives us reasons for action because our
interests can be based on false beliefs. Instedyl some of our current interests must give us

reasons for action.
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analogous transcendence of the mere facts of shaivipsychology—even as corrected by the

sort of deliberation that the internal reasons eption requires.33

However, this doubt about internalism is well-foeddnly if the analogy between
theoretical rationality and practical rationality which the doubt is based is a strong one. And
while this analogy may appear to be strong givenfalet that these normative activities are both
rationalities, they are nonetheless substantiatfgrént. First of all, the normative activity of
theoretical rationality is similar to games, coakiand other normative activities with
substantive aims and corresponding behavior-reigglatles that (1) tell us how to reach these
aims and (2) are thus shaped by those aims arat atitby our psychologies. For example, the
normative activity of gooseberry-pie-making hasghbstantive aim of possessing tasty
gooseberry pies and corresponding behavior-regglatiles that tell us how to reach this aim
and are thus shaped by this aim and not at alllbypsychologies (our actual thoughts, beliefs,
desires, etc.). Likewise, theoretical rationaligstihe substantive aim of possessing truth and
corresponding thought-regulating rules or ratiguraiciples that govern the search for truth and
are thus shaped by the aim of truth-possessiomanal all by our psychologies. As such, the
“critical dimension” of this activity will appropaitely transcend our psychologies because it
consists of thinking in accordance with these ratigrinciples or rules that are not at all shaped
by our actual psychologies.

In order for the critical dimension of practicatiomality to require an analogous
transcendence of our psychologies, there mustdokstantive aim of this activity that shapes

this critical dimension independently of our psyldgies. However, there does not seem to be

33 McDowell, op. cit., p. 106. The sort of delibecatihe is talking about is the sound practical

reasoning mentioned in the previous paragraph.
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any such substantive aim. Instead, this activignseto revolve around tliermal aim of
performing actions that promote one’s purposesndrs%4 As such, the critical dimension of this
activity, while governed by formal principles (e.the instrumental principle), actually requires
input that is determined by our individual psycrgmss35 and thus is unproblematically shaped

by our psychologiege.3

** This view is articulated by Philippa Foot when shgs, “Irrational actions are those in which
a man in some way defeats his own purposes, ddiaj i calculated to be disadvantageous or
to frustrate his ends.” See Philippa Foot (197®)prality as a System of Hypothetical
Imperatives, The Philosophical Reviewol. 81, p. 310. It should also be noted that®ne
purposes or ends do not have to be self-interestieely-can involve other people or other-
oriented activities. This view of practical ratidibais thus not egoistic.

35 Specifically, this input consists of non-psychotm@difacts that are put in because of our
psychologies. So for example, the non-psycholodalthat trimming my nose hair pleases my
partner is a reason to trim my nose hair and wlirgo my correct deliberation about whether or
not | should do so, but this fact goes into thisb@eation only because | have an interest in
pleasing my partner.

% This makes the activity of practical rationalityndliar to therapy, which has a critical
dimension that is governed by formal proceduressonbnetheless shaped by the psychology of

the individual being treated.
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This orthodox view of practical rationalif’)z,if correct, would blunt the force of
McDowell's worry about internalism being too psytimistic. Of course, this orthodox view is
controversial and thus does not necessarily siléfaiBowell’s worry. However, this orthodox
view is at least a plausible conception of prattiadonality, which means that it is at least
plausible that McDowell's worry has no force. Atstipoint, the onus is on McDowell
sympathizers to supplement their worry about irgksm with an alternative conception of
practical rationality that has a substantive aim @more plausible than the orthodox vi%f%/v;
and until this is offered, there is no reason treMcDowell’s worry that internalism is too
psychologistic.

In addition to McDowell’s explicit charge that @mhalism is too psychologistic, another
objection to internalism that can be said to falller this category is thatterests cannot
provide justification for actionThis objection seems to be based on the following of
reasoning: since (1) practical reasons justifyoa&iand (2) according to internalism, practical
reasons are grounded in our interests, it folldves ¢(3) according to internalism, our actions are

ultimately justified by our interests. But as TdllBvewer points out, it is not acceptable to

3" Michael Smith refers to the view of practical oaality that | present as “orthodox.” See
Michael Smith,The Moral Problem(Oxford: Blackwell, 1994), p.79.

38 Even if such an alternative conception can be effeit may not necessarily be problematic
for internalism. For example, a constitutive ainpyach to practical reason, which would be
based on a constitutive aim of action, would belamto the constitutive aim approach to
theoretical reason based on truth being the catiggtaim of belief. As such, practical reasons
will turn out to be internal just like epistemicas®ns (assuming, of course, that my analysis in

the previous section of epistemic reasons is omnizue).
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justify one’s actions by citing desires or dispsis to perform them® For example, my desire
or disposition to lie in a certain situation does justify my lying even if I am so justified by
other things (we could construct countless othamgles to the same effect). Furthermore,
according to Ulrike Heuer, our interests canndtifyuaction unless it can be explained why the
objects of these interests are desiréBWhich means that our interests themselves caretiteh
ultimate justification for action.

However, even if it is the case that our intereatsnot provide justification for action, it
is not the case that internalism is committed eodlaim that they can. For even though the
internalist is committed to (1) and (2) from thasening above that | presented as the basis of
this objection, he or she can deny that (3) actdallows from these commitments. Specifically,
the problem with this inference is that it is basadhe assumption that, as the grounds of
practical reasons (which justify action), our ilt&is must confeheir ownjustificatory status to
the reasons. But this is not the right way to ustdrd the relationship between our interests and
practical reasons. While it is in a certain senge that our interests confer justificatory status
our practical reasons, our interests are not joatibns for action in and of themselves that

confer their own justificatory status to these ogas Instead, our interests are to be understood

39 Talbot Brewer, “The Real Problem with Internaligdnout Reasons,” Canadian Journal of
Philosophy, Vol. 32, No. 4, (2002), pp. 443-473.
0 Ulrike Heuer, “Reasons for Actions and Desird&jilosophical Studies: An International

Journal for Philosophy in the Analytic Traditiodol. 121, No. 1, (2004), pp. 43-63.
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as part of théackground conditionfor our practical reasonS—i.e., as part of the conditions
that allow for certain considerations (or factsgtwnt as our reasons for action—that are
themselves non-justificatory. Now positing thisdiof non-justificatory condition (interests) for
the realization of justificatory entities (pracficaasons) may elicit an initial philosophical
uneasiness, but one need not look too far to fimida examples: non-mental neurons are part
of the conditions that allow for the realizationmoéntal states, non-moral properties are part of
the conditions that allow for the realization of r@aproperties, etc. As such, there appears to be
no general problem with thinking that our intergstsvide part of the background conditions for

our practical reasons. Therefore, internalism dadall prey to this second kind of “too

psychologistic” objectioﬁ‘.2

1 Alan Goldman, “Reason InternalisnBPhilosophy and Phenomenological Reseakéhl. 71,
No. 3, (2005), pp. 505-532; Mark Schroed&lgves of the Passign®New York: Oxford
University Press, 2007).

2 One may worry that the internalist solution to thégond “too psychologistic” objection
conflicts with the solution to the first one. Sgexlly, it may seem like our interests (or
psychologies) play a justificatory role on the odbx conception of rationality, which certainly
conflicts with what | have just said about themniggpart of the non-justificatory background
conditions that allow certain facts to count ascpical reasons. However, there is no conflict
here—in fact, the two internalist solutions | ofterthis pair of objections cohere very nicely.
While the aim of practical rationality accordingtte orthodox conception is to promote our
ends, the critical dimension of this activity, winiwill involve the justificatory considerations
(or reasons), is merely shaped by our psychologiksh themselves are non-justificatory. That

is, psychological facts do not go into rationaliloketation (the activity’s “critical dimension”)
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2. Pathological Changes in Motivational Sets

One of the most interesting challenges to intesnals presented by Crystal Thorpe in her paper,
“A New Worry for the Humean Internalist®The basic structure of her argument is as follows.
First, internalism faces the following dilemmaheit our practical reasons are fixed at birth and
thus unchanging over time, or else they could (ttazally) all change simultaneously based on
erratic and random changes in our interests (gestibe motivational sets). Now the first horn

of the dilemma is obviously false: our practicasens most certainly do change over time and
are thus not fixed at birth. This forces the inédist to embrace the second horn of the dilemma,
yet this is unattractively counterintuitive. It happears that internalism is committed to a rather
unpalatable consequence.

But how does internalism face this dilemma inftrst place? There are two parts to
generating this dilemma. The first part is the badea of internalism—that our reasons for
action are grounded in our current interests—coetbinith the possibility of changes in our
interests over time. This results in the possipdit changes in our practical reasons over time in
virtue of changes in our interests. The secondhmstto do with what kinds of changes can

occur in our interests and whether or not such gasmesult in changes in our practical reasons.

and thus do not justify, but they do determine Whmon-psychological facts do go in (see again
the example | give in footnote 35 above). Thisssentially saying that our interests provide part
of the background conditions that allow facts taroas reasons.

43 Crystal Thorpe, “A New Worry for the Humean Intalist,” Philosophical Studies: An
International Journal for Philosophy in the Analyfiradition Vol. 131, No. 2, (2006), pp. 393-

417.
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Thorpe locates three kinds of possible changesctrabccur in our interests: rational, irrational,
and non-rational. Rational changes are those disaltrfrom sound practical reasoning. An
example of such a change would be if Cassandidicalously busy graduate student, were to
acquire an interest in exercising from the realarathat it would improve her physical health
and significantly buffer against her high levelsstiess and anxiety. Irrational changes are those
that result from bad practical reasoning. An exangslthis kind of change would be if
Cassandra acquired an interest in drinking her oxvre because it is warm like herbal tea and
thus, like herbal tea, has calming effects to budfgainst her anxiety. Non-rational changes are
those that do not result from reasoning at allhStlanges often result from familiar non-
rational processes like socialization, conditioniegperience, and conversion. They may also
result from erratic and random changes in our @stst

Now of these three kinds of changes to interesiisadain occur, only the non-rational
changes can result in changes in our practicabrsasational and irrational changes in interests
do not result in changes in our practical readGmational changes in our interests do not result
in changes in our practical reasons because swatgeh in our interests are themselves the
rational results of our recognition of our prackieasons via sound practical reasoning. In the
first example above, Cassandra does not acquiresasyn as a result of coming to have an

interest in exercising. Instead, she already hasores to exercise in virtue of her interests in

* This may not be entirely accurate. While irratioctzanges in our interests do not result in
changes in our practical reasons, it may be the tted rational changes in our interests result in
very minor and insignificant changes in our pragtieasons. But this possible error on Thorpe’s
part would not be at all detrimental to her chajleto internalism, which is based on non-

rational changes in our interests. As such, wagaare this possible error.
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having good physical health and not having stregisaamxiety (which are served by exercising);
and her interest in exercise is a rational redulecognizing these reasofisPut another way,
rationally sound changes in our current interestdarivative from the practical reasons we
already have in virtue of our current interestgytdo not modify these reasons. On the other
hand, irrational changes in our interests do nahge our practical reasons because they are
based on false beliefs resulting from bad reasornimthe second example above, Cassandra
comes to have an interest in drinking her own ub@eause she mistakenly believes that she has
a reason to; namely, that it will buffer against &exiety. But if she would have engaged in
sound practical reasoning from her interests (@soaing that is free of both factual and
procedural error), which would have revealed hactical reasons, then she would have

recognized that she had no reason to drink herwme because this serves none of her

interests, especially the one in reducing her a;nﬁf‘;e

e Perhaps the trivial fact that exercising will prate her interest in exercising is a new reason
for Cassandra to exercise on top of her originadoas to exercise. But even if this is the case
(and I do not want to say that it is, just thahight be), this would again be very minor and
insignificant, resulting in no problems for Thorpgiroject.

%% | want to make two points here. First, Cassandralevnot need to recognize that she has no
reason to drink her own urine because it wouldesenne of her interests these exact terms.
Specifically, it does not need to enter into hesaning that none of her interests will be served
by drinking her own urine. Instead, her reasoniilgmerely beshapedoy the fact that none of
her interests will be served by drinking her owme—that is, while she will soundly reason to
the conclusion that she has no reason to drinkWwarurine because doing so serves none of her

interests, this “because”-clause here is part@fdctual background that determines the
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This brings us to non-rational changes in our ggts, which are the important ones for
Thorpe’s challenge. Unlike rational and irrationhlnges respectively, non-rational ones are not
rationally derived from current interests via teeagnition of current reasons through sound
practical reasoning and are not necessarily baséalgity that results from errors in reasoning.
As such, non-rationally acquired interests will netessarily be revealed as non-reason-giving
interests via sound practical reasoning. Instaach son-rational changes are basically brute
modifications to our interests that shift the staytpoint of the sound practical reasoning that
reveals one’s reasons for action and thus cantriesalshift in these reasons. For example, if |
were to have an extremely powerful religious exgrese that results in me converting to
Christianity (which would have to be one hell akéigious experience!), then this would result
in at least some change in my practical reasonde\Wte central tenets of Christianity would
remain false (or so | say), my conversion couldhggame into a different person that now
requires religious activities to have a meaningfal We would thus say that | now have reasons
to participate in religious activities that | preusly had no reason whatsoever to participate in.

We are finally in a position to see the intern&8islilemma. Because non-rational
changes in our interests can result in changesripmctical reasons, we must entertain the
possibility that erratic and random changes iniotarests could result in changes in our

practical reasons. In fact, we must entertain thesibility of an erratic and random modification

conclusion of her reasoning without functioningaasexplicit part of this reasoning. Second, it
should be noted that drinking your own urine cavehalacebo effects based on what you might
believe it will do; and so if you are the kind afrgon who believes in the benefits of drinking
one’s own urine, then you might have a reason\en eeasons) to do it. However, Cassandra is

not such a person, and so she has no reason koh@rirown urine.
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of our entire motivational s¢hat would result in a radical (if not completépage in our
practical reasons. And given this possibility, ithernalist must either (1) deny that such non-
rational changes can change our practical reasof® accept that our practical reasons could
undergo such a radical, erratic and random modificaNow denying that erratic and random
non-rational changes in our interests can changeragtical reasons while allowing other kinds
of non-rational changes to do so is arbitrary—theemply no reason to allow things like
socialization, conditioning, and conversion to ajour practical reasons while not allowing
erratic and random changes in our interests tad&s such, option (1) commits the internalist
to denying that any kind of non-rational changeuo interests changes our practical reasons,
which amounts to holding our practical reasonsdiftem birth (or perhaps more accurately,
from whatever time we were sufficiently developaderms of having a motivational set that
generated reasons for action). But this optionearty false: our practical reasons are not fixed
throughout our lives; they do change over time sssalt of non-rational changes in our
interests. The internalist must therefore embrat®o (2), which means that a person’s
practical reasons can radically change dygatbologicalchanges in his or her interests. But to
think that a person’s practical reasons can beegltey such psychological instability, Thorpe
contends, is counterintuitive. It makes more séoghink that this person’s practical reasons
remain the same as they were before the pathola&iidaoccurred. Thus, it seems that
internalism has a rather unpalatable consequelatedhnstitutes a good reason to reject the
view.

While Thorpe is right to say that internalism mestbrace the possibility of radical
changes in practical reasons due to radical changeterests occurring erratically and

randomly, | do not think that this constitutes algem for internalism. First of all, it does not
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strike me as the least bit counterintuitive to khimat practical reasons can change in virtue of
pathological changes in our interests. Considecéise of Marge, who becomes agoraphobic as
the result of a traumatic experience that occuorgdide her house (which means that she has a
strong interest in never leaving her house). Is tlaise, leaving the house produces extreme
anxiety and fear; and so avoiding these extremefjative experiences is a reason to not leave
the house. Of course, it may be the case that Magenore reason to leave the house
sometimes than to stay all the time (especiallgt®ive treatment for her condition), but she
still has the standing reason to stay. This re@asone that she did not have before the traumatic
experience, and yet there is nothing at all coumttgtive about this. In fact, | think we should
treat Marge’s acquisition of agoraphobia likeegyative conversiothat, like religious or other
conversions, modify one’s practical reasons.

It may be objected here that the extreme anxietiyffear around leaving the house is
based on the false belief that something bad w&jpiden by leaving the house; and so if Marge
were to engage in sound practical reasoning, them®uld realize that she in fact has no reason
to never leave the house. However, Marge’s agotaiphe much different than a case of false
belief (like Cassandra’s belief in the calming effeof drinking her own urine). Marge may very
well know that nothing bad will happen by goingass the street to have a meal with a friend or
by driving to the store just a few blocks away itkpip some groceries. Her problem here is a
pathological reaction to going outside that carbetjuelled at all by knowing that nothing bad

will happen by doing mundane things outside thesBoiAs such, leaving the house will elicit

extreme anxiety and feap matter whgtand so Marge has a reason to never leave theAbus

*" This does not mean Marge is rational for neveriteathe house—i.e., that her reason to

never leave the house is stronger than her reasdeave sometimes. Instead, she is surely
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Besides the case of Marge, which suggests theg th@o general problem with thinking
that practical reasons can change in virtue ofg@atfical shifts in interests, there is another (and
perhaps better) reason to think that changes ctipehreasons due to erratic and random radical

changes in interests is not a problematic resukitefnalism. This is because these pathological

changes envisaged by Thonp#! result in changes to who one is as a peré%and there is
certainly no problem with thinking that differergéqple have different practical reasons in virtue
of being different people (or having different irgsts). In fact, even modest erratic and random
shifts in our interests can result in us becomiifigieent people. For example, if instead of
having a powerful religious experience | woke uméorow morning a devout Christian ready to

quit graduate school and dedicate my life to tHpipas the result of some erratic and random

irrational for never leaving. However, she stilshk@reason never to leave (that it will cause her
to feel extreme fear and anxiety) despite thetfaat it is irrational to do so. In fact, that sheed
have this reason for never leaving the house lsod® intelligibility to her behavior.

48 Thorpe might be trying to anticipate this kindotjection when she says, on p. 409, that a
person need not lose his or her sense of self Bgrgoing a radical shift his or her motivational
set. But even if this highly doubtful claim is truedoes not anticipate my objection because
maintaining a sense of self is not the same théngegoming a different person. In fact,
maintaining a sense of self is perfectly consistégtit becoming a different person and even
recognizing that one has become a different peilsonexample, | have maintained my sense of
self throughout my entire life in that | have alwgy) felt like one and the same person from
childhood to adolescence to adulthood and (2) thbafmyself as one and the same person
throughout these stages, but | nonetheless remgmat | am a different person today than | was

during childhood and adolescence.
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change during sleep (perhaps the Devil is havimgesfun at my expense), then those who know
me best would be entirely justified in thinking théad become aerydifferent person. And as
this new person, | would have different practieggons than what | have as my actual self. As |
mentioned earlier, the devout Christian Ryan wddde a reason to participate in religious
activities that | currently have no reason whatgodw participate in. Now it is of course true

that everyone, including myself, would refer to aseone and the same person that has
undergone some kind of extremely bizarre, Twin-Bdiéde change, but the treatment of me as
one and the same person from pre-change to posgehs no more than a conventional
convenience. For it seems obvious that Ryan Striage the devout Christian dedicating his or
her life to the pulpit are qualitatively differgp¢ople with different practical reasons, and this
would still be the case if these numerically distipersons were combined into one and the same
numerical person that undergoes a significant tpiale change.

It is therefore not at all problematic to thinksafmeone who undergoes the erratic and
random radical shift in interests envisaged by Ppkdo undergo a corresponding radical change
in his or her practical reasons. If | were to uigdethis kind of shift in my interests, then the
“new me” would be much more alien than the devdutgiian Ryan—in fact, it is hard to even
imagine what kind of Ryan would emerge from thdical shift. He would not have interests in
his life partner, his cats, his friends and famsiyydying metaethics, teaching or writing
philosophy, attacking theism and defending athe@meyen in general things like happiness or
having a meaningful life. It seems quite certaiat tiis alien, inconceivable Ryan that would
emerge from an erratic and random radical shifbyncurrent interests would be different than
both the normal and the devout Christian Ryan (@r$Ryan) and would thus have radically

different practical reasons than either does. thiésefore implausible to claim, as Thorpe does,
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that it makes sense for one’s practical reasonsn@in fixed despite such psychological
instability in one’s interests.
But what if someone suffers from a pathologicalditban in which his or her interests

undergo the erratic and random radical shifts ¢etyporarily? This seems to be the kind of

psychological instability that Thorpe specificaligs in mind*® So instead of the Devil having
some fun by simply morphing Normal-Ryan into ScRiyyan or Alien-Ryan while | sleep, he
inflicts me with a pathological condition in whitlonly temporarily turn into Scary-Ryan or
Alien-Ryan. Does this change anything? Should we hold my practical reasons fixed such
that Scary-Ryan and Alien-Ryan have the same pedgtasons as Normal-Ryan? | think not.
For starters, we are still dealing with three gaglely different people here (assuming that
Alien-Ryan is even a person); and so it is notlahauiitive to think that they each have Normal-
Ryan’s practical reasons. It still makes much nsamese to treat these three Ryans as very
different people with different practical reasoRarthermore, it seems completely arbitrary to
pick Normal-Ryan as the source of practical reasonall three. For even though Normal-Ryan
(and those who know him) will treat himself as “tlieal Ryan” and the other as an intolerable
frustration, Scary-Ryan and Alien-Ryan would simgtythe same thing to Normal-Ryan. There
seems to be no good reason to privilege one pargpever the other; and the fact that each
perspective would see the other as a differentferstrating person further supports the idea
that we are dealing with different people with eiffnt practical reasons. In fact, Normal-Ryan
and Scary-Ryan would each see the other as onegamany others that oppose one of his

deepest and self-defining commitments: that of miifeg and promoting a certain worldview. It

49 Thorpe, op. cit., pp. 410-411: “...1 think it is uitive to say that this person’s reasons should

be held fixed...until her motivational states regduair characteristic stability.”
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would thus be absurd to say that Scary-Ryan haason to write papers criticizing his own
theistic worldview or defending an atheistic woiklv to which he is fundamentally opposed,
which is what we would have to do if we fixed NotrRyan’s practical reasons to hold for
Scary-Ryan. Finally, since there is no problem liinking that the transition from Normal-
Ryan to Scary-Ryan or Alien-Ryan results in a cleeingpractical reasons (as | argued in the
previous paragraph), there is no problem with timgkhe same would happen if | started out as
Scary-Ryan or Alien-Ryan and changed into NormaduiRyBut if practical reasons change in
each of these unidirectional shifts in my intereiten it would make no sense to think that they
stay the same if these unidirectional shifts wemaluined into a bidirectional one. Overall, then,
we should conceive of my pathological conditioroas in which | oscillate between being two
different people, with changes in my practical ce@sas simply part of this condition.

Besides thinking that it is intuitive to hold ptigal reasons fixed despite erratic and
random radical changes in our interests, Thorpmsée be troubled by the fact that such erratic
and random radical changes in our interests asglimable. However, it is not clear why this
should be considered a problem. For even thoudh clnges are inexplicable while other non-
rational changes are not nearly as mysteriousf éilese changes function as brute
modifications to our interests that can resulthamges to our practical reasons. It simply does
not matter if we can explain the mechanisms of sofiteese modifications more than others;
and so if it is not problematic for things like sdization, conditioning, and conversion to
modify our interests and practical reasons ovee titinen it is not problematic for erratic and
random changes to do the same over a much smiaikespan. We thus should not be troubled

by the inexplicability of such changes.
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3. Appropriate Reason-Ascriptions Are Not BasethenAgent’s Ends

Another interesting challenge to internalism corfnesy Stephen Finlay in his paper, “The

Reasons That Matter® While Finlay does argue that only internal reasanmesimportant and
thus can be seen as defending a certain kind efnalism (“importance internalism”), he
actually rejects the internalism that | am defegdirtherefore need to explicate why he rejects
my position and defend it against his rejectiowi(l not address the issue of importance).

Finlay's focus is on reasons-talk and the appetprascription of reasons to people. One
of the central features of his position is whathks theend-relationaltheory of (normative)

reasons, which defines reasons as follows:

(R) For all facts F, F is a reason fb#ing, relative to a system of ends E, if and ofly i

explains why®-ing is conducive to B!

This definition of reasons is very plausible, asréhare numerous normative activities (or
systems) that generate their own reasons for afrbomthe ends (or aim) of that activity.
Consider again the normative activity of gooseb@ieymaking that | mentioned earlier. It
revolves around the end of having tasty gooseles, and this end generates reasons for doing
certain things over others. For example, thereresagon to put real sugar in the caramel topping;

namely, that doing so will make the pie taste gd¢aly we can present this in a way that fits the

>0 Stephen Finlay, “The Reasons That Mattéwstralasian Journal of Philosophyol. 84, No.

1, (2006), pp.1-20.

>1 Finlay, op. cit., p. 8.
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end-relational theory: the fact F that putting adar in the caramel topping makes the pie taste
good is a reason to put real sugar in the caravpging relative to gooseberry-pie-making, with
its end E of having tasty gooseberry pies, beckuseplains why putting real sugar in the
caramel topping is conducive to E. The same apfi@sore serious normative activities like
morality, which revolves around the end of righgdgat generates its own reasons for doing or
not doing certain thing%z. For example, there is a reason to refrain from pungeJack in the
face for writing an awful IAH paper; namely, thaich restraint would not harm him unjustly,
which is a right-making property of this restraiife can again present this in a way that fits the
end-relational theory: the fact F that not punchlagk in the face for writing an awful IAH
paper would not harm him unjustly is a reason agiunch Jack in the face relative to morality,
with its end E of realizing rightness, because [flars why not punching Jack in the face is
conducive to E.

Besides reasons being end-relative, another irmpbf¢ature of Finlay’s position is that
reasons-talk isontext-dependenfor instance, consider the question, “Why didWeld
Trade Center buildings fall on 9/11?” When askirtg/vguestions of this sort, we are asking for
a reason of some kind and thus are engaging iomeaslk. Now if we pose this question to a
demolition expert, then the reason we are aftaragusal explanation in structural engineering
terms; but if we pose this question to a politgakntist, then the reason we are after is a
political explanation that will be significantlyfégrent from the one given by the demolition

expert. And if we pose the question to someoneBikelLaden, then the reason we are after is a

2t may be an oversimplification to describe mayadis revolving around the single end of
rightness, but | think that morality can be rougbiynceived in this manner since it is at least

heavilyconcerned with rightness in our motives, charactsetions, institutions, and policies.
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justification for making the buildings fall. As dugt is the context that determines (or shapes)
this kind of information-seeking reasons-talk. Haene applies to reasascriptions which is
another kind of reasons-talk. If | am playing ie tlworld championship match of chess and could
make a move that would trap my opponent’s queeuahn a way that she will lose it no matter
what move she makes next, then it is appropriasaydhat | have a reason to make this move.
But if | am instead forced at gunpoint to play agaimob boss Moe, who is a violently sore
loser, and find myself in a similar situation ofrigeable to make a move that would guarantee
my taking his queen on my next move, then it israppate to say that | do not have a reason to
make this move.

Furthermore, the context of reasons-talk is deteeshbyends In the information-
seeking example, it was our epistemic ends (or wieatvanted to know) that determined the
context: we talked to the demolition expert whenwamted to know the structural engineering
explanation for why the buildings fell, the poldicscientist when we wanted to know the
political explanation for why the buildings fellnd a member of the group responsible for a
justification for why they made the buildings fdh.the reason-ascription example, it was my
practical ends that determined the context: irfitsesituation my end was to win the game,
while in the second my end was to avoid harm. Wis tome to an important conclusion: since
reasons-talk is determined by context and congeaetermined by ends, reasons-talk is
determined by ends.

Because only reason-ascriptions are important wit@ymes to the
internalism/externalism debate, we can ignore matdion-seeking reasons-talk from here on out
and focus only on reason-ascriptions. Let’s bedth & simple inference from the conclusion we

just drew: since reasons-talk is determined by am@son-ascriptions are determined by ends.
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Now this makes complete sense given Finlay’'s efatiomal theory of reasons: since facts count
as reasons only relative to ends, which makes nsaaod ends a conceptually-packaged deal, we
can appropriately ascribe certain reasons to pemplegiven certain ends. But how are these
ends “given”? They arpresupposed by the speaker the person ascribing the reasons.
Returning to the second chess situation aboved ltkat it was appropriate to say that | did not
have a reason to make a certain move; and thisrjadgis based on my end of avoiding harm.
But in order to make this judgment, the speakertrkgw what is really going on in the
situation. So if Jane stumbled upon the scenetaoubht that Moe and | were playing a friendly,
genuine game of chess, she might say that | do &dagason to make the move. And while this
is inappropriate given the end of avoiding harnis tompletely appropriate given the end of
winning the game. Appropriate reason-ascriptions thepend on the ends presupposed by the
speaker, ofrom wherethe speaker is speaking.

We are now ready to see why Finlay rejects intesmalAccording to him, internalism
says that appropriate reason-ascriptions are detednby the ends towards which agents are
already motivated. However, it is not the agentids but the ends presupposed by the speaker
that determine the appropriateness of reason-asti$p Thus, while internalism is right to
relativize reason-ascriptions to certain ends wiong to relativize them to the agent’s ehitls.

Although Finlay’s views about normative reasons\geand-relative and reasons-talk
being context-dependent and determined by ends aeeumate, it does not follow from them
that internalism is mistaken. The problem with &in$ rejection of internalism is that it is based

on his theory oppropriatereason-ascriptions, while internalism is a pogifertaining only to

>3 Finlay, op. cit., pp. 14-15.
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accuratereason-ascriptionSSA’. But these positions are completely compatible w#hh other:
specifically, the internalist can agree with Finthgt there is a large set of reason-ascriptions
that can be appropriately made to people relabwettain ends and nonetheless insist that only
a subset of these ascriptions are accurate by beisegd on the ends that people actually have.
To put the point another way, internalism is a posithat can accept Finlay’s view of
appropriate reason-ascriptions but then goes beiydrydsaying which of these appropriate
ascriptions are accurate. Consider again Jane stunables upon the “chess match” between
mob boss Moe and me. Because she is speaking fitbrim the game of chess and therefore
presupposing the end of winning the game, we cegeagith Finlay that she makes an
appropriate reason-ascription to me relative tognesupposition. The same would also hold of
her reason-ascription if she is in the audiencelag me at the chess world championship
match® So as far as Finlay’s theory goes, the internaéistagree that the reason-ascription is
appropriate in each situation. However, it is dfer question as to whether these ascriptions are
accurate, and the appropriateness of the ascriptieach situation is equally compatible with
the ascription being accurate or inaccurate. Ity fhe reason-ascription is accurate in the world

championship situation because | have the end mfiwg the game, whereas it is inaccurate in

>4 Finlay’'s characterization of internalism in theyious paragraph is thus a bit misleading.
While internalism can be described as a positioapropriate reason-ascriptions, the only
ascriptions that are appropriate are those thaa@rarate. By omitting this detail, Finlay gives
the false impression that internalism and his thebappropriate reason-ascriptions are working
with the same sense of appropriateness.

> This is only a hypothetical example, not a clevay to broadcast my chess abilities. So do

not challenge me to a game of chess thinking thvabuld be some great feat to win.
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the situation with Moe because | do not have tleeadrwinning the game (I am not really
playing the game, but simply pretending to do sorder to avoid harm). Since internalism is a
position on the accuracy of reason-ascriptionsthisds a completely independent issue from
the appropriateness of such ascriptions accordigniay’s theory, internalism should not be

rejected on the basis of Finlay’s theory.

4. Intuitive Support for Externalism: Moral Reasons

The next two challenges to internalism that | wdidress come in the form of intuitive support
for externalism. According to Finlay, one of theimabjections from externalists is that
internalism must deny that people who morally ougtdo certain things nevertheless have no
reason to do these things if they have no intesestged by doing them, which flies in the face of
common sense and ordinary intuitions, forcing useject many of our first-order judgments
about reasons people have that even internalistdisposed to mak8.Put succinctly,
internalism denies that moral reasons are extemmad, which is deeply counterintuitive. |
therefore need to argue that this counterintuitsailt does not constitute a good reason to reject
internalism.

To present this intuitive support for externalidrwill draw from Russ Shafer-Landau’s

o7

recent paper, “A Defense of Categorical Reasonadtion.””" In this paper he gives two

>0 Finlay, op. cit., p. 4.

>’ Russ Shafer-Landau, “A Defense of Categorical RegsBroceedings of the Aristotelian

Society Vol. 109, Part 2, (2009), pp. 189-206.
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arguments for external reasosrﬁ)oth of which rely on the familiar example of thedécated,
successful immoralist whose priority is to causerhtp others despite the prospects of an early
death or incarceration. His second argument hingesatters of moral culpability and will be
dealt with later on. For now | will focus on hisdii argument, which is nothing more than an
intuitive support argument for externalism.

After directing our attention to the cruel immasgl Shafer-Landau appeals to our
intuitive beliefs about this person: besides thigkihat he or she is morally obligated to refrain

from wrongdoing, we also believe that there areebaot reasons for him or her to refrain—

namely, the considerations that constitute the gmess of his or her actionsIn other words,

>8 Shafer-Landau uses the term “categorical reaswtéad of “external reason,” but | do not see
any difference between the two. On p. 189 he dsftuagegorical reasons as “reasons that obtain
independently of their relation to an agent’'s cotnments;” and he continues by saying, “Such
reasons do not depend for their existence on bie@ig instrumental to the achievement of any
of an agent’s desires, goals, or cares.” It is alsdent from his two arguments that the
“obtaining” of categorical reasons independentlaonfagent’s commitments is to be understood
as the agerttavingthem independently of their commitments. As sticbse categorical reasons
look just like external ones. Moreover, Shafer-Laud second argument for categorical reasons
is an extended presentation and defense of an arglagainst internalism that he briefly
presents in his book-length defense of moral neaftbe one cited in footnote 12), where he
only talks about externalism about reasons. Thikién suggests that his defense of “categorical
reasons” is a defense of external ones, and sl treat it this way.

>9 Shafer-Landau, op. cit., p. 190: “We intuitiveggard such a person as (at the least) morally

obligated to desist from the cruel treatment hgdoto impose. Don’t we also believe that there
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we believe that there is something to be said ag#ne immoralist’s actions. If he or she were to
ask, “Why should I refrain from doing such fun t&?”, which is a request for reasons, we
would most definitely be able to answer this questand we would do so by citing the wrong-
making properties of the immoralist’s actions. Bwgse moral reasons, like moral obligations,
apply to the immoralist regardless of whether drmoral behavior serves his or her interests—
that is, we would still ascribe moral reasons te gerson even if he or she has no interests that
are served by acting morally. As such, these reaammexternal ones. The argument is summed
up by Shafer-Landau when he says, “So long as ink-tkas we all do—that there are genuine
considerations to oppose their cruelty, and alsikttinat such considerations obtain
independently of their commitments...that would beugh to establish the existence of
categorical reason$®

Despite the intuitive appeal of this argumenhihk the internalist can mount a strong
response to it. Specifically, | think that a paradyShafer-Landau’s argument can be constructed
that should cast significant doubt upon it. Legjim with considering the institution or
normative activity of gender, specifically thatl#ing a “real man.”Such an activity is like
other normative activities in that it is dictategldertain rules of conduct that one must follow in
order to succeed in this endeavor and thus quadify “real man.” Because successfully
gualifying as a “real man” is the end of this notivea activity, it generates reasons for action.
For example, in our culture the institution of maad contains a prohibition against crying,

which means that, according to this normative #igtithere is a reason for males not to cry;

are excellent reasons for him to so refrain—nanmalyof those considerations that constitute the

wrongness of the action?”

60 Shafer-Landau, op. cit., p. 192.
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namely, because crying is not being a “real mamt’ &/en though this is the case, surely it is not
the case that all males in our culture have tlasor not to cry because some of them, like me,
do not have an interest in being a “real man” or @ther interest that might be served by acting
like one. In other words, because we are not cotachib this normative activity and have no
other interest that is served by trying to sucdaddis activity, the fact that crying is not beiag
“real man” does not constitute a reagonusto refrain from crying. Instead, it only constaata
reason for those males with an interest in thisnadive endeavor or some other interest that is
served by success in this endealor.

But what might the aspiring or actual “real mefitlee world say about my internalism
about “real man” reasons? | can easily see thegatieg my position based on their intuitive
beliefs, claiming that I still have the reason twtry even though | have no interest in being a
“real man” or any interest that might be servedbing like one. Like our intuitive moral
beliefs about the immoralist, the aspiring or actueal men” of the world surely hold me
subject to gender requirements that prohibit myngrand intuitively believe that there is an
excellent reason for me to refrain from crying—n&mthat crying is not being a “real man.” In
other words, these guys believe that there is dungeto be said against me crying, as they
would certainly be able to answer me asking, “Wiguddn’t | cry?” And this “real man”

reason, like “real man” requirements, applies toregardless of whether or not being a “real

man” serves any of my intere¥s-that is, they would still ascribe this “real ma'ason to me

%1 50 if | were in jail and acting like a “real man’bwld save me from severe mistreatment, then
| would indeed have the “real man” reason not to cr
%2 While gender requirements are certainly differéaintmoral ones, they are just as inescapable

(or categorical) as moral ones: people who do @melgr socializing do not check with those
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even if | have no interest served by acting liKeeal man.” This reason is thus an external one.
They might sum up their argument by saying: “sa@las we think—as we all do—that there is a
genuine consideration to oppose Ryan’s crying aatlthis consideration obtains independently
of Ryan’s interests, then we have establishedxisemce of external reasons for action.”

Now this externalism about “real man” reasons sedp®ly mistaken because being a
“real man” seems to be like any other normativévdgtthat revolves around being a certain
kind of thing. For example, being a philosophescintist, a lawyer, a dancer, a ventriloquist, or
a detective are all ends that generate reasorgfion, but it seems patently absurd to think that
these reasons apply to anyone regardless of titenests. The practical reasons involved in
these normative activities, like those involvedjames and pie-making, are internal ones
because people have them only if they have anesitén succeeding in these activities or some
other interest that is served by success in thesgtees. So as someone who has the goal of
being a good philosopher, which for me is partafihg a good life, | have philosophy reasons:
for example, | have a reason to study hard andpdgapith difficult philosophy texts. However,
these philosophy reasons certainly do not appigdet people because they have no interest in
being a good philosopher or any other interestright be served by being one. Just imagine
trying to tell your local cashiers, bank tellersrdper-flippers, and couch potatoes that they have
a reason to read the work of Hegel, Wittgensteorsiaard, or McDowell. It is highly likely
that these individuals will get nothing but a heddaor a rush of annoyance from wasting their

time with such difficult scholarship—they will prably not get anything positive or beneficial

being gender socialized to see if they have argrasts served by performing gender-appropriate
actions. Instead, the ones socialized are simdigatled in a non-moral sense to act in

accordance with their respective gender.
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from doing so. And while they might learn somethitigey probably have no interest in learning
useless and uninteresting philosophical musingsgiinterest that will be served by such
learning; instead, their interests are probably$ec around leading a simple, unreflective, non-
academic kind of life. Because these people protiadole no interest that is served by reading
difficult philosophy or doing anything related teibg a philosopher, they probably have no
philosophy reasons. Now the same kind of interhedigsoning will apply to the reasons
involved in the normative activities of being thaer things | mentioned above, including a
“real man,” which are all structurally similar toet normative activity of being a philosopher. As
such, externalism about “real man” reasons seersimken despite its intuitiveness to the
aspiring and actual “real men” of the world.

The force of this argument should be obvious. TEeal to intuitive beliefs about “real
man” reasons being external is just like Shaferelaars appeal to our intuitive beliefs about
moral reasons being external, and yet the intwstiofithe aspiring and actual “real men” about
“real man” reasons seem to be mistaken. This shtadticonsiderable doubt on Shafer-Landau’s
intuitive support argument: for if the intuition§the aspiring and actual “real men” about “real
man” reasons are mistaken and they are very sitoilaor intuitions about moral reasons, then
there is probably something wrong with our intuiso Moreover, our intuitions are called even
further into question by the fact that moralityaigormative activity that revolves around being a
morally good agent, which makes it look structwyraimilar to the other normative activities |
mentioned above that revolve around being certangs. If morality is just one of these
normative activities, as it appears to be, thenam@asons are internal ones after all despite our

intuitions that say otherwise.
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While my argument so far should be sufficient tet@nsiderable doubt on our
intuitions about moral reasons being externalinkthhat | can strengthen the internalist
response even more by offering an explanation for @ur intuitions and those of the aspiring
and actual “real men” of the world go awry. Thefistep here is to point out that the intuitive
allure of moral reasons as external ones stems drgncommitment to the normative activity of
morality.63 As such individuals, we are committed to realizitsgend of rightness, and so facts
pertaining to the right-making or wrong-making feas of actions will certainly constitute
reasons for doing or not doing them. Furthermoregve committed to the part of morality’s
conceptual framework that people may not choosmtimrse or not endorse moral requirements.
Instead, all capable individuals, including the ioralist, are bound by these requirements
regardless of whether or not they are acceptetidsetindividuals or suit their personal efitls.

In other words, we are committed to morality’s jgcevery capable agent, regardless of his or
her personal interests, into the uniform (or stibstble) position of “moral agent” that is
requiredto realize the institution’s end of rightne6§§uch situating of all capable individuals as

realizers of rightness can result in thinking tb@atsiderations of rightness and wrongness

®3 The “our” here is not all-inclusive, but only redeo those of us who are so committed.

64 Joyce, op. cit., chapter 2.

®5 |t should be noted that the ends of institutions loa objective things like truth, which means
that calling morality an institution need not impuigs alleged objectivity: there could be
objective, stance-independent rightness that caedlzed in motives, characters, actions, and
public policies; and the realization of this riga&s would be the end of the institution of

morality.
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constitute excellent reasons for each one of thechyding the immoralist, to do or not do
certain things.

Something similar can be said for why the aspignd actual “real men” of the world
might intuitively think that “real man” reasons axternal. For as individuals committed to the
institution of manhood, they are committed to raaly its end of being a “real man,” and so
facts pertaining to the manly and anti-manly feasusf actions will constitute reasons for doing
or not doing certain things. Furthermore, theséviddals are committed to the part of
manhood’s conceptual framework that males may hobse to endorse or not endorse “real
man” requirements. Instead, all capable males @ned by these requirements regardless of
whether or not they are accepted by these malsgibtheir personal ends. In other words, they
are committed to manhood’s making every capablemagardless of his personal interests,
into one that isequiredto realize the institution’s end of being a “rean.” Such situating of
all capable males as realizers of real manlinessesult in thinking that considerations of real
manliness and not real manliness constitute extaasons for each one of them, including
those like myself, to do or not do certain things.

So what, then, is the problem with the intuitiomgach case? | suspect that it relates to
the fundamental requirement of both morality anchineed that all capable agemtsistor are
requiredto realize its end. By being committed to thestiations, we and the aspiring and
actual “real men” of the world believe that all eafe agents are to adopt their ends and thereby
imposethese ends onto them. And because these endatgereasons for action, all capable
agents inherit the reasons generated by the ermssed on them. But this, according to
internalism, is mistaken because an agent hasmedsoaction in virtue of ends he or she

actuallyhas not those he or she supposed to haveom a moral or manly perspective. Indeed,
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such perspectives are locateithin these particular institutions, neither of whiclars
appropriate place to mount a metaphysical argumemake philosophically sound judgments
about the practical reasons we have. In order teogdave must step outside of these institutions
and do some metaphysﬁ:es.

At this point, the externalist will probably trg blunt the force of my internalist response
by locating a relevant difference between the tustins of morality and manhood in order to
explain why our intuitions about moral reasons geirternal should not be rejected along with
the mistaken intuitions about “real man” reasonadpexternal. | will consider only one
possibility here, as | cannot think of any otheymrsing ones. First of all, most (if not all)
externalists are moral realists, which means they believe in genuine, objective moral
requirements that bind all capable agents indep#lydef their interests. In other words, these
requirements are not human constructions or inveaydependent on our attitudes; they are part
of the fabric of the objective world that makes @ewfs on us. However, gender requirements
are not really objective or genuine ones at all-+thiee instead human constructions, or purely
conventional in nature. As such, they do reatlly bind all capable people regardless of their
interests, but are actually like the requirememtbiogs like games, clubs, pie-making, and
being a philosopher that bind people and therebg tiem certain reasons for action only in
virtue of their interests. So this is the real oeaw/hy the intuitions of the aspiring and actual

“real men” of the world were mistaken: they weradxhon the false belief that “real man”

% This is not to say that we “step outside of thesétutions” in the sense that we begin
disregarding their requirements and stop being hwormanly. All | mean is that the issue of the
nature of our practical reasons is a metaphysiwaltbat requires us to do metaphysics, which is

a different normative activity from being moralmoanly.
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requirements really bind all capable males indepatig of their interests. But this does not
apply to moral requirements: they really do binccapable agents independently of their
interests and therefore supply them with extereasons for action.

While this externalist response seems to be &pgebd one, it nonetheless faces a few
problems. For starters, it hinges on the truth ofahrealism, which is itself a central
metaethical issue shrouded in controversy. In tai,issue has at least been around since
Plato,67 if not earlier; and so to assume the truth of rhigalism is a rather big assumption to
make. People like Richard Joyce and Gilbert Harmlao have used internalism to argue for the
falsity of moral realism would surely charge théegralist with begging the question here. On
the other hand, it is always necessary to beglestopn to some extent in any philosophical
discussion; and since moral realism is the defaasition in ethics, such an assumption seems to
be prima facie reasonable. However, such an asgumiptthis context is still quite dubious to
make. For if the institution of manhood is purebneentional in nature despite intuitions to the
contrary, then how can the externalist be so siaerhorality is not a matter of convention as
well? If gender requirements do not really applpllacapable individuals despite intuitions to
the contrary and instead apply to people only rtuei of their interests, then doesn't this threaten
to be true about moral requirements as well? Adlieigender requirements are very similar to
moral ones in that they both (1) are inculcatedemidrced by other people; (2) are treated as
being categorically applicable to capable individuadependently of their interests; (3) are
generally thought to be “just the way things aweith no locatable source of human

construction; and (4) vary across human cultureotoe extent. Given these similarities, it

®7 plato takes up this issue in tBathyphro
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seems to be a case of special pleading to asswanmtnal requirements are the real deal while
gender requirements are simply human fabrications.

For the sake of argument, however, let's sayri@ial requirements are genuine and
gender requirements are not. Even if we grant these is another crucial assumption
underlying the externalist attempt to blunt my intdist response, which is that requirements
supply those bound by them with reasons for actitww this certainly holds true for the things |
mentioned above like games, clubs, pie-making,kemalg a philosopher, as well as for gender
since its requirements are not genuine. But inigdrtant to recognize that, in these and other
similar cases, we are bound by the normative agsviequirements and thereby have the
corresponding reasons for actiomly in virtue of our interests$n other words, it is our interests
that make us bound by the requirements in thegleste, which in turn supplies us with certain
reasons for action. As such, it is our interesas titimately give us these reasons for action,
which makes them internal reasons. But this ismuwit is supposed to be going on with
morality: its requirements bind us and thereby giseeasons for action independently of our
interests. So unlike the requirements of the atleemative activities, it imot our interests that
make us bound by moral requirements in the firgt@land thus not our interests that ultimately
give us these reasons for action.

Now this externalist conclusion certainly followisen the assumption that requirements
supply those bound by them with reasons for actitmwever, why should we think that this
assumption holds in the exceptional case of mgfalihat is, why should we think it holds when
the requirements no longer apply to people in gidéitheir interests? Such a change in the
applicability conditions of the normative requiremeein the case of morality opens up the

possibility that the requirements will not autoroatiy supply reasons for action to those bound

49



by the requirementGSS. Of course, the assumption in question might stiltlhn the case of
morality, but we have no reason at this point toklhat it does rather than does not. It may be
theoretically economical to hold it constant acnessnative activities, but it is just as
theoretically economical to be an internalist anttilthe connection between reasons and
interests constant; and | see no reason to chbhedertmer option over the latter one. For if we
choose to be theoretically economical by holdingstant the assumption that requirements
always supply those they bind with reasons foroactihnen we end up with externalism to the
detriment of internalism, which is itself a theacatly economical position; and if we choose to
be theoretically economical by being internaligten we end up rejecting the theoretically
economical assumption that requirements alwayslgtippse they bind with reasons for
action® As such, theoretical economy cannot help the eatist here. And since | see no other
reason to think that the assumption in questiodsap in the case of morality instead of

breaking down, | see no reason to accept that meaabns are external even if moral realism is

%8 That is, the disanalogy between manhood and mythakit was supposed to save externalism
IS now causing a problem for it.

%9 Remember from the beginning of the previous papdgthat we are holding moral
requirements to be genuine, which is why we woualdehto reject this assumption by accepting
internalism or reject internalism by accepting tissumption. If we were not assuming moral
realism here, we would not necessarily have to satetween the theoretically economical
positions in question. Indeed, we could be likehard Joyce and Gilbert Harman and reject
moral realism by accepting both of these positiartgsch would perhaps be the most

theoretically economical position of all.
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true. Therefore, our intuitions about moral readogisng external remain dubious and so do not

constitute a compelling reason to doubt internalism

5. Intuitive Support for Externalism: Prudentiald&ens

In addition to moral reasons, prudential reasoasansidered to be another source of intuitive
support for externalism. The two examples of suthi@ntial reasons that | have encountered in
the literature are health reasons and future weigporeasons, so | will focus on théSd.et's
start with health reasons. Some people find itiiveito think that if taking one’s medicine will
restore or preserve one’s health, then this pdrasra reason to take the medicine even if he or
she has no interest in being healthy or any otiterest served by being healthy. As such, we
have a reason to take health-restoring or healthgoving medicines independently of our
interests, which means that they are external rsagthe same thing applies to future well-being
reasons. If taking a certain course of action prtimote one’s future well-being in some way,
then it seems like he or she has a reason to petfos action even if he or she has no current
interest in the future or any other interest teatarved by performing this action. These reasons
are thus external ones as well.

Once again, | do not think that these supposetdlytive cases constitute reasons to
reject internalism. One reason for this is th& difficult to think of an agent that has no
interests served by actions prescribed by thesansawhich makes it difficult to see the

reasons as clear candidates for being external. tNisvdoes not apply in the case of moral

79| will focus on these examples for two reasonsir thepularity and the intuitiveness of their

being prudential reasons.
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reasons. For example, consider the case of Antagu@h the sociopathic villain from the movie
No Country for Old MenFirst of all, he obviously has no interest inrgea morally good

person: he kills many innocent people (sometimeshorrific manner), steals cars, and
generally does whatever that will best promotenaisow ends. He thus has no interest in
morality that is served by performing morally gaaxtions or refraining from the wrong ones
that he incessantly performs. Furthermore, herng dangerous and difficult to even harm,
which means that he is likely to squash potentigddts by hurting or killing them without
getting hurt or killed himself. He is also veryfditilt to catch and good at escaping when he is
caught (he is arrested at the beginning of the enbut ends up choking the officer to death with
the handcuffs and then gets away, never to be taggim). Since he is so dangerous and
difficult to harm or incarcerate, the threat ofanceration, death, or harm is virtually non-
existent. It is thus hard to locate a non-morariest that is served by behaving morg\ﬁy.
Overall, Anton seems to have no interest thatrngeseby refraining from wrongdoing; and yet,
as Shafer-Landau rightfully says, it still seerke lihe considerations constituting the wrongness
of his actions are excellent reasons for him tcaref Thus, moral reasons clearly appear to be
external ones. On the other hand, constructing awttaracter to show health and future well-
being reasons to be external is not so promisiagstarters, being healthy tends to involve the
avoidance of some sort of discomfort or pain, aedall seem to have an interest in avoiding

these things. So many (if not most) cases of dbaajth-restoring things like taking medicine

& Perhaps a better way to put this point is thamast cases of his doing evil deeds, Anton
simply will not be caught, incarcerated, harmedilded; and thus the interests of not being
caught, incarcerated, harmed, or killed will notseeved by refraining from his evil deeds. As

such, it is difficult to locate a non-moral intetrésat is served by refraining from wrongdoing.
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will serve our interests in virtue of our inter@stvoiding discomfort or pain. Also, being
healthy is usually a condition that must be medroher for us to do other things besides resting
and trying to get better. When we get sick enowghgannot go to school, work on papers,
spend quality time with friends or loved-ones, orashything that is fun or makes life worth
living. Put another way, being healthy allows usvtwrk towards our goals, build and maintain
relationships, do fun and enjoyable things, anddryave a good life. As such, doing health-
preserving and health-restoring things seems teegsapst or all of the interests that we have or
could have. In fact, | find it very difficult to thk of an interest that is not served by doing
things, like taking medicine, that will restorepreserve one’s health. But these considerations
seem to imply that in order to construct an analsgtharacter to Anton that is supposed to
illustrate health reasons as external ones, we toeexvision an agent that has a reason to do
health-preserving or health-restoring things yetsdoot have (1) the interest in avoiding
discomfort or pain and (2) most or all of the iet&s that we have or can have. However, it
seems dubious that an agent could lack an interestoiding discomfort or pai?ﬁ For having

an “interest” in something means having a posiditteude of attraction towards it, while calling
something “discomforting” or “painful” implies hawy a negative attitude of avoidance towards
it. But if agents have a negative attitude of agoitk toward something, then they must have a

positive attitude of attraction towards the absarfabat something; and since they must have a

2 There are of course the cases of people who dy some states of being in pain, but these
individuals still have an interest in avoiding atlkends of discomfort or pain that we might
consider to be “real pain” for them. As such, tii@yare not the kind of agent that we are
looking for to illustrate the externality of heakldasons and (b) do not supply a counterexample

to my claim that an agent may not be able to laekinterest in avoiding pain or discomfort.
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negative attitude of avoidance to discomfort and,ghey must have a positive attitude of
attraction to the absence of those things. As stiseems that agentsusthave an interest in
avoiding pain and discomfort. Now if this is trilegen we cannot envision an agent without any
interest served by health-restoring or health-pxéisg behavior and thus cannot see how health
reasons are supposed to be external ones. Inwthids, we cannot remove all interests that
would be served by health-restoring or health-pxesg behavior and still have an agent at all,
yet we would need to be able to do so in ordelateehan agent with external health reasons.
Furthermore, we certainly could not remove alli@ interests that we have or could have and
still have an agent because agents have interesis+rconceivable to have an agent without
them. And if there does turn out to be some int&gaot served by being healthy, it is not clear
that it (they) would be enough to have an agenbr®e again, we cannot envision an agent
without any interest served by health-restoringealth-preserving behavior and thus cannot see
how health reasons are external ones.

Now there may be two worries about what | have #aid far about health reasons. First,
one may worry that even if what | have said is truenly applies to aubsebf health reasons,
perhaps even most of them. This is because theydemanhealthy conditions that do not result
in pain or discomfort or interfere with our ability satisfy our other interests and thus reasons to
do healthy things that do not hook up to any ofinterests. Second, one may worry that |

have simply not been imaginative enough to concefvan agent with external health reasons.

3 If it turns out that such a condition is incohereipierhaps it is a conceptual constraint on
something counting as an unhealthy condition thaterrupts our normal functioning or causes
us pain or discomfort—then so much the better fgipwsition, as this would render this worry

an incoherent one.
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But even if these worries are legitimate ones, hdbthink that they can show health reasons to
be external ones—in fact, | think upon examinatiwat they will show the opposite. Consider
first the first worry. If you were to come down Wwisome sort of unhealthy condition that
resulted in no pain or discomfort and interferethwiothing in your life, would you have a
reason to take medicine to fix this condition eifgiou have no intrinsic interest in being
generally healthy and no other interest servedx}iyd the condition? It is hard to see why we
would have such a reason to take the medicine sia@i@g this condition does not seem to make
any difference whatsoever to the quality of ouedand thus does not seem to matter at all. As
an analogy, | have a tooth that is slightly chipgaa it does not bother me at all or interfere
with my life in any way. Now | have no intrinsicterest in fixing the tooth or any other interest
that will be served by fixing it and thus it doest neally matter that | have the chipped tooth—it
is just as if | did not have it. It therefore seetmst | have no reason to take measures to restore
the tooth, which makes the health reasons in questternal ones.

This brings me to the second worry—that | havelbe@n sufficiently imaginative when
it comes to thinking of the agent we are looking fdow even if this is true, | do not need to be
very imaginative. Instead, | can just stipulate thare could be an agent with no interests that
are served by being healthy despite my difficuttgonceiving of what this agent might look
like. But if this is the case, then being unhealtiyst not interfere with or go against any of this
agent’s interests, which once again makes it diffito see how being unhealthy makes any
difference whatsoever to the agent’s quality & &hd thus why it would matter at all to be
healthy. It therefore seems that this agent woaktemo reason to be healthy, which would make

all health reasons internal ones.
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Now that | have argued that health reasons dovest appear to be external ones, | can
finally move on to discussing future well-beingseas. In order for these reasons to be good
candidates for external ones, we must be ablewsien an agent that has no interest served by
performing an action that would lead to some fupagoff in well-being. As such, we must
envision that this agent has no interest in hisesrfuture well-being. However, this lack of an
interest in his or her future well-being entaileek of an interest in his or hesll-being in
general which includes his or her current well-being. See why, consider first that agents are

temporally extended beings—in fact, they must liewlay because being an agent is not a static

state of being, but an on-goiagtivity.74 Moreover, since agents are temporally extendetglsei
their well-being is temporally extended as well-w# have the same agent at timea$ we do
T100, then the well-being of that agent is the sameedb Therefore, to lack an interest in one’s
own future well-being is to lack an interest in #iegle object of one’s own well-being that is
attributable to the agent both in the future anth&present, which is nothing more than one’s
own well-being in general.

If the entailment that | just argued for holdsritwe need to envision an agent with no

interest in his or her well-being in general in@artb envision an agent with no interest served by

“ This temporal extensionality of agents is perfectipsistent with people being able to
gualitatively change into different people overdinfor even if an agent turns into a different
person over time, we are able to recognize thegshanly because the old person was stable for
some length of time and the new person is stable hofact, it does not make any sense to talk
about “who someone is as a person” if they do tayt stable for some relatively long length of
time, as there must be some sort of discernablstaonay in order to even refer to the person

being so-and-so instead of going through a mersgbafleeting state of being.
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action prescribed by future well-being reasonsthedeby see such reasons as external ones. But
again, this does not look very promising. For dnirg, it is questionable whether an agent can
lack an interest in his or her well-being. In fattny argument to the effect that agents
necessarily have an interest in avoiding pain ascbdnhfort is correct, then it seems to follow

that agents necessarily have an interest in tairwell-being because pain and discomfort are
indicators of not being well. If this is the caeen we cannot have an agent that lacks an interest
served by actions prescribed by future well-begmsons, which means that we cannot construct
an agent in order to show such reasons to be extenes. Furthermore, being in a state of good
well-being is like being healthy in that both allas to do and enjoy the many things involved in
having a good life. For example, the lower my wading, the more difficult it is to work

towards my goals and enjoy things. Also, my welligas important to those that | care about,
especially my life partner; and so the promotiomgfwell-being simultaneously promotes the
happiness and well-being of others that are impbttame. As such, actions promoting my

future well-being will serve several of my inteesthe same applies to other people because
they will have many similar interests, which agaiakes it difficult to conceive of an agent with

no interest served by actions promoting future Awelhg. Finally, it seems rather unintelligible

for an agent with interests in different thingdaok an interest in his or her well-being.
Specifically, it is difficult to render his or herterest in different things intelligible withouba
overarching interest in his or her well-being. Fstance, | have an interest in becoming a
philosophy professor, and this is arguably madaligible by saying that | have this interest

because being a philosophy professor will contaliatmy well-being. The same can be

extended to other interests that we have, perhapsal of them' If this is correct, then we yet

> This is not to say that we are egoistic and tleeesthink of our goals or relationships as
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again cannot have an agent, which must have itsengghout the interest in his or her own
well-being that makes his or her other interedilligible. Therefore, we still do not have a clear
picture of how future well-being reasons are suppds be external ones.

On the other hand, | may again be guilty of bemsyfficiently imaginative—perhaps an
agent could have a collection of interests thatfigs not need to be made intelligible by the
interest in one’s own well-being and does not atie need to include this interest and (2) has
no element that is served by actions prescribeftifoye well-being reasons. While this may be
the case, it does not help us when it comes togdwiw these reasons are supposed to be
external ones. For one thing, such an agent ifesota what we are used to that we cannot be
sure what kinds of reasons it has at all. Moreifipalty, we cannot simply assume that agents
which are extremely different from us have futulvbeing reasons. For all we know, they do
not have these reasons precisely because they ditfesent from us. Moreover, if these
creatures are so different that not being well daesnterfere with or go against their interests,
then it is hard to see why their well-being mattarall, which in turn makes it hard to see why

they would have reasons to promote their well-belfipis is the case, then well-being reasons

instrumentally valuable to the ultimate value of own well-being. Instead, the fact that certain
things like me becoming a philosophy professorawitg friends contributes to my own well-
being helps to explain why | have an interest asththings without actually entering into my
thinking about such things. In other words, myiies¢ in becoming a philosophy professor or
having friends is partly explained by the fact ttety would contribute to my own well-being
even though | am not becoming a philosophy profeasd do not have friends because | came
to believe they would contribute to my well-beifigne explanatory influence of these facts is an

unconscious one as opposed to one of consciougmnigiom of them.
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(which include future well-being reasons) seemeariternal instead of external. Therefore,
neither future well-being reasons nor health reasmpear to be external ones and so do not

constitute intuitive support for externalism.

6. The Moral Culpability Argument for Externalism

The final challenge to internalism that | will casesr comes in the form of a positive argument
for externalism that is not based on our intuitiihg the only such argument that | know
about). This is the argument that | mentioned ssp®y before evaluating Shafer-Landau’s
intuitive support argument for externalism. As idsthen, this second argument from Shafer-
Landau hinges on matters of moral culpabilitysipresented concisely by the following

paragraph:

“One is blameworthy for an action only if theresmme reason to refrain from
committing it. Because the killers are blamewoffibrytheir deeds, there is a reason that
opposes their actions. Since this reason doesapetidl on the ends that the killers

happen to have, the reason is a categorical ors.tfiby have violated or ignored it is

the basis of their blameworthines7§".”

7 Shafer-Landau, op. cit., p. 195. The “killers” @@are immoralists who commit themselves to

blowing up civilians in crowded areas.
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Because | agree with Shafer-Landau that theseilee genuine agents that are responsible for
their deeds and thus are as culpable as agentneégumy rejection of his argument is based
only on rejecting its first premise: that one iarhkworthy for an action only if there is a reason
for that person to refrain from committing7ﬁ.

In defense of this premise, Shafer-Landau poiantgtat it seems to be a conceptual truth

that someone being deserving of blame entailshthatr she has ignored at least one relevant

consideration that opposes the action he or shpéﬁ'xsrmed?g This is because assigning moral

" Shafer-Landau, op. cit., p. 195.

"8 It should be noticed that, in the quoted paragembve, the first sentence does not talk about
there being a reasdar the persorio refrain (i.e., a reason the perd@y; instead, it just talks
about there being some reason to refrain. How&hafer-Landau’s formal presentation of this
argument in the next paragraph has as its firshjgeethat “if one is blameworthy for doing
something, then there is a reason for that persbtordo it,” which means that this is how he
intended the first line of the quoted paragrapheaonterpreted.

& Shafer-Landau, op. cit., p. 196. While he only tiwrs the ignoring of at least one morally
relevant consideration that is entailed by morgpahility, it should be noted that improperly
weighing or insufficiently regarding such considenas could also be involved in the culpable
agent’s wrongdoing. Thus, moral culpability entailat these moral considerations were either
ignoredor insufficiently regarded. Of course, this is a niitechnicality that does not cause
problems for Shafer-Landau. The important poirtiisfpremise is that moral culpability entails
morally opposing considerations, which constita@sons for action, that were disrespected in

some way; it does not really matter if he failednclude one way in which this disrespect can
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culpability is tantamount to morally criticizings@one, and we cannot legitimately level such
criticism without a basis. But if an agent who pasformed an action complied with all the
relevant considerations, or there were no condiid@sopposing his or her action, then there is
no basis for moral criticism and thus no moral ebifty. Therefore, in order to have such a
basis for moral criticism and thus moral culpabpjlihere must have been (1) at least one moral
consideration opposing the action the agent peddrthat (2) was ignored or insufficiently
respected by the agent.

While this is certainly true, it does not establish premise that Shafer-Landau needs for
his argument to succeed. Instead, it only estaddishat if an agent is morally culpable for
wrongdoing, then there must have been at leastom&deration thagccording to the
institution of morality opposes the action and thus counts as a reaaorsag. However, it is
not necessary for this reason to be one that abld@genhas—whether or not such agents
have this reason is a completely independent issudact, the immoralist not having this reason
to refrain from wrongdoing is a good explanatiomuiy he or she ignored the morally opposing
consideration in the first place. But as long &séhs such an opposing consideration that was
ignored, for whatever reason, we have what we fareakssigning moral culpability. Therefore,
an agent’s moral culpability does not entail thabh she had a reason to refrain from

wrongdoing, which means that the first premisenefargument is false.

take place. | suspect that since he has the immbrmalmind, who is not committed to morality,
his or her moral culpability will be the resultighoring moral considerations instead of
insufficiently regarding them; and so the immorn&isulpability in particular will entail that at

least one morally relevant consideration was igthore
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To be sure, Shafer-Landau anticipates this olge@nd argues that it is ultimately

unsuccessfuf® Specifically, he argues that any system thatfjabty assigns blame must allow
for legitimate excuses, yet an agent seems to hdegitimate excuse if there was no reason for
him or her to refrain from doing what he or she. didus, it is illegitimate to criticize someone
for failing to obey rules that do not provide himher with a reason to do so. Furthermore, an
agent’s moral culpability points to a personalifeg] yet there is nothing necessarily amiss with
the character of an agent who strays from normstbhvaot provide him or her with reasons for
action. Thus, it would be unfair to criticize a gen for not obeying rules that do not provide him
or her with a reason to comply. However, the répacdf Shafer-Landau’s first premise allows
for this illegitimate and unfair criticism and sesehe tie between culpability and personal
shortcoming, while accepting it avoids these protsleTherefore, Shafer-Landau concludes, we
have reasons to accept the premise instead ofirgjet

Even though this response strikes me as a ratoel gne, | do not think it is successful.
While Shafer-Landau is surely correct to say tmgt system that justifiably assigns blame must
allow for legitimate excuses, the idea that an abas a legitimate moral excuse if he or she had
no reason to refrain from wrongdoing can be sehljocalled into question. This can be done by
distinguishing between what constitutes a legitereatcusen terms of practical rationality
versus what constitutes ometerms of moralityThat an agent has no reason to refrain from
wrongdoing certainly constitutes a legitimate excumsterms of practical rationality for why he
or she did not refrain, and thus he or she canadtditimately criticized (for irrationality).

However, this need not be the case in terms of litypkecause the legitimate excuses of this

80 Shafer-Landau, op. cit., p. 198.
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institution need not coincide with those of prazfttilcationalityz.31 For example, when considering
someone like Anton Chigurh, if we accept that he t@reason to refrain from wrongdoing, are
we then to conclude that he has a legitimate exicusgms of morality for his horrific conduct
and thus cannot be morally criticized? While ittaely seems to be the case that he has a
legitimate excuse in terms of practical rationalitydoes not seem like he has one in terms of
morality. For as far as | can tell, the only suebitimate excuses for wrongdoing are (1) if
someone was not sufficiently developed or inforreeds to be aware of the moral
considerations that opposed his or her action lamsl did not know what he or she was really
doing; or (2) if the wrongdoing was unintentionghgrformed due to uncontrollable, external
influences. Thus, not having a reason to reframfwrongdoing is not a legitimate excuse. Of
course, | may be wrong here; there may be othéirfegge excuses that | have failed to see. But
even if this is the case, it is nonetheless doubthat not having a reason to refrain from
wrongdoing will be one of these excuses becausader for not having a reason to refrain from

wrongdoing to be such a legitimate excuse, it rbeghe case than agent’s moral culpability

entails a problem with the agent’s rationaﬁgt%/However, this is probably too strict. While moral

81 Some philosophers might insist on morality andfxcal rationality overlapping such that all
immoral behavior is irrational, the truth of whialould sink my criticism of Shafer-Landau’s
response. However, this position is not obvioulsk/¢ase and instead seems to be false. For all
we need to do is consider the evil villains in nesvor history—they seem to be bad people, not
irrational ones. After all, is it not their ratiditg that makes them such dangerous, effective
villains in the first place?

% That something like this conditional premise isuiegd for an agent not having a reason to

refrain from wrongdoing to be a legitimate moratese can be seen by looking at the logical
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culpability can point to a problem with an agem#itonality in some casgg,in other cases it

seems to point to a problem with an ageakiaracter not his or her rationalit?/." Returning

again to Anton, there does not seem to be any @mohlith his rationality; instead, there is a
problem with his complete lack of interest in aspect for morality’s end of rightness. He is
simply not committed to morality, which is certajrd character flaw that seems worthy of moral
criticism (after all, morality demands that peop&a certain way in addition to doing certain
things). Thus, because an agent can be morallgized! for character flaws, which in the case of

immoralists like Anton is partly responsible foetfailure of the rules to provide reasons for

structure of legitimate excuses in general. Becausgitimate excuse is nothing more than
some fact F thategatesan assignment of criticism, and F cannot simplyhaebrute negation of
criticism, F must be the negation of some necessamglition of assigning criticism. Thus, there
is some conditional of the form (criticisma =F) underlying every such legitimate excuse.
Consider, for example, our excusing a young chiddhfblame for hitting a classmate in order to
acquire a toy because he or she is not sufficietglyeloped to understand why such behavior is
wrong. Here the conditional is (moral culpabikty sufficient development), and the excuse,
which is that the child is not sufficiently deveésh negates the criticism by negating the
necessary condition of the agent being sufficieddyeloped.

8 For example, an agent may be truly committed teafitg and thus has sufficient interest in or
respect for moral considerations, which resultsisnor her better judgment pointing towards
doing the right thing. But this agent may nonetbglee overcome by a desire to do the wrong
thing against his or her better judgment. In tlaise; the agent’s moral culpability stems from
irrationality.

% In other words, moral culpability entails a problemh an agent’s rationalitgr character.
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action in the first place, it is not illegitimate triticize someone for failing to obey rules tbat
not provide him or her with a reason to do so. &fwe, the rejection of Shafer-Landau’s first
premise does not necessarily allow for illegitimatgral criticism.

But what about Shafer-Landau’s other charges agesecting his first premise? If it is
correct that moral culpability can point to a deéfeiccharacter, then the tie between moral
culpability and personal shortcoming need not besal by rejecting this premise; instead, it
can be preserved by making the agent’s personaicsimaing a defect of character. Also, while
it seems true that in some cases there is notl@ogssarily amiss with the character of an agent
who strays from norms that do not provide him arvigh reasons for actio%s, there is
definitely something amiss with the character oagant like Anton who, in virtue of his total
lack of commitment to morality, strays from morakms that do not provide him or her with
reasons for action. Indeed, his horrific charaigéhe very basis of his moral culpability. Again,
there need not be anything wrong with the ratiapali an agent like Anton, but since our moral
criticism of him is an indictment of his characserd not his rationality, we may not be guilty of
unfair criticism by holding him morally culpable gf@te his not having a reason to refrain from
wrongdoing (which we would be guilty of if we inattaccused him of irrationality). Therefore,
the rejection of Shafer-Landau’s first premise doetsnecessarily allow for unfair moral
criticism.

On the other hand, those of us who reject Shaé@dhu’s first premise may not be able

to avoid the assignment of unfair moral criticigfor in order to reject the premise and avoid

8 For example, there is nothing necessarily amis thi¢ character of an agent who fails to
obey the norms of “being a real man” that do nowte him with reasons for action. Or so |

say—the “real men” of the world would probably sdalierwise.
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Shafer-Landau’s criticism of such rejection, | tacdppeal to the idea that moral culpability can
be assigned on the basis of an agent’s defectasacter. However, it may be unfair to hold
someone morally culpable for character flaws bezaume’s character is arguably not under
one’s control. But even if this is true, it doeg point in favor of Shafer-Landau’s first premise.
First of all, accepting the premise does not prettenallowance of unfair criticism any more
than does its rejection: because an agent’s Idvealionality is also arguably not under his or
her control, morally criticizing an agent for altae of rationality or of character, which are both
compatible with the acceptance of Shafer-Landartss Fbremise8,6 is unfair. Thus, accepting the
premise does not have the advantage of avoidirgjruriticism. Furthermore, even if accepting

the premise does not allow for unfair criticism {ghiejecting it does, this does not support the

8 Shafer-Landau’s premise only says that an agendiginculpability entails that the agent had
somereason to refrain from wrongdoing, not that therddghadsufficientreason to do so. Of
course, if a culpable agent had sufficient reasaefrain from wrongdoing, then he or she had
some reason to refrain from wrongdoing. Thus, antawgho is morally culpable, according to
the needed premise, either had insufficient origefit reason to refrain from wrongdoing. If the
culpable agent had insufficient reason to refremmfwrongdoing, then his or her moral
culpability must be due to a failure of characte. (insufficient commitment to morality’s end
of rightness) instead of rationality. On the othand, if the culpable agent had sufficient reason
to refrain from wrongdoing, then his or her moralpability must be due to irrationality.
Therefore, agents can be morally criticized foaitufe of rationality or character given the truth

of Shafer-Landau’s needed premise.
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premisebeing true®’ At best, this supports accepting the premaisa useful fictionOf course,
the premise could very well be true, but it receide epistemic support from the supposed
benefits that accepting it confers—such advantageuially compatible with the premise being
true as being a useful fiction. Therefore, the texise of external reasons for action, which

require the truth of Shafer-Landau’s first premisas not been established.

87| am indebted to Nietzsche for this objection, vhtan be found iBeyond Good and Evyip.
49, aphorism 39: “But people like to forget—evebesospirits—that making unhappy and evil
are no counter-arguments.” Friedrich Nietzs@wyond Good and EyiWalter Kaufmann, trans,

(New York: Random House, Inc., 1966).
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IV.An Argument for Internalism

Now that | have looked at several arguments agaitetalism and argued that they do not
constitute good grounds for rejecting the viewah enove on to presenting a positive argument
in favor of internalism that will hopefully tip thecales in its favor. As | mentioned in the
Introduction, | call this argument “The ConceptAajument for Internalism.” This argument is
so-called because it is based on reflecting upercéimcept of a reason for action.

Given the nature of my argument, | must obviolmgygin by talking about what reasons
for action are conceptually. According to Shafendlau, reasons are, “considerations that favor
or oppose, that make something appropriate, legigpor justified (or the reverse%a.ln a
similar yet simpler fashion, Parfit says, “Reasfrsacting...are facts thabunt in favorof
some act® What these two definitions (which strike me adguety accurate) tell us is that the
fundamental property of reasons is that tfeeyr or opposections. This is evident in Parfit's
definition of reasons because this is all that leations. And even though Shafer-Landau says
more than what Parfit does about what reasonsalsays it in a way which suggests that he is
describing what reasons do in two different ways s@ch, | will focus only on reasons
essentially favoring or opposing actions for thepmse of my argument.

With this conceptual fact about reasons in pléoe guestion arises astiow or in what
way considerations can “favor” or “oppose” an actibhe answer is that considerations
“favoring” or “opposing” makes sense only agaiasiackground of aims or ends to be promoted

that specify how or in what way they can do so. @ag to illustrate this is to show how the

88 Shafer-Landau, op. cit., p. 191.

89 Parfit, op. cit., p. 121.
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same consideration can be both a reason for amaisam against something. Recall my earlier
example of being forced at gunpoint to play cheisls mob boss Moe. At some point in the
game | have an opportunity to make a move thatgudirantee my being able to take his queen
on my next move. Now the fact that this move wilagantee the capture of his queen is clearly a
reason for making the move (let’s call this faca@d the move M). But why is C a reason to
make M? How does C favor M? It does so in virtu¢ghefend of winning the game: because
capturing Moe’s queen will obviously help me wir thame, the fact (C) that M will lead to the
capture of Moe’s queen counts as a reason for ddidgis the end of winning the game that
makes C favor M. Of course, | am not really playihg game because Moe is a violently sore
loser. Instead, | am pretending to play the gameintent is to appear like | am trying to win
when | am really trying to lose the game in oraeavoid harnt’ So C also counts as a reason
against doing M. And it does so in virtue of my ericvoiding harm: because winning the game
will get me hurt or killed, and capturing Moe’s @uewill help me win the game, capturing
Moe’s queen will “help” to get me hurt or killed hweh is inimical to my end of not being hurt or
killed. It is the end of not getting hurt or killédat makes C oppose M. Thus, considerations
favor or oppose only against a background of ends.

Combining the conclusions of the previous two peapls gives us the following argument:

(1) Reasons necessarily favor or oppose.

%0 Technically, | cannot really lose the game becaugenuine game is not being played in
virtue of my pretending to play. This means thigdlly cannot try to lose the game. What | am
really doing here is trying to create the faultpeprance of losing the game in order to avoid

harm.
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(2) Favoring and opposing requires a backgrourehds to be promoted.

(3) Therefore, reasons require a background of ente promotea.1

In other words, considerations cannot count asreawithout a background of ends to be
promoted, which means that reasons cannot exisbultends? But if theexistenceof reasons
depends on that of ends that generate them, shoultiehavingof reasons by particular agents
depend upon them also having ends that generatettid=inlay and | are correct in thinking
that reasons and ends are a conceptually packagédlien it seems that the having of certain
reasons for action by particular agents entailsttiey have ends that generate the reasons,
where these ends are contained in their collectionterests: This would make the reasons we

have dependent on our interests, as internalisiends.

°1 This is also the case with epistemic reasons—afeetruth or plausibility is the end that
provides the defining background here.

%2 This clearly supports Finlay’s end-relational theof reasons, which makes reasons relative
to ends by definition.

93 . .
These ends are the eliy, or contents, of our interests.

70



V. Conclusion

In this paper | have offered a defense of reasotesrialism. After introducing the debate
between internalists and externalists pertainingp¢éonature of our reasons for action, |
examined David Velleman’s challenge to both intBsteand externalists—namely, that the
debate rests on a false dichotomy—and found ietwithout force. Contra Velleman, the debate
is a legitimate one, where one side is corredhd¢odietriment of the other. From here | examined
several arguments against internalism and argugdtby do not constitute good grounds for
rejecting the view. Specifically, | defended int@liam against (1) the charges by McDowell and
others that internalism is too psychologistic,t{ problem of pathological changes in our
motivational sets, (3) Finlay’s charge that intdisra is false because it mistakenly relativizes
reason-ascriptions to an agent’s ends, (4) thé&ivgsupport of moral and prudential reasons
for externalism, and (5) the moral culpability amgent for externalism. Finally, | presented my
conceptual argument for internalism, which is basedeflecting upon the concept of a reason
for action. Given that internalism can meet itesgyest challenges and seems to have positive

support in its favor, it emerges as an attraciwglpsophically defensible position.
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