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ABSTRACT

Whether mora! reasons provide good reasons is an old question but still a live
one. Invariably, answers to it have tendered some position respecting th: relation
between moral conduct and self-interast. Plato, for example, saw such conduct as
according with the individual's "true interest”, though the individual himself might not
realize that it does. There are modern variants of this kind of reconciliation, e.g., those
of Mackie, Kavka, and Gauthier. One distinctive version is proffered by Parfit where,
against the prevailing inclination, the direction of reduction is from prudential reasons to
moral ones.

Others hold that moral and egoistic reasons are, or can be, fundamentally
opposed. How then to decide between them? One might adopt one of a number of
views. One might hold to a rational egoism which champions reasons of self-interest in
all cases where moral considerations and egoistic ones give conflicting direction. Or one
might hold the contrary position that moral reasons are overriding, either always or, at
least, usually. One might, that is, subscribe to one of a number of different views, e.g.,
that of Baier, or Falk, or Gewirth, or Darwaii, that have in common the conclusion that
moral reasons defeat prudential ones. Or, following Prichard, one might see the two
kinds of reasons as incommensurable.

My concern here is to examine the adequacy of a representative sample of

arguments that, in one way or another, defend the moral point of view. | should say.



perhaps, "seek to defend”, as my conclusion is the (for me) disheartening one that none
of these attempts are successiul.

Although | remark on this in the text | wish to emphasize here that the prudential
response which springs from Mackie's attempt to (partially) reconcile the moral and
prudential viewpoints is an extension of that attempt which Mackie would not have
endorsed. In fact it fails, in my view, precisely in trying to overreach his conclusions.
Though 1 attribute it to no ore, the response is not fictional but is, rather, a natural one
and of respectable lineage.

I have too to acknowledge that the outline of Gauthier's view, which informs the
“rational/prudential response”, is culled from Darwall's brief description and commentary
on that position as it is presented in Gauthier, 1975 and 1986. Though perhaps
inexcusable for a scholar, taking the short route to someone's view may be permitted for
one who is concerned to examine a view. Of course, should Darwall have not
mentioned a feature of Gauthier's position that bears crucially on my criticism of it, the
fault is entirely mine. 1 am, however, confident that such is not the case.

| find fault with each of the theses presented in this essay. Nonetheless, 1 have
jearned from each proponent and ! hope some of this will show in what follows.

What follows begins with a dialogue. Although the conversational form is soon
discontinued, | wish the reader to see the dialogue as carrying on uninterrupted; a
diaiogue where, if my arguments are sound, the morai apologist is forced to adopt new

strategies, to appeal to different grounds, in his attempt to vindicate moral conduct.
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PART 1

THE PROEY 1034
and

FIVE ATTEMPTS

AT A SOLUTION



CHAPTER 1

SETTING THE PROBLEM

1. X: Why should { help someone else, or otherwise behave morally, when
it's not in my own interest to do so?

Y: Because it is in our mutual interest for each person so to behave.

X: | know that, but what do | care about that, as long as it's not in my
interest so to behave?

Y: There are rules overruling the dictates of self-interest such that it is in
the interest of all alike that everyone follow them. Others have followed and others still
do follow these rules and your current well-being is, possibly in large part, consequent on
those facts. In refusing to do your share in retum you may well be branded as
unreasonable and a parasite.

X: 1 grant all that tut I'm still not going to do what's against my interest.

Y: I'm not saying you will, I'm saying you should.

X: But you still haven't given me an acceptable reason why | shouid.

Such. in essentials, is the imagined conversation -- presented by John Hospers
-- between a moralist and one who is seen as both incorrigible egoist and moral sceptic.1
What further can be said, Hospers asks, in this "maddening situation™? The fellow
accepts Baier's characterization of a morality and, seemingly, also it's justification, and
yet he persists in his demand for a reason, in situations where others are self-denying,

that he be moral also. There is indeed such a reason, Hospers holds: we should be



moral simply because it is right; or with respect to a right act -- "...doesn't the rightness
provide a sufficient reason for performing the act?"2

But -- as might be guessed -- the questioner is still not satisfied. Here. Hospers
maintains, in admitting certain acts as right, yet continuing to ask why he should perform
them, the sceptic is making an impossible demand. He is. it seems, refusing 1o accept
anything but a reason of self-interest for doing what is, ex hypothesi, against his interest;
and in persisting with this self-contradictory request he reveals himself as immune to
rational argument and as, consequently, an obvious candidate for quite another form of

intervention.

2. But is Hospers right? Must the questioner be seen as a recalcitrant, and
irrational, egoist? Perhaps we could try an alternative construal of the dialogue before
1elegating him, as Hospers would, to the psychiatrist's couch. Rather than asking for a
reason of seli-interest for performing an act that is against his interest, the sceptic, in
saying "I know this act is right but now tell me why | ought to do it”, could well be seen as
looking for something that goes beyond the fact that the act is the right one to do. He
mmay want to know how its rightness supplies him a reason and, if it does, how he might
compare that reason with the reason of self-interest against his doing the act.

That is, his demand can be given these roughly equivalent expressions. |t may
be that 1) he is asking for an explication of the force of the moral "ought”; 2) he is
inquiring into the status of morality, of moral requirements and prohibitions; he is
questioning, or asking to be shown, the authenticity of moral reasoning; or, 3) though he

is asking still a normative question he is not asking an ethical one; that is, the question



"for what good reason should | be moral?" may be, pace Hospers, a question posed from

outside of, not from within, morality.

3 In asking for a vindication of moral reasons in terms of something more
fundamental it is not necessarily the case that what the questioner sees as more
fundamenta! are reasons of self-interest.3 Moral scepticism need not reduce to a kind of
refractory egoism. The sceptic could also have inquired (though he doesn't) into the
status of prudential reasons; as to the force of the prudential "ought*. The question
"Why should | protect or advance self-interest?” is one put from outside of, not from
within, the "science of prudence” and as such, like the meta-ethical question, does not
allow of a question-begging answer. Granted this question is not often asked -- and
should our questioner be open to criticism in this regard he is in very gocd company,
both late and present -- it being generally assumed that reasons of prudence stand on
their own feet. That is, "that it benefits, or will benefit, me" is usually simply accepted to
be a reason for the subject (if not necessarily an overriding one) whereas that it
benetits/will benefit others/another seems less impregnably a self-evident reason.

I am not saying that this assumpiion has gone unnoticed or unchallenged.
Mackie, for example, notes that “"peculiarly prudential reasons”, that is, reasons
provided by a desire which the agent knows that he will have but which currently he
lacks (lacking also 1 present desire that future desires be fulfilled), lean on a "...concept
of the identity of a person through time",4 a concept which, he holds, functions like an
institution, personal identity not being "...absolute, as it is believed to be”.5 So just as,
when one admits moral reasons -- which do not depend on a present desire, e.g. "(that) |

promised” or "(that) it will help those people” -- one must, to have a clear grasp of what



is going on, recognize that one is speaking within the institution of morality, so it is when
one claims prudential reasons; the claim must be qualified in like manner.

This qualification with respect to moral or prudential :easons does not amount to
a denial that there are such reasons. Rather it is to say that to claim such reasons is to
speak within the respective institutions6 and to say that we are not logically constrained

so to speak.7

4. Parfit, too, not « 1ly questions the self-evidence of prudential reasons but
employs a strategy of (so to speak) squeezing the (classical) theory of self-interest
between Present-aim and moral theories.8 That is, he tries to show that the arguments
which champion a theory of prudence as the rationally correct theory vis-"a-vis some
Present-aim theory leave it vulnerabie to the challenge of a moral theory 1o that dtle and,
conversely, should attention be turned to defending the Self-interest theory against the
moral view, that it is in like fashion vulnerable to a Present-aim theory. The prudential
egoist (he tries to show), in arguing for the rational eminence of a tias in one's own
favour that is temporally neutral, himself generates a vis a ‘ergo which drives him. if he
is to be consistent, into the moral camp. This attack is then reinforced by a cifficult (out
perhaps potent) argument which is designed to annul the metaphysics of personal
identity through time and which threatens thereby the underpinnings to any prudential

theory of rationality.

5. One could, however, with respect to the range of reasons it is thought to
exclude, overrate this challenge, most obvicusly in the form in which it is given by

Mackie. For Mackie there are three kinds of reasons; the two previously mentioned, both



of which are qualified in the manner indicated, and a third delivered without qualification.
A reason of this third sort is generated by a "...desire, or purpose, or ideal that [an agent]
now has..”.9 Now it is very generally the case that people have the desire that their lives
go well over time; that is, for most people, such a desire, though it may well not always
be front and centre, is almost always present. In such cases what we ordinarily conceive
as reasons of prudence go through unchallenged.

in fact Mackie's "peculiarly prudential reason” is rather a rare bird as we can see
when we look at its description; to wit, the exclusion of any relevant present desires. My

use of “prudence”, by contrast, does not intend this refined sense of the term.

6. The case with Parfit is rather more complex and though | wish to avoid the
complications introduced by his account it is necessary to say a few words in order to do
so According to Parfit the Instrumentalist theory (the instrumentalist version ot a
Present-aim theory of rationality) makes this claim: "What each of us has most reason
to do is whatever would best fuifil his present desires”.10 Mackie's unqualified
acceptance of the third kind of reason implies as correct a watered-down version of this
theory, i.e. one where the word “most” is deleted from the claim. But as Parfit suggests -
- 1 think rightly -- the Instrumentalist theory (and | believe this applies to the weaker
version also) must give way to a Deliberative version, which in turn must give way to
some Critical version of the Preser..-aim theory. But in many such versions prudence,
both in Mackie's restricted sense and in the sense in which we unreflectively regard it,
can survive. The challenge (here) to prudentiai concern is one which threatens to

demote and not demolish it as a source of reasons. But such concern and the reasons it



generates now stand on a different footing, they being no longer justified by the (now)
discredited strong claims of the Self-Interest theory.

Again, as with Mackie, | would iike to gloss over such possible “"refinements”,
e.g. by proclaiming my use of "prudence” etc. as being indifferent as to the source of
justification. But such a move, which is at least plausible in the earlier instance, is
insupportable here. Parfit's doctrine is deeply revisionist and, should it go through,
would, by dint of dissolving the contrast between prudence and altruism, render
superfiuous much of the discussion in this paper. | will then, perforce, take advantage of
the fact that the jury is out on Parfit and is likely to remain out for some time. His
conclusions put “on hold" in this way, | can affirm prudential reasons/reasons of self-
interest as (roughly) equivalert to self-regarding reasons, and should these be seen as
rooted in a Critical Present-Aim theory | can assume it to be one which preserves the

opposition between such reasons and other-regarding ones, shouid the latter exist.

7. The "prudential assumption”, then, has not gone unnoticed nor unquestioned.
But this is not to say that it is not a natural or easy assumption to make. Mackie, | think,
would have agreed that it is more than a little difficult to talk outside of the institution
supported by -- and supporting -- our concept of personal identity, and well-nigh
impossible to opt out of it for any length of time; much more difficult and more nearly
impossible, | should think, than similar behaviour with respect to the moral institution.
Indeed many of the reasor:s that go through unimpeded on his account on the basis of
present desire would seem to arise from the conviction, on the part of those who possess
such desires, that personal identity is indeed “absolute™.11 That is to say, many present

desires (and the associated reasons) can be seen as issuing from that conviction. The



notion of personal identity is simply massively entrenched in our language and
consciousness. Parfit, too, sees himself as bucking a theory (the Seli-interest theory)

which “...has been believed by most people for more than two millenia”.12

8. Furthermore, important attempts, both past and recent, to justify moral reasons
(and the behaviour consonant with such reasons) have depended on the authority or
legitimacy of reasons of self-interest. Hobbes is, of course, famous in this regard, while
the works of Gauthier and Kavka, for example, bear modern witness to the power of seli-
interest as an engine of motivation and justification. Even Mackie who, as noted, doesn't
swallow prudence whole, explains and justifies both morality as a pubiic institution and
individual moral behaviour on largely prudential grounds.

This is not to say or suggest that such writers must be blind to the apparent
(ension between moral reasons and those stemming from self-interest. Sidgwick13 saw
“ _an unresolvable tension between moral reason and the rationality of self-interest..”.
Baier holds that "...following the rules of a morality is not of course identical with
following self-interest. If it were, there could be no contlict between a morality and self-
interest and no point in having rules overriding seli-interest.."14 The works of those just
mentioned are of interest and importance precisely because they take into account this
prima facie tension and contflict and try to resolve it. But in each case the direction of
justification is from prudence to morality and not vice versa.15

Nor is the "prudential assumption” or, to be more cautious, the reflective
acceptance of the force of prudential reasons, confined to those influenced by Hobbes.
R.M. Hare, for example, who is not obviously within the Hobbesian tradition, holds that

*_morality, at least for the utilitarian, can only be founded on prudence, which has then



to be universalized”.16 Indeed (and this is simply to echo Hare) without such

acceptance it is virtually impossible to see how utilitarianism could get off the ground.17

S. We can now get back to Hospers' questioner. Clearly he is some kind of moral
sceptic but just as clearly he takes considerations of personal well-being as providing
him with reasons. That is, he finds it natural to operate within the institution of prudence.
| am tempted to say that we can see him as one who has not read Parfit or, if he has, is
not convinced by what he read. But in light of what has been said some caution is
needed here. Parfit's main target is what he labels the S-theory, a theory which claims
that the "...rational agent must be biased in his own favour.." regardless of his desires in
the matter and regardless of the cost to others.18 Clearly, if S is the correct theory,
reasons of prudence stand on their own teet. But suppose that not S but some other
theory is shown to be the correct theory of rationality and that this theory is, or endorses,
some kind of moral theory. Reasons of prudence can still exist but now because (great)
imprudence is immoral.19

it is in this sense that the questioner is non-Parfitian. For him putative moral
reasons stand over against prudential ones and profess to compete with them and he
would see it as not only unnecessary but as incongruous that he be offered moral
reasons for prudent behaviour. But -- &¥ ! have stressed -- this is not to say that he is an
incorrigible egoist. He wants it to be shown -- and he is open to being shown -- that there
is a real competition here, that the moral opponrent has some punch; assuming all the
while that prudence has a formidable one.

There might seem to be a problem here. In assuming that considerations of

prudence have independent force mustn't he be an S-theorist? But given that an S-



theorist holds that an agent must be biased in his own favour is there any real sense in
which it can be said that such a one is "open to being shown...etc™? So given the claim
that our questioner is "open to being shown ..." he can't be an S-theorist. How then can
he hold that reasons of prudence stand on their own feet? in response it could be said
that holding to the independence of prudential reasons does not commit one to holding
such reasons as always overriding. It is not immediately clear, though, that this
response is adequate. One would need to come up with an argument to show that
defeasibility does not undermine independence and this our questioner might not be able
1o do.

What | take to be the most plausible construat of the conversation avoids this
difficulty, suggesting that the problem arises from too strong an interpretation of the
sceptic's position. The questioner says in effect: As a matter of fact | have no sceptical
worries about considerations respecting my current and future well-being giving me
reasons to act; it is simply prima-facie so very plausible that they do that I'm not in a
sweat about it. On the other hand I'm not at ali convinced that moral considerations do;
they are not in same way plausible nor, so far as | can see, in any other way. And that is

as tar as my cogitations have taken me.

10. Now despite the expressed confidence with respect to the existence of reasons
of self-interest there is no intransigent egoism here. Nor is the sceptic making the
"impossible demand”. He is not asking that it be shown that, in the situation in which he
sacrifices his interest, in precisely that same situation he enhances it. But to say both of
these things is not to say that a more comprehensive prudential response is excluded.

Hospers has, however, prior to the presentation of the dialogue, considered a response

10



of this kind -- Plato’s -- and rejected it. (I shall soon briefly describe two other versions of
this response -- one of which is related to that of Plato's, the other not -- and indicate why
| think them inadequate.) Given this context we can regard the prudential option as
foreclosed. And since Hospers' moral option is also precluded, the sceptic (rightly)
refusing to accept a moral response -- he is not putting a moral question -- there is a
clear invitation here to go beyond (or behind) the moral and the prudential to something
(and it is at this stage an open question if there is such) more fundamental, and (if there
is such) to see whether and in what manner an appeal to this level vindicates prudence
or morality to the exclusion of the other; or, if both are vindicated, to see how a decision
can be reached in those cases -- and these are, of course, the crucial ones -- where the
contending viewpoints provide conflicting direction. In short, and contrary to Hospers'
suggestion that he is not one who "...can be appealed to by rational considerations “,20
the questioner can be seen as asking of his mentor to appeal just so, to (purely) rational
considerations. He can be seen, that is, as requesting arguments of the kind provided by

such as Gewirth, Nagel, and Darwall.

11. At this stage it would, however, be precipitate for us to proceed so; to consider,
now, arguments of this kind. Though Hospers' criticism of Plato's argument (to show that
moral action accords with the actor's “true interest”) is cogent, Plato's is not the only
attempt of this general sort and it may be that a prudential formula can be found to
satisfy the sceptic's request for a reason for his acting morally. It seems preferable to
first test the adequacy of the more mundane or "lower-case” responses, the responses
that are, so to speak, closer to home. Only if these fail is there a real need for the

moralist to defend his view in a more theoretical or speculative way.21

11



Of course in order to show that the moral apologist must go further afield one
would have to show either that any prudential response must be flawed or show
individuaily that each such response is flawed. My more modest aim is to point up,
individually, the failure of two notable (kinds of) attempts and, thereby, to suggest the

possibility that, in a like manner, any prudential response will fail.

Footnotes to Chapter 1.

1. John Hospers, "Why Be Moral?", 1961. In Readings in Ethical Theory, Wilfrid Sellars
and John Hospers, eds., second edition, 1970.

2. Ibid., p.745.

3. On the other hand, this view is not of necessity precluded either. The sceptic -- we
must allow at this stage -- may be persuaded that his is a naive conception oi self-
interest and that moral action does indeed accord with enlightened self-interest. | shall,
shortly, consider two attempts at such persuasion.

4. J.L.Mackie, Ethics, 1977, p.78.
5. Ibid., p.191.

6. an institution being -- loosely -- a widely accepted and supported continuing sociai
practice; a complex of rules and appropriate behaviours, concepts, 2«pectations,
enforcements, condemnations and the like. See pp.80-82, ibid.

7. See p.82, p.100, ibid.

8. Derek Parfit, Reasons and Persons, 1984.

The Present-aim theory sees reasons as resting either on aims that the agent
currently has, or on aims that under certain conditions he would have, or on aims that he
has or would have and which are not “intrinsically irrational” (p.94). There are, then,
three versions of this theory. On the first -- the Instrumental Theory -- any current aim
provides a reason. On the second -- the Deliberative Theory -- only those aims that the
agent would now have, were he thinking clearly and in full knowledge of the relevant
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facts, provide reasons. On the third -- the Critical Present-aim Theory -- some aims and
sets of aims simply are irrational and there may be some aims that are rationally
required.

My subsequent approva’ of Parfit's preference for the third version over the
other two is tentative only. One worry is this: how, absent ideal deliberation "a la Brandt,
can an agent judge of an aim or a desire that it is rationally required? Parfit himseli is
teritative here. See his pp. 120-122.

9. Mackie, op.cit., p.77.
10. Parfit, op.cit., p.117.
11. Parfit observes that most of us have a non-reductionist conception of personal
identity, holding that the fact of someone’s identity over time cannot be reduced to more
particular facts; and that most of us hold to what may be regardec as coroilaries of that
conception, e.g., that one’s continued existence, like personal identity, is all or nothing,
that personal identity must always be determinate, and that persona! identity matters
deeply. Parfit's intent in Part 3 of Reasons and Persons is to disabuse us of these and
other, related, notions.

if Parfit is right then many present desires rest, at least partially, on false beliefs
and to the extent that they do they provide only (what are called) subjective reasons, or,
on the Deliberative Theoiy, no reasons at all.
12. Parfit, op.cit., p.194.
13. I'm quoting from Mackie here; op.cit., p.190.
14. Kurt Baier, The Moral Point of View, 1958, p.314. Quoted in Hospers, op.cit., p.743.

15. and this is not gainsaid by such as Mackie's quasi-moral approval of a certain degree
of egoism -- "...we shall want egoism also as a moral principle” (Mackie, op.cit., p.173).

16. R.M. Hare, "Ethical Theory and Utilitarianism™, 1976, p.119; in H.D. Lewis, ed.,
Contemporary British Philosophy, 4, 1976.

17. ante Parfit anyhow.

18. Parfit, op.cit., p.192.
19. See p.318 et seq. ibid.
20. Hospers, op.cit., p.746.

21. In calling the one mundane and the other theoretical | do not mean that the latter is
more complex or more worthy etc.
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CHAPTER 2

A PRUDENT'AL RESPONSE

1. In the light of these more recent efforts to overcome what Sidgwick saw as an
"unresolvable tensic-.* between the moral and seli-interested viewpoints -- efforts aimed
at reconciling the moral to the prudential -- it is important. where the question is " Why
should 1 do X? * where X is the act morally required and is one that is against one's self-
interest to do, that we be careful how that last condition is spelled out. If X is such that
doing it is tedious or painfui or will incur a monetary loss or loss of time etc. and is
against self-interest on that account, but circumstances are also such that one's not
doing X is noticed by others and thereby issues in a greater (though indirect) loss 1o one,
then obviously doing X is not only the moral thing to do but the prudent thing to do. An
observation like this contains the seed to Gauthier's argument to constrained
maximization.

Again where the agent is so constituted -- unlike Gauthier's "economic man” who
enjoys a Nietzschean freedom from moral qualms -- that not doing X is more costly {e.g.
because of teelings of guilt consequent onth  omission) than doinc X, then doing X is
not only the moral thing to do but is what is in one's real interest (or, "a la Plato, one's
“true interest") to do, even though, because of the loss of individual utility meintioned,
one might be tempted not to do X. And again an observation s.ch as this is suggestive
of a general approach to a justification of morality that takes account of what are seen by

many as pervasive and virtually inexpungable psychological needs and traits.
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Neither spelling out captures the poignancy of the question. Rather what is
required is that the question, "why should | do X? “, be put where X is both the moral
thing to do and where doing X is overall detrimental to one’s self-interest, and one knows
both of these facts. Clearly here one has a moral reason for performing the act and a
reason of self-interest against that performance, so one is not asking for either a moral
or self-interested reason but rather asking how to decide between the two. One is saying
"From the moral viewpoint | should do X, from the point of view of seif-interest |
shouldn't; which point of view should | adopt? Can you give me a reason, or reasons, to
take one point of view in preference to the other?”

There is an important general approach to this question which purports to show
that the agent either in virtually all cases faces no dilemma here or, on a different
version, thiat he never does. A common feature of both versions is the relegation of
choices of action in particular cases to a secondary position but the rationale for this,
between the two versions, is interestingly different. In this chapter | consider one

version, in the next chapter the other. As | remarked earlier | think both versions fail.

2. Ori the one -- derived from Plato and Aristotle, echoed in Hume and other
sentimentalists, and finding modern expression in such as Mackie and, to an extent, in
Gregory Kavka -- choices of action give way to the more fundamental “...choice of
dispositions, of characters, of overall patterns of life*.1 A disposition is virtuous it it is
such that having it better enables one to achieve the good life than does one’s having
any alternative disposition. So, to use Mackie's example, courage is that virtuous
disposition or attitude with respect to poss:ble harms such that its possessor is more

likely to lead a fuller life than the coward and is more likely to be successtul in his
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various enterprises than either the coward or the foolhardy. And a like characterization
can be given of the other virlues, both non-moral and moral. For example, the mioral
disposition which consists in the tendency to keep one’s promises, or the more inclusive
disposition, integrity, are sucii that their exercise enables one to engage to one's henefit

in cooperative endeavours.2

3. The cas~ for ‘ha primacy f the choice of dispositions appears to rest on the
notion of an incividual's life beirng (1o some extent) integrated and purposeful over time,
a notion which at once accords with what we see as desirable or sensible, and which is,
in broad strokes, an accurate description of how we are; viz., as governed by
dispositions. Now, as Mackie points out, though they can be cultivated (and presumably
lost, or become flaccid, through disuse) and so change and develop, dispositions are
beth tairly persistent -- they cannot be switched on or off at will -- and not too finely
discriminating. In consequence "...not every choice in which they are manifested will be
advantageous considered on its own".3 That is, the prudent man, who is prudent by
virtue of his optimal dispositions, will be led, at least occasionally, to act imprudently.
These occasions may be less frequent however than we might at first suppose, for
although the agent's actions on many occasions may issue directly in a loss to his self-
interest, because of his strong moral tendencies the moral course and the prudent
course will, for the reasons touched on earlier, diverge less often for him than they would
for a less moral person.

There is. admittedly, a paradoxical flavour to this. One might raise an eyebrow
at the idea of the exemplary prudent man being prone to suffer feelings of guilt for an

action that, absent these feelings, would issue in a boon to self-interest. The paradox, or
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rather the air thereof, can be dispelled. There is indeed an instability in the notion of the
rational egoist "choosing” and nurturing a strong moral temper with a view to advancing
his selfish ends. But our exemplar should not be seen as prudential calculator. Rather
he is one who in being sincerely moral has those dispositions that a theory of rational
egoism would recommend. He exemplifies, in fact, the obverse of a familiar

phenomenon, in that in striving for something other than his own happiness he is happy.

4 There is here, | think, a forceful argument for adopting the moral point of view,
or, given the elucidation in the last paragraph, a prudential justification for an individual's
having moral dispositions. | think Mackie is right when he maintains with respect to his
own (fuller) argument that it does much to reduce the tension that worried Sidgwick.4
Nonetheless the argument allows, as Mackie admits, that "...moral reasons and
prudential ones will not always coincide"5 and though this admission precedes the
appeal to the (moral) kind of person one is and wants to be, an appeal which functions to
reduce the gap, | think he would have to admit that, at least for some people some of the
time -- in a “cool hour" and possibly, or even likely, at a fateful juncture in their lives --
the gap can be considerable.6 So although an answer has been delivered which advises
adoption of the moral point of view in preference to the prudential one (and this for a

prudential reason) it is not an answer to the question as thie iatter was intended.

5. This can, | think, be brought out even if we transform Hospers' questioner from
(fairly) comfortable egoist to just a one as we've been discussing. He, well attuned to the
moral viewpoint, is brought up short by a stark opposition. Given the conditions as spelt

out earlier ne kinows (or is convinced) that foliowing the counsel of prudence now will
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ensure him a considerably happier life than would be his lot were he to be guided, as is
his wont, by conscience, and, let us suppose, the moral transgression would be a
proportionately serious one. Though the approach which stresses as primary the choice
of dispositions answers an important question it is not this one. This man wants to know
what to do now.

To repeat, the response offered fails {o address the question asked. And it is
easy to see why. One's taking up (or keeping up) the moral point of view cannot be
vindicated on prudential grounds in any case where, ex hypothesi, the moral action

results in an overall loss of self-interest.

6. But -- it might be asked -- why the expository exercise if the question is set up
such that the purported prudential formula must fail? The point is to show that even if
we allow the force of this formula (and not everyone would), if we concede that the
eminent nrudential choice for the individual in a society where morality holds sway is that
of mora! character, moral dispositions, this concession does not amount to admitting a
full reduction of the moral to the prudential. And even if complete reduction is not
claimed (Mackie, for instance, does not so claim) the feefing may be that since adoption
of the moral point of view is championed and moral character is vindicated -- renegation
from the opportunistic act being seen as an inevitable (if unfortunate) consequence of
what is after all the best choice -- so also morality is vindicated altogether. But this is not
s0. or not so without further ado; and there are difficulties (which to me seem

insurmountable and which | will discuss in a moment) attendant on that further effort.
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7. Again it might be objected that in specifying the situation as | have done | have
simply inserted "Sidgwick's tension" as a postulate and so begged the question. This
would be a damning objection were it the case that all such cases (exemplifying that
tension) were contrived, were what Nielsen dubs "Desent-Island examples”,7 but it is not
plausible to hold that they are or -- even less so -- that they must be. Consequently they
pose a problem for the rationale underlying Mackie's first order normative theory, a
theory as to which he is indifferent that it be called a nile-right-duty-disposition
utilitarianism or rule-right-duty- disposition egoism.8 For in all such cases it is clear, even
if we adopt the latter characterization, that the first order theory will guide us in one
direction while its rationale will guide us in the other. The underlying theory, that is, is

internatily inconsistent.

Footnotes to Chapter 2.

1. J.L. Mackie, Ethics, 1977, p.192.

2. it it is the case that "Aristotle tells us that the well-being or eudaimonia which is the
good for man is an activity in accordance with virtue” (Ibid, p.186. My underline) it may
seem that my interpretation of a virtuous disposition as siinply end-based is an unsubtle
and possibly distorting one. To this | can only reply that my concern is with the use, in
the present context, to which talk of dispositions can be put and indeed to which Mackie
puts it.

3. Ibid. p.189.
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4. it might be objected that the tension is reduced only for one who is exemplarily moral;
that for one wiio is less moral the prudential and mora! courses will more frequently
diverge. But this is to miss the point. The latter would be better off were he such that
the two courses diverge less often. The fault is with him and not with the
moral/prudential thecry.

it might aiso be pointed out that Mackie's position is opei to empirical
disconfirmation; for example, by the observation that moral men are not all happy (or
successful) men, or worse and more to the point, the (puiative) observation that some
are unhappy because they are moral. The argument does, 1 think, fail to address many
specific worries, couched as it is in the most general terms. How moral would the
exemplary prudent individual be, for instance? | qualifiedly call the argument “forceful”
in that it shows that for the non-specified or "average" individual (in ordinary
circumstances) the moral point of view is the one the “adoption” of which is most likely to
issue in his happiness (or success).

Incidentally, our exemplar should not be taken as moral in the pejorative sense
where, for example, prudery would be a natural concomitant, or fanaticism for that
matter. He is your ordinary genuine good fellow.

5. Ibid. p.190.

6. I'm not suggesting that Mackie would resist this. Indeed he suggests that we can
reconcile ourselves "more easily" to the admission that prudence and one's (moral)
ideals may sometimes clash by reflecting on the comnaraL.le relation between present
desire and prudence; a point which, as | touched on earlier, Parfit fully exploits.

7. Kai Nielsen, "Why Shou!d | Be Moral?", 1963. in Readings in Ethical Theory, Wiifrid
Sellars and John Hospers, eds., second edition, 1970, pp.763/764.

| have benefited from Nielsen's discussion of Hospers' answer to that query.
Nieisen foilows Prichard's line (to be discussed later here) on the non-rational nature of
the choice between the moral and self-interested viewpoints when these are opposed
(ibid.. p.759). Subsequently, however, he makes too light of the problem.

8. Mackie, op.cit., p.200.
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CHAPTER 3

THE RATIONAL/PRUDENTIAL RESPONSE

1. In regarding a (true) charge of inconsistency as embarrassing to a theory we
invoke a background theory of reasons and this leads naturally to a consideration ot a
second version of the general approach to our question, the generali approach being the
strategy of relegating (choices of) actions to a secondary position.

Consider again our moral exemplar. Being sincerely moral, if he were
challenged to justify his behaviour, he would find it natural to give a moral justification;
that is, he has not adopted moral dispositions for the sake of self-interest. Mackie's talk
of the "choice” of dispositions smacks of the incongruous if taken literally. Rather we
may more plausibly see the acquisition of moral dispositions as resulting from (pace
Nietzsche) a fortunate combination of genetics and upbringing. Yet he has those
dispositions the possession of which are, more than any other set, most conducive to
self-interest.

This poses a problem for the rational egoist as that character is normally
conceived. His predominant disposition is to "cooly” assess actions solely in the light of
their impact on his well-being and this predilection is seen as barring him from the kind
of co-operative endeavours that would benefit him. Short of undergoing a radical
change of character -- brought on perhaps by hypnosis1 or, say, drug-induced -- the

rational egoist, ironically enough, seems doomed to a less-than-optimal existence, and
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this in virtue of his having the disposition most consonant with a belief in the paramount
importance of self-interest.

We may either suppose that such a drastic character change is not
technologically feasible or, supposing it is, that our rational egoist is averse to such a
procedure zither because, though he believes his paramount objective will be achieved
thereby, he cannot countenance himseif in the role ot moral dupe, or, more defensibly,
he is concerned that circumstances may change in an unforeseeable way such that
being moral is no longer prudentially justified; and because he sees that he wili, in any
case, be predisposed to renege his advantage shoul_d the previously-descnbed situation

arise for him and he is not convinced that his apostasy here is prudentially justifiable.

2. On any of these suppositions a Gauthier-like solution may seem promising.2
The rational egoist's assessment and determination of actions and choices has
proceeded in the light of standards - ‘ovided by a particular substantive conception of
practical rationality; viz., rational egoism. Even were his conception the correct one, he
has been, in Gauthier's words, “...raticnal in only a restricted and mechanical sense”.3
Struck, perhaps, by the aforementioned irony, he is spurred to reflect on the rationality of
those standards themselves; on the rationality of that substantive conception. But how is
he 1o assess that conception? Or how can he decide between conceptions if the only
standards he might use are themselves provided by one or other of the different
substantive theories: theories that differ precisely because they embody one rather than
the other conception? Each theory purports to give ultimate standards of rational choice.
Gauthier's response is to invoke a more general or background theory of

practical rationality; that is, he appeals to certain formal requirements that, it is plausible



to hold, any substantive theory of reasons must satisty. One such is universality, that
the theory applies to all agents, but, not surprisingly, this requirement provides virtually
no filter at all on substantive theories. Another is a consistency requirement, that the
theory provide coherent quidance in all circumstances, a demand which, | have held,
Mackie's brand of egoism fails to satisfy. With respect to the theories Gauthier is
concerned with however, viz., rational egoism and a moral substantive theory, there is
considered to be stili a stalemate, both theories being thought to pass the test. But a

third requirement, that of self-support, is regarded by Gauthier as a tie-breaker.

3. It is important here to be clear on how Gauthier conceives rational egoism. His
preferred term is "unconstrained individual utility maximization”,4 a phrase which is
intended to portray the rational egoist as one who in each separate situation will do what
he sees as best for himself within the context of that particular situation; that is, as one
who operates on the principle "always maximize individua! utility”.5 Also, what he sees
as best etc. reflects the preferences he would have "were he sufficiently informed and
reflective”.6

Is this conception of rationality, this principle of action, adequate? Gauthier's
test is to ask of a particuiar substantive conception whether it would be rational
according to it to choose to act onit. If the answer is in the affirmative the conception is
self-supporting, if not, not. And rational egoism -- on the above description -- does not
pass this test, for to operate on that conception is to ensure one's exclusion from
mutually beneficial arrangements with others, arrangements which have a large impact
on an individual's well-being. What Gauthier calls "constrained maximization” is a

superior conception in that, in advising agreement-keeping in such situations and



unconstrained maximization otherwise, it ensures for the individual who acts accordingly
that he does as well where other agents are unconstrained maximizers and much better

where they are not.

4. Remember how the criterion of self-support is motivated. The unconstrained
maximizer is rational in only a restricted and mechanical sense; though "...a conscious
agent, [he is] not fully a self-conscious agent, for he lacks the freedom to make, not only
his situation, but himself in his situati=n, his practical object".7 By contrast, a fully
rational agent is, on Gauthier's view, self-critical; that is, unlike our rational egoist (prior
to revelation), he subjects his substantive principle(s} of action to critical assessment.
He will be guided only by principles that he himself can critically endorse. In this way he
is self-governing, autonomous.8

Plainly the fully rational agent cannot endorse unconstrained maximization and
on the proviso that criteria other than those generated so far are not forthcoming and
that there are but two players in the field -- rational egoism and some moral substantive
view -- he must opt for the one which fulfils all available criteria, viz., the moral view; his
conception of that being constrained maximization.9 And, we can presume, our rational

egoist would, on reflection, undergo a suitable conversion.

5. This second attempt to justify action in accordance with moral principles is again
flaz=:2 in that, in much the same way as the first, it is disconcerted by the moral sceptic's
crucial question. But given the tenor of Gauthier's argument it is more perspicuous, in

revealing the flaw, to borrow and adapt a distinction made by Hare where he is by way of

defending utilitarianism against “intuitionist” charges.10
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6. The distinction is between two kinds of moral! thinking, Level-1 and Level-2, and
the principles employed at the different ievels. Level-1 is everyday thinking under the
usual press of limited time, limited information, etc. and the principles it employs are
suitably general and relatively easy to follow. Level-2 thinking is that by which the
everyday principles are selected and/or judged as to their suitability, is that by which
Level-2 principles of any required degree of specificity are generated in response to any
specific problem or case, and is thinking that is conducted in ample leisure and full
knowledge of the facts. This archangelic thinking, as Hare dubs it, will generate Level-1
principles with the highest acceptance-utility. Since these principles may vary in
complexity across kinds of individuals when differences in inteilectual scphistication,
moral character, etc. are taken into account, let us confine ourselves to just the one
individual and so the one set of everyday principles.

Hare makes two further distinctions. One is that between the (morally) rational
and the (morally) right action: the rational action is that action which is most likely to be
right (the right action being the one which does or would, in fact, yield the best outcome).
The other is that between the good and the right action: the good action is that which
issues from the optimal everyday principles and is most usually the rationai action and,
consequently, most usually the right action but it could be one and not the other of either
of these, or neither of them.

Cases where the good action is not the right one can be of two kinds, one where
it is the rational action, the other where it is not. So it might be that on occasion the

good general principles deliver the wrong answer but the agent (though he might be



doubtful about the deliverance), because of the usual exigencies, is unable to determine
this. Action on the principles here is the action most likely to be right and so rationatl.
Rather more exceptional circumstances can arise, however, where the
celiverance is again wrong but where the agent, not beset by the usual limitations,
recognizes this and yet because he is so wedded to his principles of action he cannot act

against them. His action here, though good, is not only not right but irrational.

7. It is this last case which bears on the objection to Gauthier. Rendering Hare's
moral terms in the prudential key gives us actions as prudentially "good”, prudentially
rational and prudentially right. Good actions are those in accord with that principle
adherence to which more than adherence to any other principle yields the best overall
cutcome for the individual. The optimal principle is that of constrained maximization and
it behoves the agent, given the condition of mutual transparency of motivation assumed
by Gauthier, that he be firmly wedded to it. And indeed the fully (or ideally) rational
agent, in that it is the principle he endorses, is so wedded.

Now face this agent with the sceptic’s question. Put him in 2 situation where the
moral (constrained) act is not the prudent one, where the moral and self-interested
viewpoints collide. Here any loss incurred on performance of the immoral action, e.g.,
one’s reputation as an agreement-keeper is tarnished or even destroyed, is more than

oftset by direct gain. Clearly the moral act is here neither the right nor the rational act.

8. How might Gauthier reply? His position, in the debate with Parfit over self-

support, is interpreted by Darwall as follows:
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...rationality of conduct is inherited from the rationality of character: conduct is
rational only it it accords with a principle of choice by which an ideally rational agent
would be guided. Since an ideally rational agent would be governed by C [constrained
maximization], it follows that C is the criterion of rational action.11
So. even though he cannot hoid the moral (prudentially good) act as the right one -- ex
hypothesi it yields less individual utility -- he will hold that it is yet the rational one. That
is, he will resist Hare's characterization of the rational action as the one most likely to be
right, a characterization which in the present instance, because the agent knows the right

act is the immoral one, ensures that the immoral act is the rational one.

S. But can he justifiably take this tack? As Darwall points out, and as is evident
from the description of Gauthier's approach in these pages, the Kantian element is fused
with (indeed subsumed under) an end-based view of rational character, the approbative
term "rational” being conferred on an agent's character only if it is such that the agent’s
choices yield maximal individual utility overall.12 Primacy of character with respect to
act and primacy of utility with respect toc character is an unstable combination however.
If utility is a measure of rationality of character then why isn't it a measure of rationality
of act? The criticism available here is the same as that levelled against rule-
utilitarianism;13 if utility is the measure of a rule then why isn't it the measure of an act?
Since an important function of Hare's distinguishing the everyday (rule) from
archangelic (act) thinking is the welding of rule and act-utilitarianism into a coherent
whole -- thereby defusing this criticism14 -- might Gauthier have like recourse? Might he

agree that constrained maximization is a working (Level-1) principle? Butto do this is to
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concede the argument; it is to admit that in cases like the one under discussion the agent
can, and should, do a spot of Level-2 thinking.

On the other hand, even if he resists assimilation to the Harian model and holds
to the notion of the ideal rational agent as one who is critically self-reflective, subjecting
even his substantive conception of rationality to critical assessment, it seems that this
case calls for a re-assessment of the principle earlier endorsed. He can hardly hold, in

the face of cases of this sort, that critical assessment, once done, is done for all time.

10. It might be protested that such a case will not arise. But not even under
conditions of mutual transparency (unless in addition (other) agents have access to a
crystal ball) is it plausible to suppose that, at least for some constrained maximizers at
some time in their careers, there will never arise a situation where the opportunistic
immoral act wiil ensure a better overall outcome. Such cases will of course be rare but
this is precisely why the everyday principles, being of necessity general (as against

specific), are not adequate to deal with them.

11. Another objection might be that, given the ideally rational agent is choosing a
principle to guide him through his entire life, it is clear that the principle of constrained
maximization (call it C) is superior to that of unconstrained maximization (call this U),
and that forgoing opportunistic advantage is an inevitable consequence of opting for the
better principle.

In attempting a reply to this one needs to distinguish two possible scenarios.
One is where the agent chooses as Gauthier sugrests and at a later stage finds himself

in a situation where the moral and prudential viewpoints collide in the way indicated (let



us call such a situation X). He was indeed justified in choosing C in preference to U but
now, in X, C is unjustified by the same critetion employed in the earlier choice -- the
rational principle being that which by foliowing it one maximizes individual utility.
Foliowing C here is, by that criterion, 1o directly defeat the purpose for which C was
chosen.15

What has gone wrong? The mistake lies in thinking there were but two options
in the original choice. C is superior to U but inferior to C* which advises action in
accordance with C except when in X when one should act by U. For an agent with a

history as described, following C here, in X, is indefensible rule-worship.

12. On the second scenario the objection is not so easily handled. Take our onetime
rationai egoist who, concerned that his life go for him as well as possible, is reflecting on
a choice of principle. Let us assume that he has carried out the cogitations presented
here and so sees his choice as between U, C, and C’, and that he is not currently in an
X-situation. Can he endorse C' or would a disposition to act on it be (indirectly) self-
deteating?

if the majority of agents in the vicinity were U-actors, the few C-actors might be
willing to engage with him in co-operative endeavours, but warily, i.e., when they are
confident that an X-situation will not arise for him. If, on the other hand, there are plenty
of C-actors about, he is more likely to be excluded from the more important
arrangements. It does seem that, insofar as choosing C will likely lead to a reduction in
his already slim chances of finding himself in an X-situation and to his partial exclusion

in more civil society, he would be better advised to choose C as his principle ot action.



But picture the kind of transparency of motivation that is required for this to be
true.16 If we grant transparency it is because we allow that we can quickly divine an
agent's motivational disposition from his actions, that though he might try to camouflage
his abiding intent his actions wil! inevitably betray it. A U-actor wiil be quickly identified
as such. Now consider the C'-actor. In all situations other than the rare X-cases his
actions are those of a C-actor. How then to identify him? Perhaps by an air of
calculatedness; but how to distinguish this from the normal caution exercised by many
C-actors? indeed, given the rarity of X-situations and the likelihood, should one occur
for the actor, of its being easily noticed by him, he need not have any pronounced air.
What seems to be needed is an awareness of others' mental worlds on a par with the
introspective awareness that some maintain we have of our own; a burgeoned
Huxleyean scenario. We can reject this post-Huxleyean storyline and hold that C" goes

through, that our onetime rational egoist can endorse it in preference tc C.17

13. The theory underlying Gauthier's substantive conception of rationality as
constrained maximization fails in much the same way as does Mackie's rationale for a
rule-right-duty-disposition egoism; by failing to satisfy the earlier consistency
requirement. The rationale for endorsing constrained maximization is a rationaie for
abandoning it in X-situations. In that C° is the more rational principle -- on Gauthier's
schema -- the opposition between the mora! and prudential viewpoints is preserved. By
this | mean not merely that the two viewpoints can on occasion give conflicting direction
-- that they do is stipulative of an X-situation and | have claimed that an X-situation can
arise for an agent -- but that the fact that they can cannot be accommodated by a theory

which purports to (fully) justify moral constraints on prudential/rational grounds.18
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Footnotes to Chapter 3.
1. See Pariit, op.cit., p.19.

2. irely on Darwall's characterization of Gauthier's position as this is expressed in the
latter's "Reason and Maximization”, 1975. See Stephen L. Darwall, Impartial Reason,
1983, esp. pp.182-200.

Darwall again considers Gauthier's position, including the statement of it in the
later Morais by Agreement, 1986, in Stephen L. Darwall, "Rational Agent, Rational Act",
1986, in Philosophical Topics, Volume X1V, No. 2, Fall 1986.

3. See Darwall, 1983, p.195.
4. See Darwall, 1983, p.194.

5. or, if we allow, with Parfit, that he may sometimes act on a more particular desire, as
cne who will never do what he sees as worse for himself; i.e., as one who is in every
situation never self-denying. See Parfit, op.cit., p.6.

6. Gauthier, 1975, p.415. Quoted in Darwall, 1983, p.195.

7. Gauthier, 1975, p.431. Quoted in Darwall, 1983, p.196.

8. This is the Kantian strain in Gauthier’s thought. He continues: "Although we began by
agreeing, with Hume, that reason is the slave of the passions, we must agree, with Kant,
that in a deeper sense reascn is freedom” (ibid. p.431).

9. The principle of unconstrained maximization (U) is rejected because it lacks seli-
support; it is not rational according to that principle to act on it. Accordingly it is tempting
to see the principle of constrained maximization (C) as being endorsed because it is self-
supporting. This is partly what Gauthier has in mind and it is in harmony with the view of
the fully rational agent as self-governing.

However, as we shall see, it is even more tempting to see C as endorsed
because it better achieves the goai encapsulated in U, viz., maximal individual utility.

10. R.M. Hare, "Ethical Theory and Utilitarianism”, 1976. In Contemporary British
Philosophy, 4, H.D. Lewis, ed., 1976. See pp.122-129.
11. Darwall, 1986, p.48.

12. "We identify rationality with utility-maximization at the level of dispositions to
choose. A disposition is rational if and only if an acter holding it can expect his choices
to yield no less utility than the choices he would make were he to hold any alternative
disposition.” From Gauthier's Morals by Agreement, 1986, p.183. Quoted in Darwall,
1988, p.47.

13. by, for example, Smart in J.J.C. Smart and B. Williams, Utilitarianism: For and
Against, 1973. See also Darwall, 1986, pp.50/51, where he employs this criticism in
pointing up the "deep tension” in Gauthier's view.

14. See Hare, op.cit., pp.125 & 127/128.
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15. This is not to say that C is directly self-defeating. Note that this direct defeat is
crucially different to the way in which action on C issues in a less than optimal
immediate outcome in non-rare situations.

16. Darwall protests that Gauthier's argument against U assumes "...conditions of
perfect information about agents' motivations” (Darwall, 1983, p.197). | want to show
here that a more forceful charge of this kind can be made against an argument against
C.

17. Suppose a possible world, the same as our's except perfect transparency holds.
Here C is the better principle. Suppose now an X-situation arises. Actionon C is
rational according to C but irrational by the criterion by which C is judged to be better.
Since we must take that criterion as fundamental we must see the ideally rational agent
as having to act irrationally. A theory's dictating that an agent act irrationally on
occasion would be seen by some as an untoward consequence of any theory of
rationality. Parfit, however, argues that although the Self-interest Theory has this
consequence this is no objection to the theory. See his pp.13-17, op.cit. We can grant
this and yet hold that having this consequence is an objection to a theory, such as
Gauthier's, which views ideal agency as critical self-governance.

18. Gregory S. Kavka is kin to Gauthier and Mackie in holding an instrumentalist view of
morality. In his Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986, he propounds a rule-
egoism both as a moral theory and as a system of rules guidance by which is most
prudentially rational for the individual.

Like Mackie, he advocates a morality that is practical in the sense that it is not
too demanding. As well, in his appeal to socio-biology to explain the (limited) altruistic
side of our nature, he shares Mackie's mundane approach. Mackie, in fact, anticipates
that appeal thus:

...moral sentiments ... will enable social groups in which they take root to
flourish. Consequently the ordinary evolutionary pressures, the differential survival ot
groups in which such sentiments are stronger, either as inherited psychological
tendencies or as socially maintained traditions, will help to explain why such sentiments
become strong and widespread. Since evolution by natural selection is the standard
modern replacement for divine providence...(op.cit., p.113).

Since (again like Mackie) he allows that it is not always prudentially rational to
follow the (prudentially) best set of rules, he appears to concede my case.

For some tensions in Kavka's view which bear more than a littie on our topic
here, see Wesley Cooper's “Critical Notice”, Canadian Journal of Philosophy, Volume
19, No. 3, September 1989, pp.491-508.
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CHAPTER 4

THE DESIRE TO DO WHAT IS RIGHT

1. | expect that, were he alive today, H. A. Prichard would look askance at these
modern endeavours to show the individual utility of personal moral behaviour. With
respect to the attempt of Plato (and that of Bishop Butler) to estabiish "a necessary
connection between duty and interest” he gives voice (and substance) to the feeling that
“somehow they are out of place, so that the real question is not so much whether they
are successful, but whether they ought ever to have been made".1 | myself share this
feeling2 while at the same time holding that were one of them successtul our moral
sceptic would be provided a response to his query which he could legitimately accept.
That we are pulled in different directions by our intuitions here is evidenced further by
the fact (that it is a fact | take from Prichard)3 that Kant too, "in whom perhaps we should
least expect to find such a proof”, tried to exhibit what, in one vein or mood, we might

consider an unholy alliance of self-interest and duty.

2. Let us follow, very briefiy, Prichard's reading of Plato’s position. That position
was held in reaction to a view put forward (according to Plato) by the Sophists (the
intellectual forbears of our conternporary sceptic). They argued (and this is an unstated
premise) that for something to be a duty the doing of it must benefit the doer, or, for an
action to be really just it must be advantageous to the agent; that many actions which

ordinarily we feel bound to perform issue in a direct loss to the agent, a loss without



compensatory indirect gain; and that consequently these actions are not just, or not
duties at all. Our ordinary moral convictions must then be illusory, they inferred, and
they went on to construct an error theory to explain why and how we came to hoid them.
What Prichard finds striking about Plato’s rebuttal is its concentration on the
second listed premise; its exclusive attempt to show that moral action issues in personal
benefit. Nowhere does Plato suggest that the presupposition expressed by the first is, or
even may be, false, and his preoccupation with meeting the Sophists on their own
ground, his failure to suggest the irrelevance of the second premise, suggests that he too
shared that presupposition. But, if it is true that if an act is right it must be
advantageous, then, Prichard argues. 4 it is precisely its advantageousness which
renders it right, and if this is so our ordinary moral convictions are undermined rather

than vindicated.

3. But remarkable as it may seem that Plato held that (tacit) belief, and even
though on the strength of the fact of that belief alone we seem to have ready explanation
for his concentrating on the second premise, it is an alternate explanation -- by way of
the attribution of another belief to Plato, one tied in perhaps with the first -- that is more
germane ‘o0 Prichard's thesis and to our discussion. Plato's concentration on the second
premise, his concern to show that right action benefits the agent, can only be explained,
Prichard holds, by a conviction on his part "...that desire for some good to oneself is the
only motive of deliberate action”.5 Now this conviction -- that a man is motivated solely
by his own good -- entails that to have him do what is right it is useless to convince him
meraly that the action is right, that he morally ought to do it. Rather, to have him act

morally one must convince him that moral action is to his advantage. And this, of



course, is what Plato tries to do. The attempt is misguided, however, in that the
conviction on which it is based -- in its implication that there are no benevolent or
disinterested actions or that "there is no such thing as moral goodness" -- simply will not

stand "the test of instances”.6

4. There is in Plato, then, a mistaken theory of human nature and, its corollary, the
(talse) doctrine that morality needs a sanction. The theory, according to Prichard, has
two negative implications. One is that the thought of duty is motivationally void; the
other that there is in us no desire to do what is right. One can discredit the theory either
by showiny that in the very thought itself of one's having a duty one has a motive, or by
showing that there is in us a desire to act rightly, that we possess a "sense of duty”.
Frichard maintains (pace Kant) that, on examination, the tirst collapses into the second,
for in having a motive we have a purpose and a purpose is "...that the desire of which for
its own sake leads us to do the action”; and that Kant would likely have accepted this “...
had he not had the fixed idea that all desire is for enjoyment".7

What we have here, summarized in a few moves (Prichard indicates the
availability of a fuller vindication), is an argument to (what seems to me) a quite
momentous conclusion. For not only is there a threat here to the force of a distinction
which, one imagines, is crucial to Kant's argument to freedom of will or autonomy -- the
distinction between motivating thought and desire -- but, to put it conservatively, t+2 hint
of a slide from deontology to either a value-based or (possibly) a welfarist
consequentialism.8 It is not surprising that Falk shouid have attacked him here.

For the moment, however, we will stay with Prichard who holds that the

resolution of the problem with respect to the motivation of good conduct lies in
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maintaining, as it is most plausible to do given our experience, the existence of a desire

to do what is right.

5. If we grant this empirical claim we must allow Prichard's success in disengaging
self-interest and duty. But the separation itself generates a problem (which Prichard
himself brings to our notice) in that a man can be said to have "two radically different
desires”, the objects of which are “completely incommensurable”, and houv can he
choose between them, in those cases where they .. sh, given that they share no
“comparable characteristic” by which he might judge one to be preferable to the other?
Prichard's response is that it is "whoily inappropriate to speak of a choice” in these
cases; that though an agent may comie to act on the one desire rather than the other and
so can be said to have decided what to do, he has not chosen the one act in preference
to the other.9

This perhaps surprising analysis seems, initially at least, to lean rather heavily
on a stipulative distinction between decision and choice. What can Prichard mean by it?
Clearly in these cases there is a reason of self-interest to do one thing and a moral
reason to do the other. What seems to be meant is that there is no way of weighing
these reasons one against the other and that the decision, whichever way it goes, will not
rest on a reason. That is not to say that it will be irrational; rather that it will be non-
rational, that rationality can get no foothold here.10

This conclusion, discomfiting though it is, has a ring of truth to it. | daresay it is
the experience of many a reflective individual that he runs out of considerations here,
that he sees himself faced with making (in the frightening sense of the word) a "free”

decision. [f the experience is not misleading, if it is an accurate reflection or reading of
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the facts of the matter, then an objective validation of (our) moral convictions is not

available.11

6. The average man-in-thc -street however, who takes his morality seriously, is
likely to find the foregoing conclusion indigestible, for one of his convictions is that his
moral convictions are well-founded. Nor of course will it be easily endured by the
rationalist moral philosopher. But there is another way in which Prichard's position gibes
"our ordinary morai convictions” and the sensibilities of the rationalist. What this
consists in can be revealed by evaluating the adequacy of that position as a response to
our sceptic’'s demand for an "acceptable reason” for his acting against his interest. And,
as we shall see, the objection which can be levelled here encourages an alternative
response, one which, should it succeed, provides too a compelling rejection of the view
that in deciding between moral and self-interested behaviour we are faced with an

existential choice.

7. In arguing for the assimilation of motive to desire (an argu:nent aimed at
justifying his strategy, as against Kant's, of maintaining the existence of disinterested
desires) Prichard says: ...if we face the purely general question "Can we really do
anything whatever unless in some respect or other we desire to do it?" we have to
answer "No".12 And shortly afterwards he holds that (for an agerit) "...his desire 1o do
what is right, if strong enough, will lead him to do the action in spite of any aversion from
doing it which he may feel on account of its disadvantages”.13

Now if the "ought implies can” principle is coupled with the first assertion, which

expresses a condition on the possibility of voluntary action -- "one can only if one
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desires” -- it follows that "one ought only if one desires”. Taking "one ought” as
equivalent to “one has a reason to" it follows that "one has a reason to (do what is right)
only if one desires (to do what is right). So if, as may be the case, the sceptic lacks the
relevant desire, on Prichard's schema he lacks a reason to act moraily.

And even if Prichard was sanguine on the topic of human nature -- supposing
that the desire to do what is right is had by all and ever-present -- he can nardly have
supposed (and he nowhere states) that this desire is always strongest, so, in those cases
-- which we can plausibly assume are many -- where the desire for personal weil-being is
more ardent, he cannot hold, while holding to his second assertion, that the moral reason
is overriding.14 30 on either scenario the sceptic's rejoinder -- that he has yet to be
given an acceptable reason for his acting morally -- is justified.

But even if the sceptic takes morality very seriously (scepticism often enough
being symptomatic of concern) he is unlikely to find this kind of response appealing. He
is not likely to be impressed by the accidental nature of the reasons he might have for
performing his moral - - -- that they be contingent on the happenstance of his having
the appropriate desire(s).15 And in this he is at one with many of his adversaries. For
aithough Prichard's strategy succeeds in rebutting the view that moral behaviour requires
the sancticn of self-interest it does so by replacing it with a view which implies that there
is no real need for, and indeed no possibility of, moral action in the absence of the desire
to do what is right. In short, Prichard's position fails to preserve what has been called (if
| recollect rightly) the “peculiar stringency of the moral®, a failure which may upset the

moralist and (one kind of) moral sceptic alike.



8. Before proceeding to the view which this objection engenders -- the aiternative
response | mentioned earlier, to wit, Falk's analysis of moral cbhligation -- it would be as
well to consider the use to which | have put the “ought implies can” principle. This
consideration will serve to modify the criticism voiced above, and it will serve too, |
hope, to point up the different aspects there are to the problem we're discussing, the
problem of the vindication of moral conduct.

To begin with there is the issue of how the principle is to be interpreted.
Frankena claims that it "...need not be construed as asserting a strict logical implication™;
rather that it "may plausibly be understood” as saying that moral judgements
presuppose/contextually imply/pragmatically imply “that the agent is able to act as
proposed..”, or as saying that there is no point to uttering moral judgements, or that it
would be wrong to exercise them, in cases where the agent is or is thought to be
unable.16

And a similar question can be raised as to the status of (iet us call it) Prichard’s
principle. Does “one can only if one desires” express a conceptual truth (is it analytic) or
a psychological fact or a constraint on utterances of a certain kind?

Now Frankena is concerned to refute an argument to the (internalist) view that a
judgement of moral obligation logically involves (affirmative) reference to the existence
of motivation on the part of the subject of the judgement; or to the view that sees
motivation as "internal” to obligation, by which is meant that the existence of moral
obligation involves the existence of the requisite motivation (either occurrently or
dispositionally) or, put another way, that one’s being motivated is (at least partly)
constitutive of one's being morally obligated.17 And it is perhaps important in that

argument -- ought implies can, can implies motivation, therefore ought implies
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motivation -- that the premises express logical implications.18 Indeed, | am inclined to
side with Frankena's pushing the softer interpretations, in that to admit entailment here is
to needliessly concede too much to the internalist.

The question arises then: how to determine what falls out when either or both
principles (the premises of the argument) are given a soft interpretation? | want to avoid
this question. | want instead to exercise the "ought implies can” principle (on the strong
interpretation), not to argue a position, but to illustrate the different positions that can be
taken.

Perhaps by expounding some related difficulties | can make this intent more
precise. Apart from the problem of the logical/non-logical character of "ought implies
can” the kind of argument we've been considering employs ambiguous terms. "Desire”,
“motive”, "reason”, "ought”, and even “can" are each subject to different construals. For
example (borrowing from Frankena), we can construe "ought” as indicating nonmoral or
moral obligation, or indeed (and not pointed out by Frankena) normative obligation that
is not moral.

Correspondingly, “reason” can be meant as "exciting reason”, i.e. as referring to
something with causal power:; or it may be intended to refer to something that has
justificatory force. Frankena dismisses (correctly, in my judgement) a number of anti-

externalist arguments on the ground of their failure to make this "prima-tacie” distinction.

9. With this distinction in hand let us re-examine the argument “One ought only if
one can, one can only if one desires, so one ought (or one has a reason to) only if one
desires". If we take the initial "ought” as expressing nonmoral obligaiion, ofr, more

correctly, non-normative obligation, the antecedent of the first conditional reads “Oneis
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obliged to, or one has to (or one has an exciting reason to)" and the conclusion reads
"One is obliged to, or one has to (or one has an exciting reason to) only if one desires".
That is to say the argument is about motivation and its conclusion is that there is no
motivation -- that one lacks a reason (in the sense of motive) -- in the absence of
desire.19 And, if we want to be sure that we are being fair to Prichard, this is how we
should interpret it in criticizing his position. For Prichard was concerned not so much to
provide a justificatory reason for one's performing a duty -- presumably he thought that
an action's being in accordance with duty is justification enough for one's doing it -- but
with showing (against Plato) the availability, independently of one’'s egoistic desires, of
enabling reasons for that performance.

And this is where Falk initially criticizes him. The position against which
Prichard set himself, it should be remembered, was that which sought to show a positive
relation between duty and self-interest but where the duty was determined independently
of that relation; where it rested on, for example, the fact that one promised. And this
amounts to the view that "morality needs a sanction”.20 But while Prichard is successful
in rebutting the specifics of that position his own view, Falk argues, is not sufficiently
distanced from it. For on this view, though someone admits to a duty, “...there is no
convincing him that he has a motive except by considerations additional to those which
already convince him that he has the duty”.21 In short it is yet the view that morality
needs a sanction, though "...admittedly a more respectable one" viz., one's disinterested
desires. It follows too that when one has a duty that one has a motive is not a “foregone
conclusion” but rather an “...open question, turning on a benevolent dispensation of

providence in the shape of a singular psychological disposition."22
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10. There is, however, another sense in which we can take the initial "ought” in the
argument which begins with "ought implies can”, a sense that is not (overtly at any rate)
motivational or psychological but rather normative, and given that the moral "ought” is
accepted, that the question as to the existence of a moral duty is settled, we may see
this initial “ought” as superordinate to the moral one and as serving to qualify it. The
conclusion then reads “one rationatly ought (to do what is right) only if one desires™.23
Again morality is seen as in need of a sanction but there is a different emphasis here in
that what is in abeyance -- and what is contingent on one’s desires -- is not a reason in
the sense of motive, in the sense that one is psychologically obliged, but an authoritative
or justifying reason. There is an appeal to this (rational) "ought" in my earlier
assessment of Prichard's position as a response to the sceptic and it is a feature too of
Falik's criticism of Prichard that he pictures him as seeing disinterested desires as
providing a justification as well as a motive for one’s acting as morality dictates.

But, as | suggested earlier, it may be inaccurate (and unfair) to attribute such a
view to Prichard. If we wish to criticize him in this vein it must be not for what he said or
for what is implied by what he said but for what he Isft unsaid. As a response to the
sceptic his position is unsatistactory in two ways. First, absent disinterested desires (or
desires of sufficient strength) the sceptic is powerless to do what duty bids him do; this is
the charge we have already dealt with -- that morality requires an addition.:’
psychological sanction. Second, though he does not see the authority of the moral
“ought" as derivative of this addition but rather accepts duty as bearing its own authority,
this acceptance does nothing to satisfy the demand that the (alleged) force of the moral
“ought” be explicated, that it be shown that moral reasons really do have justificatory

force. Prichard, while providing an answer as to how it is possible to do one’s duty, has,
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it seems, simply assumed that the answer as to why has already, in the very idea of

duty, been provided for.

11. There is yet a third way in which we can construe the "ought” in the argument
and this is to see it as a moral "ought”, notwithstanding it is already accepted that the
subject has a moral duty and perhaps indeed is aware that he has. The cenclusion now
reads, "One morally ought only if one desires “, and on the assumption that the subject
lacks the relevant desire it follows that it is not the case that he has a duty here. We
may then see this as a reductio ad absurdum of Prichard's position provided, of course,
that the moral "ought" is used unambiguously throughout. But need it be? Might it be
rather that the duty assumed at the outset is viewed as a demand from without, that the
"ought” is the externalist one, while the duty in the sub-argument starting with "ought
implies can” is viewed as emanating from the "voice of conscience”; that is, that ihe
"ought" disqualified by the absence of desire is the internalist one?

It is in fact, Falk avers, just this ambiguity in the terms "ought”, "duty” and
"obligation" which infects the thinking of the ordinary man and the moralist on these
matters, and which inspires the attempts of Prichard and his opponents to demonstrate

the efficacy of the moral "ought" while simultaneously vitiating their solutions.
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CHAPTERS

THE VOICE OF CONSCIENCE -- AN INTERNALIST RESPONSE

1. Prichard's complaint against the views of his opponents, you will recall, was that
they fail to vindicate our ordinary moral convictions. So he censures Plato and Butler on
their assumption that we do our duties for none but interested reasons. In contrast, for
Prichard, though justification and the enabling motivation are separate, they can be
brought together through the existence of disinterested desire. His position, then,
provides a mixed conditional response to the sceptic -- you are justified in doing what is
right and you can Jdo it provided that you have the desire.

But against this, Falk insists, our "ordinary moral thinking" involves the
conviction that "the very fact of duty entails all the motive required".1 One is reminded
here of Hospers' categorical retort with respect to a right act -- "doesn't the rightness
provide a sufficient reason for performing the act?” -- a reply which (if we take "reason”
as having justificatory and motive force) Falk would say we have dismissed too
precipitately. And it is true that Hospers taps into our intuitions here.

But it is also true that, as Falk admits, we do use the moral "ought” in an external
sense, as signifying a demand made on us from without and without express regard for
our motivational capacities, and it is, again as Falk points out, a "natural corollary” of the
view employing this use that morality needs a sanction. Indeed the burden of much of
Falk's paper, which he so ably discharges, is to show that in our morai thinking the

»__external and internal uses of "ought" remain undifferentiated, and are imperceptibly



juxtaposed and confused” (p.509); that is to say. that our convictions are in tension. This
being so a simple appeal to these will not help us. Rather what is required, since "we
cannot obey two masters”, is, as Falk says, a "...decision about what fact would most
nearly correspond to our intentions in the use of moral ianguage.."(p.510).

One of my concerns, in this review of Falk's response, will be to elicit what it is
we must give up were the decision to favour (as Falk would have it) an internalist

reading and to show that we cannot easily do this.

2. A tandem concern is this: the moralist cannot rest with the mere settlement of
this intra-mural dispute. It, against the externalist view of the moral "ought”, he
champions the conviction that “...if anyone has a duty, that he has it is inseparable from
the existence of some real check on his freedom to act otherwise..” (p.499), he must not
only persuade us that his is the most revealing articulation of our moral intuitions but
must also show (as Prichard omitted to do) that it has force for the sceptic who,
presumably, does not as yet share these intuitions or, if he does, is worried about how
well founded they are. Convictions are one thing, how to sustain them, yet again as Falk
admits (p.499), another.

I shall attend to two crucial and related arguments, one of which can be regarded
as preliminary, the other as final, whereby Falk endeavours to show that the moral
"ought" on the (correct) internalist reading "...expresses a rationally necessary or
objective = termination of a person’s will" (p.507), a conclusion which, were it to stand,
should banish the sceptic's disbelief, or dispel his worries, while also discrediting the
notion (discussed in the previous chapter) that when deciding between duty and self-

interest we are faced with an existential or non-rational choice.



3. It is perhaps the case that Falk views desire in much the same way as Kant,
seeing it as, like our natural appetites, something we are lumbered with and against
which we must struggie on occasion if we are to exercise our autonomy. There is
another reason however, closer to the current task, for his disavowal of Prichard's
identification of (moral) motive and desire and that is that so identified, and because of
the contingency of our desires, we can never be assured of our ability to do as duty bids
us 4.

But some caution is needed here. Though not incorrect, this way of introducing
Falk's position may be misleading in that it seems to cast duty as a demand from without
and so encourages the externalist reading he opposes. His position is perhaps best
introduced by my remanxing on the fact that from the start, and without any ado, he
identifies motive and reason. Now this may seem to leave him open to the charge which
Frankena brought against Falk's confreres -- that they failed to make the distinction
between exciting and justifying reasons. But this is not the case here, however, as for
Falk (and for Darwall after him) justification and motivation fuse at the final (ideal) stage

of the deliberative process.

4. We get an inkling of this (impending) fusion on an examination of what | have
called Falk's preliminary argument, an argument intended to move us away from the
linking of moral motive with desire. Here he accuses Prichard of failing to note the
distinction between having a motive occurrently and having it dispositionally (or
“potentially and reflectively”) and he goes on to claim that though there is a connection

between having a motive occurrently and desiring (though none so close as Prichard



makes out), there is "none whatever” between desiring and having a motive
dispositionally and it is the latter case which is most germane to the issue on hand:
whence he moves us to accepting Kant's view of moral motive as independent of desire
or inclination and as (possibly and in fact often) antagonistic to it, and to the view of
moral action as self-induced behaviour.

The argument depends crucially on Falk's characterization of a reason or motive
and it is here that | wish to take issue with him. | will suggest that his account, which is
designed to evince Kant's view of moral action as wiiled or autonomous behaviour, may
have the implication that precisely the opposite i« *he case. The characterization goes

as follows:

In the sense relevant to this discussion, a reason or motive is a moving or
impelling thought, the thought of that for the sake, or in view of which, some act is done;
and | myself see no intelligible alternative to saying that it "moves” or “impels" in the
sense that it functions as a cause of actions, in the conventional sense of cause as an
antecedent implying a consequent by a rule of invariable connection. | should therefore,
describe a motive as a causa rationis, a mental antecedent which, when attended to by a
person, and in otherwise comparable conditions, will invariably be followe} by an
orientation of his organism towards the action thought of, in a way which, except for the
intervention of distractions, counter-motives and physical impediments, will terminate in
the action itself. Such a thought may be said to constitute simply a reason or motive, if,
when attended to by itself alone, #t thus causally implies action; and a sufficient reason
or motive when, in addition, it persists in doing so even in view of opposing motives in

the situation. Now, that someone has a motive may be used in either an occumrent or a
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dispositional sense;.....The motive may be his either actually or potentially and
reflectively so (p.495).

it wouild be idle then, on this conception of motive, to point out to someone in a
state of practical doubt that “...he had a "sense of duty” in the occurrent sense”, for in
that sense "...for someone to have a motive strong enough for doing some act is for him
to be subject to the operation of a law implying action; and a law cannot be said to
depend for its operation on anyone's knowledge that it is operating” (p.496).

Falk continues:

In fact, it is in the dispositional sense only that it makes sense for people to
claim that their ability to do some act depends both on their having sufficient cause for
doing it, and their realizing that they have it and in what it consists. Fer a sufficient
reason which exists dispositionally only will not actually function as a cause as long as
the thought that constitutes it is not being dwelt upon; and if anyone wanted t: make it
function as a cause he would first have to realize that he had it and what it was. He
would then, in the knowledge of the reason which dispositionally he has for doing the act,
have a means for inducing himself to do it (pp. 496/7).

He concludes that

...Prichard should have acknowledged that if a man induced himseif to act under
the influence of such a motive he would not be acting simply from desire, or inclination,
as the motive thought would here not function as a cause unless the agent had enabled

it to do so (p.497).



5. A really clear reading of the previous two paragraphs is difficult to make and 1
shall neither attempt to describe the "correct” one nor to elicit the possible plausible
alternatives. Rather | want to put what | see as a generic problem. My way of putting it
may suggest one reading rather than some other but it can be adapted, | believe, to any
of them.

Given the definition of motive as cause and its characterization in terms of the
operation of a law, how does a man who has dispositionally a sufficient motive transform
it into an occurrent one? It is Falk's claim itself -- that a dispositional motive will not
function as a cause unless the agent enables it to do so -- which forces this question, for,
on that claim, how can we understand the agent's inducing himself to do the act for
which he has a sufficient reason dispositionally, other than as seeing him effecting this
transformation? That business done. the now occurrent motive functions as sufficient
cause and the agent performs the action.

But that business -- his effecting the transformation, his “inducing himseif" -- i<
itself an action and itself requires a motive, a separate one, and whence this latier
motive? Either he has this occurrently or he hasn't. if the former (and if strong enoc.:
then he transforms the dispositional motive into an occurrent one, but invariably. If the
latter then in order to acquire it as effective motive he must have it dispositionally and
again there is required yet another (sufficient) motive. For him to act on the original
dispositional motive there must be some related cccurrent sufficient motive, but, again,
this functions invariably as cause and (if he has it) issues in the agent's performing the
act. It seems -- on this picture -- that the agent is never in a position to decide; agency.

itself, seems to fall away.
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A retort to all of this might be that what we have here is not a picture of agency
dropping out but the very expression of rational agency, i.e., domination by thought or
reason rather than desire or instinct. But still the feeling is that it is the thoughts
themseives which generate action through (as against by) the agent; the picture is that of
the “agent” as passive medium.

Or, it might be said: haven't you simply taken out agency by your treatment of
such phrases as “inducing himself", “trying", and "dweliing upon"? But how else to fit the

notions intended by these phrases into the Falkian schema?

6. There is another issue related to Falk's emphasis on aispositional motives, one
which can be raised independently of the objection | have just made. This is the issue of
what we mighi give up if we adopi the internalist reading of moral obligation; if, in place
of, say, the view of duty as some kind of external dema.a we see it as some kind of
internal demand, that in speaking of duty we are talking about "a certain kind of
psychological fact*.2 The issue is that of how well grounded is the fear of internalism's
subjectivist implications.3

The problem is set by our experience that not only are the behaviours of
different individuals in like circumstances quite varied, but that individuals vary greatly
as to their moral sensibilities. If this variation is a reflection of (or identical to) a variation
in motives (occurrent or dispositional), then on Falk's analysis, at face value anyway,
what is a duty for one individual may not be for another in an otherwise like situation,
and this conflicts with the commonsense view of a duty as, ceteris paribus, universally

applicable. So in the very process of securing, in line with our beliefs, the necessary
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connection between duty and motive (and so ability to pertorm), Falk may offend against
another, and arguably a firmer, moral conviction.

It is true that, in dismissing Prichard's argument to a non-rational decision in
those cases where duty opposes interest, Falk maintains that Prichard has been forced
to that cc :lusion by his failure to admit that "...our very thinking that we ought to do
some act already entails that, by comparison, we have a stronger reason in the
circumstances for doing it than any other” (p.500), and that this failure is a result of his
not being prepared to hold that “... the sense of duty, even dispositionally, must always
be everyone's strongest motive” (p.501). Anu we can take it that Falk affirms what
Prichard failed to affirm. So -- it might be suggested -- if one can hold, on an internalist
analysis, this position with respect to everyone's sense of duty, doesn't the analysis
avoeid the aforementioned offence?

But can one hold this position in the right way? One could, for example, point
out that "our very thinking that we ought...etc.”, if it is true, is true also of "oughts” other
than that of duty. But let us leave that aside for the moment and concentrate on the
second asserticii. When one says "the sense of duty, even dispositionally, must always
be everyone’s strongest motive “, one is not making an empirical assertion. In the first
place one would say "is" rather than "must be"; in the second place, where duty is
regarded as distinct from, and assessed independently of, considerations of self-interest
(and likely to oppose them), it is hard to see how anyone could be in a position to make
such a claim. Rather what one seems to be doing is making a statement of necessity.
The question then is how are we to construe "duty” so that the statement is true. One
way -- and the only way | can see -- is to regard someone as having a duty only when,

having stacked up the various reasons {motives) he has, the sum of moral reasons



outweighs for him that of the competition. That is to say, though one may have moral

reasons for performing an action, one has a duty to perform it only when these reasons
are weightier. On this construal of duty the statement is true because tautologous, but
on this construal too there seem to be strong subjectivist implications, implications that

are very much at odds with our moral convictions.

7. The same disturbing feature can be elicited from Falk's own comparison of his
and Prichard's positions. Remember that on Prichard's analysis, though one's having a
duty is not a function of one’s psychological condition, one's ability to do one’s duty is:
that there is a "subjectivism" with respect to the ability to act morally. Falk's way of
putting that position is this: that what moves us to action is not “...a motive impiicit in the
very tact of duty itself; but a motive constituted by the thought that we had the duty, and
existing apart from and additionally to the fact of duty" (p.497). His own position, in
contrast, is that an agent "...in the very thought that he ought to do the act, [has]
dispositionally a motive for doing it .." (p.497).

Though Falk is not altogether clear here, there seems to be, between the two
positions, a reversal of the order of dependence. On Prichard’s view the true thought of
duty depends on there being the fact of duty, and the existence of a motive depends on
a desire to act on the thought. On Falk's view it seems that the fact of duty is constituted
by the motive; that is, it no motive (impelling thought), then no duty. Now this may seem
an overly strong interpretation and it may be -- though | am not at all sure -- that it is one
which Falk would reject. But what he must reject, or, rather, what he must refute, is the
charge that implicit in his fusion of the "how" and the "why" of duty (as against their

separateness in Prichard) is a subjectivism with respect to the fact of duty itself. For, for



all that has been shown thus far, there is this implication and we have a view of duty
which does violence to our ordinary moral convictions, indeed moreso, | feel, than does

the view of Prichard which it seeks to replace.

8. In urging a use of "ought” or "duty” in a "purely formal motivation sense”, i.e.,
that sense where "...when a person asks “need | really, or have |, if only dispositionally, a
sufficiently strong reason for doing this act?”, he might as well have said "shouid | or
ought I really to do it?".." (p.503), a use which erc res the "purist” view of a necessary
connection of "ought" with motivation, Falk appeals to Kant's position as follows:

It is worth remembering that Kant who insisted most on the purist view of the
connection insisted also on a use of "ought” in a purely formal motivation sense. Modern
deontologists overiook that Kant would have rejected ofthand their view of duty as an
objective requirement of the situation, as he did reject the view of duty as consisting of
the demands of a deity, or of some inward compulsion of a special quality. For he
objected to anything being called a moral imperative with regard to which a person could
still ask whether the act required of him was one which, in a motivation sense, he really
ought to do, i.e. in Kant's language, whether the act was one which rationally a person
would be necessarily and unconditionally determined to will; and he insisted on "ought”
or "duty” being used for nothing but the very fact itseif that rationally a person would thus
be made to will an act. Kant's very definition of "ought” therefore makes it a tautology
that anyone who has a duty has, on this account alone, a reason, though not necessarily
an impulse or desire, suificient for doing the act; and Kant thus dispenses with a "sense

¢ du’v" in the shape of any singular and contingent psychological disposition (p.504).
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Now the last sentence alone appears to deny the subjectivism of which | spoke, but
really, by itself, it represents no advance in Falk's position. A "sense of duty” (i.e.,
Prichard's "desire to do what is right”) is indeed dispensed with but only (as Falk allows)
by Kant's very definition of "ought”, a move which, | have argued, may merely replace
one subjectivism with another (less palatable) one. The burden is squarely on Falk to
show us that his view does not have this consequence, and an introduction of the term
"will" (as poun or verb) will not itself effect this task. For then Falk must show that, for
example, Frankena is wrong when he states that what one is "...impelled to do even after
reason has done its best is still dependent on the vagaries of one’s particular conative
disposition..”.4

And indeed that he is prepared to attempt this is signalled by his invoking the
notion of rational necessity, a notion which is central to what | have called his final
argument. Perhaps this notion can provide that further stricture required to ensure the

universality of the moral "ought” (in a specific kind of situation).

9. Falk explicates the notion thus: "...any "ought”...expresses a rationally necessary
or objective determination of a person's will.. fwhere what is necessary is].. what no
trying will alter, or what is invariable, and "rationally necessary” or "objective” what would
not be altered or varied by reason, or by mental operations”. Then with respect to Kant's
distinction between a conditional and an unconditional or absolute "ought” he says:

The crucial point is simply that not every motivation "ought” does as yet express
a completely conclusive reason for doing an act. If an act must dispositionally be willed
only on account of some other end which is desired, whether it also must or can be so

willed in every respect wouid still be an open question; for it may still apply that this end



itself need not or could not, on consideration, be willed, either on its own account, or on
account of the implications of pursuing it in a given situation. A conclusive reason would
be one with regard to which no further question could be asked: which was thought
rationally unavoidable on account of the act itself (or on account of some other end
thought rationally unavoidable in itself), and rationally, in the given circumstances,
unavoidably stronger than all opposing motives. An “ought” embodying such a reason
would be “absolute” in the sense that, in relation to given circumstances, it was formally
complete; and it is when such an "ought” is identified with a moral "ought” or duty that
the connection of duty with sufficient motivation becomes logically necessary (pp.
507/8).

Now Falk is, up to a point, correct here. There is certainly a sense in which
something is rationally necessary; fc example, given that one wills A and that B is (and
is known to be) the only means to A, then one not merely would will B but must will it.
And if there were a "conclusive reason”, or a "formally complete "ought™, it would be as
Faik describes it. And if such an "ought” were identified with a moral "ought”, then that
one morally ought would entail not only that one can but that one rationally must.

But is there such a thing as a "conclusive reason” in Falk's sense? How does he
(or how might he) persuade, for example, the sceptic, that he should side with Kant here
and against Hume; how might he show that there is such a thing as a rationally
unavoidable end?

Again, supposing there to be such an end, such a “conclusive reason”, and given
that we are using "ought” in the purely formal motivation sense, that is, as content-less,
how is it shown (or how can it be shown), in cases where duty and self-interest conflict,

that what one ought rationally to do (what one is rationally compelled to) is one’s duty?
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That is to say, how might one argue to the identification of the formally compliete "ought”
with the moral one?

And finally -- and this last worry may or may not be addressed if answers to the
previous two are forthcoming -- how to ensure that what is a formally complete rnoral
"ought” for one is so for another in comparable circumstances? Whereas it is indubitable
that there is but one rationally necessary willing available to all agents in the kind of
means-end reascning touched on earlier, how can it be shown that there is a like
universality with respect to conclusive reasons; that there is something to the rational, or
to being a rational agent, such that when (or if) the Kantian equation of the rational with
the moral holds for one it holds for all?

Let me dub these three worries the “three indeterminacies” with respect to Fak's
appeal to rational necessity. The label is justified in that, though Falk has given us the
conditions on a rational vindication of the mora! "ought”, he has not at all shown that

these conditions can be satisfied.

10. I hope to have shown that Falk's account of a reason as a "causa rationis” has
untoward implications with respect to agency; that his internalist analysis of the moral
“ought” threatens a subjectivist account of duty which offends our ordinary moral
convictions while failing to sway the moral sceptic; and that his appeal to the rational
does not go nearly far enough either to dissolve that subjectivism or to show indeed that,
where duty and self-interest collide, we are not faced with a non-rational or existential

¢hoice.
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CHAPTER 6

AN APPEAL TO FORMAL FEATURES OF REASON AND RATIONAL AGENCY

1. Gewirth1 cites this contention of A.J. Ayer's

Given that a man has certain moral principles, we argue that he must, in order to
be consistent, react morally to certain things in a certain way. What we do not and
cannot argue about is the validity of these moral principles.2
and claims that propcnents of "the moral point of view”, though they hold a contrary
position with respect to the validity of moral princip!s= kave thus far, and for a variety of
reasons, failed to vindicate their convictions here.

it is his intent to repair that deficiency; to provide a iational justification of a
moral principle -- specifically of the egalitarian-universalist principle embodied in "the
moral point of view" as this is expressed by such as Baier. This principle will provide
“...a body of rules and criteria for individual action and social policy which accord to ali
men certain basic equal rights...[rights which] consist primatrily in freedom from coercion
by other persons and in certain essential aspects of well-being” (p.116).

Success in this will not just supply a vindication of this particular principle but,
being a rational vindication, will allow us to construe "...the difference between what is
morally right and what is morally wrong as objective and universal and hence as
knowable by moral judgements on which all persons who use rational methods must

agree” (p.113). So it will allow us to reject Ayer's contention and, incidentally, will allow
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us to discount any related view, e.g., that of Mackie, wiho claims that we can, logically,

simply opt out of moral discourse.3

2. Gewinth's thesis is that the egalitarian-universalist mora! principie can be derived
from an appeal to purely formal features of agency and rationality; that is, that the
principle can be logicaily deduced from analysis of the concept of reason itself and the
concept of rational action/rational agency.

Reason (or rationality), for Gewirth, is characterized by its “...avoidance of, and
opposition to, arbitrariness” (p.120); it (specifically as embodied in deductive and
inductive logic) opposes the arbitrary “...insofar as it takes account of what is cognitively
necessary or coercive either logically or empirically” (p.120).

One example of logical Necessity is (what he calls) the principle of
universalizability. This states that “...if a predicate belongs to one subject for a certain
sutficient reason, then it logically must belong to every other subjoct which fulfils that
sufficient reason" (p.127}, and sO it generates a "requireinent of consistency” {p.137).

Though this principle plays a central part in ihe derivation of egalitarian-
universalism, of itself it does not disjustify particularist moralities of the sort championed
by such as Aristotie, Nietzsché, Hitler (;,.116). This is so because it allows .. iwo
important kinds of variabiity with respect to content” (p.128), first as to the actions it
allows and second as to ihe «riteria of reievant similarity. That is to say, an agent can
inject whatever content suits him -- can fill out “predicate” and “certain sufficient reason”

however he wants to -- and not offend against the principle .4
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However, though ineffectual of itself, when coupled with necessary features of
ag” ncy there emerges an argument to an egalitarian-universalism, this view (or

principle) being, in fact, implicit in that combination.

3. The argument, put in point form is, briefly, this:5

1. An action (in the relevant sense) is that which is voluntary and purposive --
the agent knows what he is doing, chooses and controls his behaviour and acts for a
purpose, for something he sees as good. That is to say, voluntariness and
purposiveness are the “categorial features” of action or agency.

2. It is necessarily true of every agent that qua agent he participates voluntarily
and purposively in transactions in which he is involved. (A transaction is an action in
which an agent acts on at least one other person, the recipient.)

3. The agent, in acting for a purpose, regards his action as justified by that
purpose.

4. So, (from 3.), he regards himself as having a right to perform the action and
he makes a corresponding right-claim. (Gewirth importantly qualifies “justification” in 3.
and "right” in 4. | will discuss the quaiification later).

5. (From 2. and 4.) Every agent necessarily claims, at least implicitly, that he
has a right tc )ar.. ~ .ite voluntarily and purposively (which are equivalent, respectively,
to the rights of freedom and of well-being) in transactions in which he is invoived.

6. The only non-arbitrary (rationally justified) description under which one claims
the right(s) in 5. is that of oneself qua prospective agent who wants to realize some

purpose of his. That is to say it is only this -- the necessity of his possessing the
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categorial features of agency. what he must have to be an agent -- which can non-
arbitrarily ground his right-claim.

7. These features are heid by all other (prospective) agents.

8. (From 5. 6. 7. and the principle of universaiizability) He must hold that all
other agents have the same right (to freedom and well-being).

9. (from 8. and the logic of rights-talk) He musi hold that he (or any other agent)
has a corresponding duty; that is, in that agents’ rights entait a correlative obligation, he
must hold that he (and others) must allow them basic freedom and ought not to harm
them.

What falls out then is a precept which can be addressed to every agent: “"Apply
o your recipient the same categorial features of action that you apply to yourself”; a
precept which Gewirth calls the Principle of Categorial Consistency (p.135}. And this is
an egalitarian-universalist moral principle ... because it requires of every agent that he
be impartial as between himself and his recipients when the latter's freedom and welfare
are at stake" (p.136).

In short, in that an agent rationaily must allow that others have as much right to
the goods of freedom and well-being as he does, and given that ha "necessarily claims”é
his right to these goods, he has, and must admit that he has, a moral obligation with

respect to others.

4. Gewirth sees this argument as constituting a derivation of a moral principle from
*...rational considerations about the features which necessarily pertain to all action”
(p.137).7 By substituting “rational necessities” for the “contingent contents™ allowed by

the principle of universalizability, he sees it too as providing a refutation of all



particularist (inegalitarian) moralities (p.138). And, finally, he sees it as demonstrating,

contra Hume, 1 = : stionality (reason) is not morally iweutral (p.139).

5. Should it go through, the argument seems, at a stroke, to resolve the three
indeterminacies infecting Falk’s position. For what is argued to is a "conclusive reason”
similar in kind to that touted by Falk in that it is rationally unavoidable; that is, it is
conclusive in that, falling (logically) out of claims that an agent necessarily makes, it
expresses a rational necessity. It is also argued that this conclusive reason is to be
identified with a moral "ought”; i.e., that it is a moral obligation which is rationally
required. And, finally, it is argued that not only does it hold true of one (or another)
agent that he has this moral obligation but, from the fact that it is qua rational agent that
he incurs it, that every agent is likewise morally obligated; that is, it is argued that the

Kantian equation of the rational with the moral, in holding for one, holds for all.

6. The argument does not, however, go through. In explicating 3. and 4. Gewirth

says:

It must be emphasized, however, that the justification and rights here in
question...need not be moral ones; they vary according to whatever criteria the agent
invokes explicitly or implicitly in the purposes for which he acts (p.131).

Now what can he mean by a non-moral "right*? It seems that -- like a non-moral
justification -- it must be simply a reason. On this construal 4. reads: “he regards himself
as having a reason to perform the action”; and if he is tc claim something it would be

that he has such a reason. Now if this filters down to 8. -- the appropriate intermediate



changes being made -- what we have there is "Ail other agents have the same
reason..etc ”. BSut, whereas one's having a right may be inextricably bound to others
having a duty, there is no such obvious relation between persons’ reasons.8 Nothing like
9. will fall out. That 9. falls out for Gewirth is a consequence of his substituting “right” for
“reason”, qualifying this (odd) use of "right” and thereafter omitting or discarding the

qualification.9

7. We can, perhaps, get a notion of how things have gone wrong by looking at
Gewirth's preliminary sketch of the argument (on p.130). Here he claims that every
agent, on the ground that he is a prospective agent, "necessarily claims as rights for
himself* the categorial features of agency, those features inat he must have to be an
agent; that agents "logically must” make this ctaim. But one may claim those teatures as
a necessary (logical) condition of one's action and yet not claim, in the sense needed for
the transition from 8. to 9., a right to these features, a right to acting. There is not the
entailment here that Gewirth thinks there is.

There are a few other things that we can say about agents/agency that might be
thought (mistakenly) to yield the necessity in question. For example, it is true cf
someone tha! 7n every occasion of his acting he has in fact the freedom etc. But his
mere having it doesn’t (not directly anyway) have a bearing on whether he ought to have
it in the sense that he has a right to it which must be recognized (even by him). And if
he wants to (verbaily) assert his status as agent he logically must claim possession of
(as against a right to) the categorial features. What he may have -- and what prima facie
every person does have on the ground that he is a prospective agent -- is a reason to

ensure his continued possession of these features.
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Now, if an agent claims a right on the ground of his being a prospective agent
then, in order to be consistent, he must, as Gewirth contends, accord the same right to
relevantly similar others. And an agent may easily slip into claiming a right where he
has (or thinks that he has) a reason, in that by claiming a right he secures (or tries to
secure) his ability to act on his reason. But need this claim be granted? A person may
well grant that another has a reason but nonetheless may think himself under no
obligation to support him nor indeed to refrain from frustrating his end. Indeed he may
have reason 1o do just that -- frustrate that end -- even where the end is to secure the
conditions of (continued) agency.

To say this is not simply to deny what Gewirth affirms. Rather it is to say again
that, unlike the way someone's rights have a bearing on another's duties, one person's

reasons may have no bearing upon another's, and to say that Gewirth has not shown that

they have.
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6. indeed the PCC should be written "Apply to your recipient the same categorial
features of action that you do and must apply to yourself".

7. The argument would show, then, that for any agent it is rational for him that he be
guided by the PCC. So it would have force for our moral sceptic. who, we have allowed,

is open to being convinced; and it would obviate the existential choice, at least in those
basic cases covered by the principle.

8. That there is such a relation (though not an obvious one) Nagel tried to argue in The
Possibility of Altruism but he has since pulied back from the view expressed there.

8. Seee.g., pp-137/139/142.
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PART II
THE SIXTH ATTEMPT

REASON AS IMPARTIAL



CHAPTER 7

INTRODUCTION

1. If I have been right about the responses we have considered thus far, then we
have reason to believe that our moral sceptic remains unswayed, and we can see
Darwall's thesis in Impartial Reason1 as yet another -- and needed -- attempt to convince
him. This thesis is, | think, appropriately the last such attempt to be dealt with here in
that it has important relations to all the positions hitherto expressed.

So, atthough Darwall is concerned to refute (against e.g. Mackie) the claim for
the torce of present desires as reasons, and is concerned too to deny (against e.g.
Prichard) that the ability to act morally is contingent on the agent's desires, he sees this
alleged connection between desires and reasons as motivatad by what he calls "the
good sense of Humean internalism” (p.80).

Like Falk, then, he embraces an internalist view of reasons and he is kin to Falk
too in the emphatically Kantian strain of his thought. Indeed we can see him as
attempting to provide a resolution of the indeterminacies in Falk's position, though a
resolution which, as we shall see, Falk might not endorse.2

Again, though he rejects the positions of Baier and Gauthier, he applauds (and
incorporates) their "Hobbesian reflections™ and their respective appeais to a background
theory of reasons and of rational agency.

Putting it roughly, he regards Baier's background theory as "questionable” (p.19)

because it either starts from a bias towards the moral (p.186) or it suffers Kant's
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objection to any "materialist” theory of the nature of morality in that the rationality of
action on moral reasons is made conditional on a desire -- the desire that oneself flourish
or the desire that people generally flourish -- that rational agents may lack.3

As to Gauthier's contribution, the seli-critical or sel{-reflective aspect of ideal
rational agency is endorsed but the requirement of self-support derived from this is too
weak, Darwali claims, to bear the weight put on it; that is, it does not generate the
(moral) principle of constrained maximization.4 Nonetheless, self-criticalness is ‘an
important component in Darwall's derivation of a stronger "equirement, that cf universal
impartial self-support.

For Darwall then, as for Baier and Gauthier, Hobbesian reflections need to be
supplemented by an appropriate background theory of practical reasons -- by
»..additional, more formal aspects of practical rationality” (p.19) -- and in this addition his
argument resembles that of Gewirth's in that (in Darwall's words) “... [it proceeds] from a
formal conception of practical reason to the conclusion that at least some basic moral
considerations are overriding reasons for any agent who exists in the company of others”

(p.202/203).5

2. Not surprisingly the outcome of this eclecticism is a complex argument. We can
get a rough or introductory idea of the strategy underlying the argument by summing up
what | have just said; by seeing Darwall's thesis -- that some basic moral considerations
are overriding reasons..etc. -- as proceeding from an amalgam of several theoretical
approaches:

1. An internalism with respect to reasons and rational principles. This involves

the explication (and subsequent use) of the motivational aspect of reasons and of
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practical reasoning. We can expect such a theory to have something to say on how we
can act on or for reasons.

2. Formal considerations of rationality or the consideration of formal aspects of
rationality; what Darwall calls “the normativity of reasons to act” (p.19). This involves
the generation and explication of a background theory of reasons. We should expect
such a theory to have something satisfying to say on justification and the related notion
of the authority of reasons and cf rationai principles or norms; to have something to say
on why we shouid act one way and not another.

3. "Hobbesian reflections”: consideration of the results for oneself of one's acting
in a certain way where what one does affects others and vice versa, and consideration of
the results of all agents acting in one way as against another.

We have already touched on each of these approaches but (except when we
dealt with Falk) in relative isolation, one from the other. In Darwall a combination of the
ir.arnalist thesis with the normativity thesis issues in a particular expression of the ideal
of rational agency (of the ideal rational agent), one which, in turn, leads to a condition on
any principle's beirg a rational principle -- that it have universal impartial self-support.
Then, on the supposition that many different principles can satisfy this condition,
Hobbesian reflections, it is argued, -- via the ernp:ioyment of means-end or relative
rationality -- narrow the range to moral principles of some kind.

This sketch is very general and incomplete. Internalism enters in at different
points, the normativity thesis -- accentuated in the later critical stages of the argument --
is pervasive, and Hobbesiar: ra2flections too play a part additional to the one indicated.

Moreover there is the further complication that, though it figures large in the text of
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Impartial Reason, the criterion of universal impartial self-support is (by his own
admission) not essential to Darwall's argument.6

Perhaps a better sense of that argument can be obtained by considering some of
the ground-clearing which must be done in order that Darwalil's aim -- tc show the
rationality of moral conduct -- be capable of being realized. This consideration will serve

also to give some indication of my focus.

3. We can start by asking what it would mean -- what the import would be -- were it
the case that Gewirth's argument goes through, were it not objectionable in the way l've
described. Were that the case it would follow that for any agent, were he to contravene
the Principle of Categorial Consistency, he would be open to the charge of being
inconsistent and, thereby, irrational. What is the force of this charge; e.g., must it have
practical effect in that if the agent admits its correctness he will, or will be inclined to,
mend his ways?

Gewirth, in reply to the objection that the consideration of self-contradiction is
not usually practically efficacious in this way, draws the distinction between motivating
and justifying reasons and claims that the "morally practical question” in the relations
between rational agents is not who can influence the other but whose position is
rationally justified and that "...the most basic way of proving that a position is not
rationally justified is to show that it involves a contradiction”.7

Now Gewirth is surely right here but there is still the worry that, while claiming
his right to freedom and basic welfare, were an agent to get away with avoiding his
corresponding obligations to others then he could simply ighore the “morally practical

question”. We can say to him that he is being irrational; that his position is rationally

72



unjustifiable. But now, again, why should he be bothered by that? We are not asking
whether or not he will be bothered given the kind of persor he might be. The question
is, rather, should he or ought he be bothered? Now this may be thought to be a
senseless question.8 After all the "ought” is the rational "ought" and the question then
appears to reduce to "ought he to do what he ought to do?", the “ought" having the same
sense in both instances. But the question doesn't so reduce. Rather it asks if the
rational "ought" is operative here. Does it have an application; is it apposite? That is to
say the question challenges the scope -- and hence the authority -- of practical reason.9
One has the unsettling suspicion that rather more to the point is the unlikelihood of the
agent's getting away with it; that more germane is the fact that others, on equal footing
with the agent, would simply not allow this asymmetry. And with this comes the
corresponding suspicion that for such an agent, who has as well a considerable power
advantage, the charge of irrationality loses its sting roughly in proportion to the degree of
that advantage.

Gewirth gets close to addressing this worry when he considers the objection that,
for example, it may be rational for a Machiavellian ruier to make inconsistent statements
in order to advance the end of maximizing his power; the objection in effect being that
the charge of irrationality ("a ia Gewirth) is empty here, it being the case, ex hypothesi,
that the tactic is (instrumentally) justified. Gewirth's reply is that the end of self-
aggrandizement has not itself been subjected to scrutiny "...by criteria which are
independent of his own [the ruler's] predilections".10

But our worry is precisely this -- are there such criteria? |s there more {0

rationality than means-end or relative rationality? Gewirth merely assumes that there is.



What we need, then, is to have it shown that there is such a thing as substantive
rationality -- that desires, intentions, purposes, preferences, ends etc., are, contra Hume,
criticizable; that reasons can be given for or against them. Then, even though someone
may be unmoved by the charge that he (or his predilection) is irrational, the charge

would yet have force in that it correctly peints up an important deficiency.

4. Now one of Darwall's arguments to the existence of a substantive rationality is
that formal theories of decision, in their uncontroversial assumption that sets of
intransitive preferences are irrational, require in fact that preferences be criticizable by
reasons. | shail not deal with the details of this argument11 but | shall query the scope of
the conclusion and suggest that a more limited scope than that intended by Darwall is
both consistent with decision theory and sits better with Darwall's internalism. Darwall
is of course not content with this conclusion alone, with showing merely that some ends
may stand and others fall on rational scrutiny. But not only does he want to exhibit the
eminence of moral reasons, he wants to show too that reasons for action do not depend
on, and need not refer to, present desires (or preferences) at all. 12 He has, then, two
motives.

Given that there is a substantive rationality, one could champion any of a
number of positions. For example, one could hold that only self-interest figures and so
only self-regarding desires are rationa!. Or that only one's desires figure, where one
might have, for example, desires with respect to the well-being of others, or for states of
affairs, as well as desires regarding one's own well-being.13 Or one could hold that

moral reasons figure and that in a Hobbes situation they dominate.14
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Now one motive is to show that the third position is the correct one. Although
Darwall allows that self-interest generates reasons he wants to show that (in the world we
have) when these reasons conflict with moral reasons they are defeated.

The other motive is to show that moral reasons figure independently of desires.
That is, he wants to show, against e.g. Prichard, that there exist, independently of
desires, reasons which are not only justifying but are enabling also; that an agent's ability
to act on a moral reason is not contingent on his having the appropriate desire.15 And,
as with Falk, the impetus here is Kantian and it too is two-fold.

First there is the concern that any materialist theory of reasons -- where
“materialist”, for Kant, meant any "practical principles which presuppose an object
(material) of the faculty of desire as the determining ground of the will" -- fails to
guarantee the rational necessity of moral action because, again in Kant's words, "we
cannot know, a priori, of the idea of any object, whatever the nature of this idea, whether
it will be associated with pleasure or displeasure or will be merely indifferent” (p.174).
That is to say, there is no (putative) object of desire such that it (rationally) must move
one (everyone). And if we fail to demonstrate rational necessity we also fail to show
moral principles as being valid for all agents.

The second (and related) concern is to exhibit moral agency as an expression of,
or a realization of, self-governance. Moral agency is then incompatible with a view of
reasons as being based on desires, in that, in being guided by the desires he just
happens to have, an individual is guided heteronomously.

These two concerns can be put as one: the concern to show that it is possible for

any agent to act morally regardiess of his current desires; that he can (against his
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desires, if need be) enable himnself to act -- as he sees that he ought, as he rationally

must -- by an exercise of his free will.

5. This explication of Darwall's thesis, perhaps not surprisingly in that they are both
pushing the Kantian line, seems to present it ac an iteraticn of Fak's position. There is
the same Kantian equation of the moral with the rational with the autonomic. They are,
however, not identical positions.16 They diverge by virtue of Darwall’'s additional
Hobbesian reflections, the addition forcing a different interpretation of the equation. This
may be the cost -- if cost there be -- of arguing to that equation other than by way of
what Darwall cails "... [Kant's] difficult metaphysicai doctrine of noumenal freedom”
(p.200).17 But we can perhaps bes! capture the tenor of Darwall's argument -- and
perhaps sense the possibility of tension therein -- from two of his remarks on it, the first
prefatory, the second consisting in his final words op the subject.18

Having acknowledged Raw!s' influence orn the work he says of Impartial Reason
that it is "...an attempt to provide Rawlis's theory of justice with a theory cf practical
rationality to anchor its Kantian interpretation” (p.9). Now Rawls, though he admits his
theory is not precisely Kant's view,19 has had occasion to defend it against charges of
heteronomy levelled (fairly or unfairly) at it.20 And these charges stem from an
uneasiness with respect to (and are levelled at) the apparertly Hobbesian reflections of
the parties in the original position. Rawls replies by emphasizing that the parties, though
"mutually disinterested"”, are not thereby egoistic as "...they are moved in the first
instance by their highest-crder interests in deveioping and exercising their moral
powers..” and these aims are "...entirely fitting and proper”.21 Nc:, he argues, does his

theory allow in heteronomy in another way, i.¢., via the constraints on the parties behind
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the veil, because these constraints are expressive of the moral powers of the persons
whom the parties represemt.22

Now, prima facie, a formally similar line of detence seems open to Darwall as
well but, unlike Rawls, he cannot appeal to our deep-seated moral convictions23 as it is
(some of) these very convictions he wants to vindicate. That is, in that Darwall is not
preaching to the converted, to those whose disputation has to do with which of the moral
philosophies (of those available to us) is best, his approach is necessarily “hard-headed"”
and this hard-headedness invoives -- as we shall see -- Hobbesian reflections additional
to those employed by Rawis.

Much later, having urged the view that Rawis' theory of justice has a Kantian
interpretation by urging that principles chosen from the original position and with a view
to self-governance “...express the Kantian ideal of autonomy” (p.248), Darwall identities

his view with the view of Kant in the following manner:

Kant's idea that moral principles would be the object of will for ali in a realm ot
ends ties them to the more abstract perspective provided by our thick veil. In discussing
his notion of such a realm he wrote: "By “realm” | understand the systematic union of
different rational beings through common laws. Because laws determine ends with
regard to their universal validity, if we abstract from the personal difference of rational
beings and thus from all content of their private erds, we can think of...a whole of
rational beings as ends in themselves” ... This abstract perspective is the intersubjective
standpoint of a rational agent considered as such.

i have argued that the fullest expression of practical reason is to act on

principles we could choose for all from this point of view (p.249).



6. i have, | hope by now, given a good idea of the purpose in Darwall's ambitious
project and some idea of the strategy he adopts. The question is whether the strategy
secures the purpose. | think it does not. | shall confine myself to the attempt to show
four things which | give now in what | see as an increasing order of importance and in an
order which reflects too the increasing degree of confidence with which they are put
forward.

1. that the thesis is not one of which Kant wouid have approved; or -- more
cautiously -- that it diverges from Kantian orthodcexy. in that my kriowledge of Kant (and
of Kantian onthodoxy) is quite severely limited and almost entirely derivative this position
is tentative. Still, | don’t wish to undercut it attogether and | shall suggest that it is in
vitue of an additional Hobbesian reflection thart the thesis would be rejected by Falk, for
example.

2. that the thesis is unstable. Even if we grant his argument to Rawils’ original
position, the ends of the parties in that position, in view of which they choose the
. 7inciples by which they will guide their conduc: when the veil is lified, are determined by
Darwall in a way which leans too heavily on Rawls’ conception of “a rational conception
of a person's good" (p.105), his defence of that conception being inadequate. That is to
say. the force or authority of the rational “ought”, which is deemed to derive from an
ideal of rational reflection, is vitiated by its being derived, ultimately, from a view of a
“rational conception of a person's good" with which one can disagree and over which
there is, in fact, much disagreement.

3. that there is a considerable tension in Darwall's argumentation. On the one

hand he embraces an internalism with respect to reasons in the manner ¢: Falk, and
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emphasizes (what was implicit in Falk) the necessary connection between motivation
and all reasons, not just moral ones. This view, normative internalistn, he argues. gives
an altogether more satisfactory account of reasons than does its aiternative, normative
externalism, in that it is nct subject 1o the objection of ontological queerness (nonnatural
properties) nor the consequent epistemological and motivational problems. Strategically
he needs the view to move to the intersubjective standpoint.

On the other hand he hoids that the motivation involved need not depend on any
desire (or preference) the agent may happen to have; that is, he embraces motivational
externalism. And he needs to do this in order to preserve the features of autonomy and
rational necessity. But not only is motivational externalism a difficult doctrine to sustain,
Darwall's characterization of normative internalism strongly suggests the existence of
what | call a base preference set, that is, a set of one or more uncriticizable preferences
-- the engine, as it were, of all motivation. That is to say, Darwall's formulation of
normative internalism sits altogethcr better with a motivational internalism than it does
with the motivational externalism he holds to.

This criticism is related to the criticism in 2. and both it and 2. generate a
suspicion that (contra Darwall) there is not, after all, a substantive rationality in the
strong sense of its being the case that all preferences are ... criticizable in terms ot
reasons” (p.77).

4. that the argument to the intersubjective standpoint (the impartial standpoint of
the rational agent as such) does not work; that it is either failacious or it rests on a

dubious version of judgement internalism.
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Footnotes to Chapier 7.

1. Stephen L. Darwall, Impartial Reason, Corneli University Press, 1983. Hereinafter,
unadorned page references within and without parentheses, in text and footnotes, are to
this work.

2. Though inspired by Faik, Darwall feels ..[he] would almost certainly reject the theory
| offer here” (p.9). Itis, | think, arguable that Kant would reject it too and for the same
reason. | will take this up later.

3. See p.174 and p.191.
4. as l've tried to show in Chapter 3.

5. As we shall see, Darwall's "forrnal conception” is richer than that of Gewirth's.
Though it owes much to Nagel, it differs from the lafter's conception too. See his
chapter on “Nagelian Objectivity”. See also his commentary on Nagel's later work, The
View from Nowhere, 1986, in "How Nowhere Can You Get (and Do Ethics)?", in Ethics,
Volume 98, 1987. | do not have the space to treat of that difference.

6. B.C. Postow in his "Darwall and the Impartial Standpoint”, in Philosophical Studies,
Volume 94, 1986, rejects premises leading to that criterion. Incidentally, Postow's
attempt to hone impartial Reason to its essentials illustrates well the complexity of the
argument there.

in "Darwall's Kantian Argument”, Canadian Journal of Philosophy, Volume 18,
Number 1, March 1988, George Terzis dire stly attacks the se'f-support condition.
Darwall's claim that his theory nec-d not appeal to self-suppon is in his “Reply to Terzis"
{same journal, same issue), 1988.

My criticism of the argument depends neither on the inclusion nor the exclusion
of the self-support condition.

7. Gewirth, op.cit., p.145.

8. See Darwall pp.215/216.

9. Obviously in the manner of Hume. There are echoes of Nielsen here too. See his
remarks regarding the subjectively evaluative tone in our use of the rational "ought” in
Nielsen, op.cit.

10. Gewirth, op.cit., p.148. Note the similarity tc Darwall's view: "The rational person is

not constituted by whatever ends or preferences he happens to have at any given
moment. Rationality consists, at ieast partly, in our capacity to make our ends and



preterences the object of our rational consideration and to revise them in accordance
with reasons we find compelling” (pp.101/102). | shall have more to sayv on this.

11. See his Chapter 6.
Also see Thomas E. Hill, Jr, “Darwall on Practical Reasor: tthics, Volume 96,
1986, pp.607-609, for a possible coherentist (or relativist) respc. e,

12. nor irideed on or to any desires the agent may ever in fact have, were he to fail to
realize his rational potential.

13. This we will call -- following Darwall -- a self-centred theory of reasons, as against
the earlier "self-regarding” cne.

What | have given is, of course, a loose formulation. On one construal it allows a
Humean whim -- to scratch or not to scratch one's finger -- as providing a reason. On
another it may allow only some desires as providing reasons e.g., those that survive a
full Brand -1 reflection.

It ...ght be ciaimed that on the former construal the view reduces to the thesis
that there are no nonnrelative reasons; that rationality has .0 do only with the choice of
means and takes the ends (what one desires) as simply given. This claim is -- prima
facie at any rate -- incorrect in that the view has something to say about preferences
e.g., that it is rational to act on the preferences one has and presumably -- thcugh there
might be some difficulty here -- irrational 2 act (le* us say) otherwise. The other thesis,
by contrast, has nothing at all to say abou: preferences.

14. A Hobbes situation will ~e described later. Our normal circumstances ic such a
situation.

Darwall has an important proviso on the overric.agness of moral reasons: or, put
anothe:r way, a proviso on v hen something is a moral reason.

15. though itis, he aliows, dependent on his capacity to be moved. See ppP.41/42.

16. When Darwall suggests (p.9) that Falk would nc: accept his view he does not
elaborate either then or iater.

17. Later in this essay | propose th=t there are two argumenis runn’ag in Irm9artial
Reason, one explicit, the other not. When the former, whichi is acsigned 1o circi:mvent
Kant's difficult doctrine, runs into difficulty it.e latter, which (I suggest) leans somewhat
on that doctrine, makes an appearance. That there are two arguments is perhaps more
evident when one compares the text of Impartial Reason with Darwall's elaboration of his
theory in the later essays.

I bring this up now to forestall the objection that, since the additiona! Hobbesian
reflections occur after both arguments (explicit and implicit) have run their course, it
cannot be that Darwall's interpretation differs from that of Falk because it seeks to
circumvent Kant's doctrine. In reply | would say that Darwall could assume some of the
tenets of that doctrine e.g., that to be rational is to be autonomous, while yet rejecting
the purist conception of Kant's position, based on that doctrine: namely, that his position
is starkly inconsequentialist.
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This last, | admit, is speculative, relying on nods and winks rather than Kant
scholarship. Still -- but only insofar as | remark or ‘e difference between Darwalil and
Falk -- | am gambling on it.

18. in Impartial Reason. The later essays, to which | referred in the previous tootnote,
are "Rational Agent, Raticnal Act”, Philosophical Topics, Volume X1V, No. 2, Fa!l 1986,
pp.33-57; "How Nowhere Can You Get (and Do Ethics)?", Etrics, Volume 98, 1987,
pp.137-157; and "Reply to Terzis", Canadian Journal of Philosophy, Volume 18, Number
1, March 1988, pp.115-124.

19. John Rawils, “Kantian Consiructivism in Moral Theory”, The Journal of Philcsophy,
Volume LXXV11, No. €. September 1980, p.517.

20. See p.527 &~ = 531/532 . 3. See alsc Darwall, 1983, pp.247/248.

21. Rawls, ibid., ;0 @27,

22. lbid., p.532.

3. See Rawils, pp.518/519, ibid. | wish to be not simplistic on a complex position but |

-ake it that the appeal is there though not so stark or unsupported as my words might
suggest.
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CHAPTER 8

THE MOTIVATIONAL ASPECT OF REASONS

1. The motivational aspect of reasons is evident in Sarwall's "general internalis?
characterization” of reasons to act, a characterization which claims that *...a factis a
reason for a person to do something if he would be motivated to do it, other things equal,
were he to consider that fact rationally” (p.20). It is evident too in the later more specific
formulation which states that "p is a reason for S to do A if, and only if, p is a fact about
A awareness of which by S, under conditions of rational consideration. would lead S to
prefer his doing A to his not doing A, other things equal” (p.81, his italics). This later
formulation is perhaps preferable in that it serves to emphasize as well the normative
aspect of practical reasons.

Rational consideration -- that which generates the normativity of reasons -- is
elucidated in two stages, the first yielding "the initial account”, the second an extended

account; the latter revising, or qi:~'ifying in an impornant way, the fir=:

2. The initial account has been likened to the theories of rationa! choice put fcrward
by Brandt and Rawls1 and it consists largely in a sophisticated versior. of =
recommendation to look before you leap.

There is the obvious requirement that one should have "reflective awareness" of
a fact, of its connection to the act in question (p.86;. With this condition satisfied a fact

is a presumptive reason if it motivates. It is merely presumptive in that it is defeasible; it



may on further scrutiny lose its motivating power or it may be seen to conflict with other,
weightier, reasons.

A fact that is a rezson need not be universally so; that is, a fact may be
peculiarly a reason for one (or more than one) person. But for any fact to be a reason
(peculiar or not) it must satisfy “a universally valid standard”, viz., that on reflection it
motivates the particular agent (p.88). This universality claim figures large in the
extended account, which, Darwall argues, reveals reasons as grounded in “...principles
valid for all rational agents” (p.88).

A fact that is (presL mptively) a reason moves one to a preference. One can,
however, be moved to conflicting preferences. Rational decision here requires of the
subject that he adop! 2 standpcint from which he can get both preferences in view, that
he assess them "in a unified way" (p.91), a process which reveals an all-things-
considered preference.

There is, though, a further wrinkle. We can be the slaves of our preferences (or
desires). To resolve this paradox of our being compelled to do what we want, Darwall
has recourse to the interesting distinction between first-order and second-order desires,
the latter -- "essentially reflective” (p.91) -- taking as thei objects first-order desires.
One has, or can have, preferences about one's preferences (something which is of a
piece with -- and probably finds its purest expression in -- the notion of a preferred life).
Pondering the influence (or lack of it) of second-order desires on those of the first order,
Darwal! notes that in passionate moments the second-order desires may be simply
aligned to those of the first and so be "not necessarily rational” (p.93). Tnere is
oenerated, then, the requirement of dispassionate consideration, consideration which

corrects for the undue influence of the immediate; that is, it corrects for perspectival



errors in that it allows facts that are temporaily or psychologically differently situated their
true or proper weight.

Add to this the requirement that one’s consideration be infc..1ned -- that it be free
of misconceptions about its object, that all relevant factors are within its ken etc.; in
short, that one's preference survive Brandtian cognitive psychotherapy -- and we have
the notion of an informed preference. Finally, the same procedure, carried out now with
the object ot ordering one’s preferences, yi ...Js one's informed all-things-consicered

preferences (p.100).

3. We have the resources now, Darwall feels, to draw some conclusions about
rational preference and rational agency. On the initial account “vhat provides a reason
for a preference is not the simple fact of preference itself but the fact (or facts) that on
due consideration motivate that preference. In this respect the account accords with the
assumption which, Darwall claims, underlies formal theories of decision, viz., that
preferences are criticizable in terms of reasons. But criticizability of preferences
requires a view of the rational agent as one who “...does not merely find herself with
preferences” (p.99), who "...is not constituted by whatever ends or preferences he
happens to have at any given memen*™ . $01). That is to say, it requires a view of the
rational agent as one who accepts or rejects the preferences she has and/or adopts new
ones on reasons which (on due consideration) she finds compelling. And, for Darwall,
this view of the rational agent in turn "...vindicates Rawls's conception of the rational
person as having a fundamental interest in rationally choosing his or her own ends”

(p.102)2, a conception which (in its turn) “...plays an important role in Rawls’s
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arguments, both for his theory of justice as fairness and for the rejection of utilitarianism”
(p.102).

it is important, then, that this view of the rational agent -- as one whose
preferences have the support of reasons in the manner indicated -- be very well
grounded; or, more precise!;, that what grounds this view of the rational agent -- namely,
the criticizability of preferences in terms of reasons -- be itself very well grounded. And,
as has been mentioned, Darwall sees that thesis (that preferences are criticizable) as
supported by formal decision theory and by the initial account. 8But there is, he feels,
additional support which can derived by appeal to (what he calls) the unity of agency.

Let us turn to that appeal first.

4, As we have seen on the initial account, for an agent to come to a rational
decision when faced with conflicting preferences he must occupy a standpoirii from
which he can get these preferences in view and from which he can assess the reasons
for and against them. His adopting such a standpoint and his (practical) decision from
that standpoint is an instance of his unity of ag=nzy. This unity can be viewed "...bota
synchronically and diachronically” (p.102); as yielding informed all-things-considered
preferences bott: at a time and over time. So, were an individual unable to display or
exercise unifiec agency at a time he would be "...less a single agent” but rather "...two
(or more) agents competing against each other” (p.103). The inference appears to be
that inasmuch as the individual is a single agent he can criticize his preferences
regarding contemporaneous acts or state-of-aftairs by weighing the reasons for and
against them. The same point is seen (by Darwall) to hold for unified agency over time

in that this requires an informed all-things-considered preference for one’s life.3



The argument is meant to parallel Kant's transcendental deduction from the fact
of knowledge (the unity of experience) to the existence of the conditions necessary for
such knowledge. Unity of agency, whether synchronic or diachronic, requires that
preferences be criticizable in terms of reasons. If preferences were not criticizable in
this way, if they were "completely foreign” to one another, they would pull the individual
in different directions and he would have "no pc.. sible basis” for deciding between them
(p-111). F-sferences, therefore, are criticizable in terms of reasons.

it must be admitted that Darwall is, to an extent, right here. On the total
uncriticizability scenario, where the individual possesses (or is possessed by) a chaotic
pundle of preferences, agency is paralysed. We are not so paralysed; we have unity of
agency in that (and t~ *~ “earee that) our preferences are not so jumbled. One can. for
example, act on one'. _nce for a healthy life by rejecting, or restraining, one's
preference for (say) bacon and eggs. And most of our preterences do seem to be
comparable in this way. But Darwall's thesis is strongei than this. Thiough nowhere
stated in so many words, it is the thesis that all preferences are criticizable in terms of
reasons. And to derive this by way of a transcendental deduction he must make the
factual claim that we have (or can have) unity of agency of a very complete sort, that we

are never (or need never be) pulled in different directions.4

5. This is a very strong claim and it goes unsupported. As it stands it simply denies
Prichard's view of there being cases of non-rational decision-making. Concomitantly it
brushes over Sidgwick's worry of there being an unresolvable tension between moral
reason and the rationality of self-interest.5 indeed, according to Nagei, there is a tension

within morality itself, between agent-relative and agent-neutral moral reasons and it
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ignores this issue 100.6 Again (if | can step lightly into a difficuit arena), the thesis that
we have unified agency in this very complete way seems i 1un foul of Freudian
psychology, a psychology which propounds the counter-thesis that we are subject to
opposing urges, to Thanatos and Eros; that we are at once destructive and creative. All
of these positions run counter 10 the position of Darwall either by opposing the factual
premise or by opposing the conclusion of the deduction (I find it hard to say which).

But even if we aliow, against these positions, that there is unified agency the
transcendental deduction does not yield the conclusion that all preferences are
criticizable in terms of reasons. For it is consistent with there being unified agency that
: there-be a fundamental set of one or more uncriticizable preferences, a set which is the
ultimaie arbiter of other preferences, which in fact generates overriding reasons whereby
all other preterences can, if hecessary, be assessed. If there is more than one
preference in the set then, for there to be unity of agency, these preferences must at
least not be in conflict and may even -- in a limited sense -- support one another. But
the requirement of non-conflict and the possibility of mutual support does not generate
the picture Darwall wants.

It may seem that if one has a preference for A and a preference for B one can,
apart from the fact of one’s having a preterence for B, either point out that there is no
reason against one's having that preference or cite a reason for one's having i, viz., that
it supports (or is supported by) one's preference for A. But one might too strongly
construe this "giving of reasons”. In the first place for either case the benchmark for
criticism is the fact of one's preference for A. That is io say, the fact that ore has the
preference for A either fails to generate a re avofi aj@inst, i - neretes a oz

one’s preference for B. At this level preferenc:3 generaie reasons and iiot, as Danvall



would have it, vice versa. Inthe second place it is rizi~ i g to talk in terms of a
reason for a preference for B. That preference is, ex ., ..:esi, fundamental and so not
derived. As such it simply stands and is not adop: ' . reason. On this picture thare
is unity of agency because it happens that one’s “i:3amental preferences do not collide.
The appeal to the unity of agency fails : 1, on two counts. The appeal is itself
controversial and, even were we to allow it, the desired (strong) conclusion does not fall

out.

6. The Iatte} point applies too to one of the otﬁér planks for the claim that all
preferences are criticizable in terms of reasons, namely, that formal decision theory
presupposes the correctness oi that claim. We can concede, as beiore, ihat most of our
preferences can be compared and connected (and are subject to the transitivity
requirement) but we need not aliow that we can give reasons for all of them.7 Decision
theory works just as well on the assumption tt;at there is a basement level of
preferences, either one fundamental preference or, it more than one, a base preference
set where the constituents are consistent. Should preferences be inconsistent at this

level t~en decision theory is ineffectuat and will not be <ailed on.

7. Let us return now to the initial account of rational consideration. Recal that on
that account the re.xsons for our actual preferences are "...the facts that motivaie them,
and not the simple fact of preference itself..” (p.98). Our actuai preferences -- be they
preferences for acts oi for siates-of-afiair: -- have the support of reasons were it that we
would yet be motivated to them on full rational reflection as per the initial account. So,

for example, there is a reason for one's preference to actin a certain way (e.g. one's



preference to A) if there is a fact (e.g. that to A is to R) that, on adequate reflection,
would motivate one to act in that way (e.g. would move one to A). And, of course, if
there is no such motivating fact there is no reason for one's preference. In short, on the
initial account preferences are criticizable in the light of reasons for or against them.

But again there is the question as to whether or not all (and not merely most)
preferences are so criticizable. That all are is a position Darwall must hold if he is to see
criticizability by reasons as vindicating Rawls’ conception of the rational agent as having
a highest-order interest in revising his final ends and, indeed, if he is to hold to Kant’s
thesis that rational agency is self-governance. Now the manner in which the initial
account is seen {o vindicate Rawls’ conception is that it encourages a picture of the
rational person as one who, rather than being constituted simply by the preterences he
has, can revise his actual preferences by reasons he finds compelling. Thisis a
plausible picture but it is one which allows (as does the account of rational consideration
which encourages it) our seeing the rationai person as one who is yet driven by latent (or
dispositional) preferences. That is, we can construe "actual” as “"occurrent” and see the
agent as being able to revise his occurrent preferences by reasons generated by latent
ones, by those more fundamenta! preferences which are revealed through appropriate
reflection. It is important for Darwall's argument that the plausitility of his picture ot the
rational agent as one who can revise his preferences does not rest on our seeing the
picture this way, for on this interpretation we are led, eventually if not immediately, to
accept the existence in the individual of a base set of uncriticizable preferences and,
thereby, to deny the possibility of his revising his final ends in the deep sense intended
by Rawls and, concomitantly, to deny the possibility of personal autonomy as envisaged

by Kant.



8. But it is this interpretation which -- ironically, perhaps, if not surprisingly --
naturally emerges from Darwall's formulation of Humean internalism. For it is naturai to
ask how it is that a fact can motivate (and so be a reason) uniess it taps a preterence.
On :he formal example, rational consideration of the fact that to A is to R moves one to
A. Which is to say that one's being moved to A (on rational consideration) depends on
the fact that to A is to R. it is hard (if not impossible) to see how that fact generates
motivation unless there is already a preference for R-ing. Indeed that rational
consideration reveals this latent or dispositional preference sits well with Darwall's
explication of Hume's internalist analysis of facts having the property of being reasons:
that they have this property is "...rightly judged by....noting (on refiection) a condition of
one's own will" (p.56). That one’s will be in that condition appears mysterious unless
there is postulated something susp: siously like 2 latent preference.

Darwall does aliow (as an internalist must) that something's being a reason
depends on the agent's "motivational capacity” (p.42) but he cannot8 allow this to
consist, even partly, in iatent preference, for to allow that would be to disallow the
possibility of autonomy, in that we must now see the individua! as being slave to his
desires, albeit iatent ones.

Now Darwall does try to argue -- via the example of Roberta (pp.39-42) -- that a
consideration's being a reason does not depend on its being linked to a prior desire
(presumably whether occurrent or dispositional) of the agent. The example is
unconvincing. however, and | shall not deal with it.9 it does, however, in its attempt to
disengage reasons from prior motivation, point to a possible strategy and that is to claim

that the process of rational consideration can itself generate motivation, that the very
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process can independently yield preferences and reasons. And Darwall does seem to
make this claim (p.39). But by virtue of what can it do this? How is it that this process --
coming to know (realizing thro’ rational consideration) that e.g. P is a fact about A -- can
move one to A if it is to do so other than by way of a preference for P? It is hard to see
how an answer can be given here.10

In fact Darwall's understanding of irternalism seems, itself, to preclude this kind
of answer. Holding, against Nagel, that a fact that will be a reason for an agent need not
be a reason for him now, he says that "...rational consideration of a fact may move [the
agent] at some point but not at another” (p.108). The same rational consideration? I
seems so; "...it may simply be the case that a consideration that would motivate a
person on reflection at some time would not at some other time, even it the person were
to give it the same careful imaginative consideration informed by no further experience”
(p.108; his italics). It cannot be then that the process of reflection itself generates the
motivation.

The initial account, then, is consistent with the claim that not all preferences are
criticizable in terms of reasons; that is, it is consistent with (and indeed encourages) a
view of the rational agent as one who can indeed revise (most of) her preferences in the
light of reasons but who does so in virtue of one or more fundamental and uncriticizable
preferences. But this picture of rational agency does not vindicate (as the more radical

picture might) Rawls' conception of the rational person.

9. If my arguments are sound then ali three planks of Darwall's argument to that

conception -- the appeals to decision theory, to unity of agency, and to the initial account

.- have been removed. Or, if one sees (as | do) the initial account as in fact including ali
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three appeals, then what | hope to have done is to have cast doubt on the distinctly
Rawisian flavour of the latier part of that account. The existence of such doubt is
important in that Darwall appeals in & final stage of his argument to the “"good
independent grounds” we have for the initial account, which means (for him) that we
have grounds "...to embrace a conception of the rational person as having a "highest
order interest,” as Rawls puts it, in revising her ends by refiection on reascns she finds
compelling..” (p.234}. | have already touched on the work this appeal is meant to do; as
to the impact of a (legitimatz) doubt on its intended function, | shall leave ihis matter for

a fater part of this paper.

10. | hope too to have indicated a tension in Danwall's position, to have justified my
claim 3. in the last chapter. Darwall's Kantian view -- that mora! agency is expressive of
self-governance -- is a deeply attractive one. Freedom, it seems, is a logical
prerequisite of moral agency. To assess an agent as moral/immorai in his performance
of an act is, it seems. to imply that he chose to do it, that he had the capacity to refrain
from doing it.11 Though Darwall's attack on the view that reasons rest in some way on
the agent's desires can be seen (on the assumption that most desires are selfish ones)
as an attack on rationa! egoism (broadly conceived) it is better seen, | think, as an attack
on a view which disallows autonomy and so disallows moral agency.

My interpretation is this:

1. Moral assessment of character makes sense only on the assumption that the
agent chooses o act as he does. ltis a logical requirement of an act's being

moral/immoral (as against its being e.g. fortunate/unfortunate) that it be freely chosen.



2. Rational agency is plausibly understood as full self-governance, as
governance by principles one chooses (on adequate reflection) to be guided by. Tobe a
rational agent is to be free of non-self-imposed guides to action, including those prowvi¢::
by the desires one happens to have.

3. Our notion of moral agency requires this picture of the rational agent. If an
individual cannot be free in the manner depicted in 2 then (by 1) it is not possible for him
to be moral.

4. An identification of the rational with the moral does not tall out from 1 and 2.
The question remains whether the free agent would choose principles of action which
disbar moral action or ones which allow it or ones which require it, where such action
opposes self-interest or where it is contrary to current inclinations etc.12

5. Darwall's intent is to show that the rational agent would choose principles that
require (under certain conditions) moral action; that moral agency issues from (rational)

self-governance.

Now an extemnalist view of reasons may also be considered, though in a
somewhat different way, as hostile to self-governance. Falk suggests that the mature
individua! becomes resistant to his interlocutor's “subjective recommendation use” of the
moral "ought”.13 This resistance would, | think, be extended by an internalist {as it is by
Falk) to cover any use of the moral "ought” which depicts the moral demand as a
demznd from without. According to Frankena, R.M. Biake (an externalist) saw the
doctrine that the moral will is autonomous as “incompatible with the existence of any
categorical imperative” and so “...should be repudiated by externalists..”.14 Blake's

position is an inversion of the internalist one. Either way the view is (or could be) that



autonomy and externalism are mutually exclusive, that what | have suggested is a
precondition of moral agency, viz., autonomy, sits better with internalism.

My intent has been to siow that, au contraire, internalism as formuiated thus far
(per the initial account) suggests a base preference set and so encourages a view of the
individua!l as heteronomous, as incapable of moral or rational agency in the deep sense
intended. Admittedly this reading can be resisted by postulating a motivationa!
externalism (something Darwall hints at), but not only is the latter position hard to
defend. Darwall's claim -- that the same rational consideration might move one at one

time and not at znother -- seems to preclude it. 15

11. The objections raised thus far apply io the initial account of rational
consideration. The extended account is meant to modify the initial account while yet
preserving it as "...at least a partial account of practical reason” (p.234). We shall have
to consider the extended account and see the way in which it is linked to the initial
account to form Darwall's full thesis before we can see the bearing these oojections have

on the full thesis.

Footnotes to Chapter 8.

1. By Hill, op.cit., p.611. See footnote 11, Chapter 7, here.
2. This "fundamental interest” is but one of the two highest-order interests ascribed to

the moral agent by Rawls in his "model-conception” of a moral person. it is important to
see that Darwall's vindication of this part of Rawls’ conception lies in the initial account.

95



The other highest-order interest of the moral person is to realize aind exercise his
"sense of justice”. See Rawls, 1980, p.520/p.525. Darwall's only explicit reference to
this aspect of moral personality is in a footnote (p.231) where he says of the choosers
behind the “thicker" veil that “...we may suppose that such beings are also rational in the
sense that they are willing, and able, to constrain their pursuit of informed preference by
principles that vsould be chosen”, this supposition being "...comparable to Rawils's
assumption that his principles are chosen for beings with a sense of justice”. But Rawls’
"assumption” is not merely an assumption. Rather it is an appeal to a notion either
implicitly affirmed in or acceptable to "...the public culture of a democratic society”
(Rawils, 1980, p.518).

Nor will it do for Darwall merely to suppose. On the contrary | take his argument
to the original position, if it be successful, as showing that ideally rational beings wouid
be guided by the principles chosen; that it provides a (rational) vindication of the
Rawilsian moral person's "sense of justice”. Again it is noteworthy that this one of the two
moral powers, unlike the other, is vindicated (if it be vindicated) via the extended
account of rational consideration.

3. This idea -- the idea of an informed all-things-considered preference for one’s life --
is, Darwall feels, well captured by Rawis' notion of a rational lite-plan. But whereas
Rawls identifies this plan with what he calls "the person's good” or “a rational conception
of the person's good" Darwall feels that what Rawls intends is better expressed by the
phrase "a rational conceptiocn of the good life for that person” in that this phrase, unlike
the ordinary meaning of "a person's own good", naturaily aliows altruistic behaviour (for
example) if this is the result of the agent's * ..informed. free choice” (p.105).

4. that is, pulled in different directions in the deep sense intended by Darwall. Obviously
cenflicting preferences pull us in different directions. His claim is that we have unity of
agency in that any such conflict is capable of resolution by a weighing of reasons.

Presumably an individual can have unity of agency and not exercise it; that is,
he might not do this weighing. And it is conceivabie that one might find one’s contlicting
preferences equally supported by reasons; nonetheless they stand "compared and
connected”.

5. |take this frem Mackie, op.cit., p.190.

6. See, for example, pp.175-185 in Thomas Nagel, The View From Nowhere, 1986.

In his review of this work Darwall does indicate a rationale, within his character-
bas’:d approach, for agent-relative obligations; the existence of any such obligation
depending on “...whether it wouid be required by principles by which a morally
autonomous person would govern herself” (p.153, Darwall, 1987). And not only is it
likely that some such obligations would be required in this way, but because the
approach is character-based these agent-relative moral reasons are not undermined, as
they are on an end-based view, by considerations of cverall value. See pp.153-156,
ibid.

This rationale is provided however by Darwall's extended account of rational
consideration. The initial account is meant to stand, to some extent, independently of
that account. Specifically it is meant to provide "good independent grounds” for Rawls’s
conception of the rational person (p.234), the very conception here at issue. The initial



account, in vindicating this concepticn, i3 seen to provide the end --the highest order
interest of the rational person -- in view of which the choice from hehind the veil is made.
Darwall points out that since tne principles employed in the choice are means-end
principles (not substantive principles but principles of relative rationality) the overall
account avoids circularity (p.234, foctnote). For the same reason - to avoid circularity in
the overalt account -- it is necessary that the end stand independently of the substantive
rational principles chosen to realize it.

| shail have a littte more to say about the linkage of the initial and extended
accounts. It is enough, for now, to have pointed out that the first must be independent of
the second in the way described and that, consequently, Darwall's claim that there is
unity of agency ignores the tension between agent-relative and agent-neutrai moral
reasons.

7. A psychology of preference is bound to be a complicated affair and | do not pretend
to be able to provide one. | want merely to suggest that there is an alternative schema
to that provided by Darwail.

8. as he seems to suggest he can, by assimilating a “weak” notion of desire to the
agent's motivational capacity. See p.42.

9. For discussion and criticism of this example see Hill, op.cit., pp.606/607; also Alfred
R. Mele, “Motivational Internalism: The Powers and Limits of Practical Reasoning”,
Philosophia (Israel), 19 (4), December 1989, pp.427/428.

10. Mele says of motivational externalism -- the view embodied in the claim l've
a'tributed to Darwall -- that it “...smacks of creation ex nihilo” (p.429, op.cit).

Hitherto, in my text, the terms "internalism” and "externalism" refer to positions
about the nature of rcasons; to what we might call conceptual theses. (I shall continue
this practice, the bare terms referring to the opposing conceptual theses). These
positions Mele dubs "normative internalismvextemalism”. Darwall, for example, is a
normative internalist. Theses like these are to be distinguished from empirical theses
about the source of the efficacy of practical reasoning; that is, theses about the “causal
history" of the motivation which emziges from a piece of practical reasoning. These
positions Mele calls "motivational internalism/externalism”. Me:z, in that he holds that
antecedent motivation is always part of the causal history, is a motivational internalist. |
have benefited from Mele's pointing up the distinction and from his criticism of
motivational externalism.

In my view, Kantians like Falk and Darwall, and like Rawls with respect to his
model-conception of the moral person, must hold to motivational externalism. If rational
agency is self-governance then practical reasoning must rise above any preference or
desire the agent just happens to have. Mele makes a case against motivational
externalism.

He also argues that his position -- motivational internalism (M) -- has no direct
implications as to what normative thesis one must hold, specifically that it does not entail
a normative internalism (NI): that to get from Ml to NI one at least needs a (debatable)
proposition R {See his pp.431-434). I will not discuss the correctness of his claim here. |
cite the argument because it is illustrative of how the water can get muddied. HisR is
very like. and on one construal is identical to, Darwall's normative internalism. His Nl is
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a version of what Darwail calls the Desire-Based-Reasons thesis. It is in fact Version il
if we take this to include latent desires (see p.38, Darwall). The argument then is. in
Darwallian terms, that motivationai and normative interrialism together may yield a
Desire-Based-Reasons thesis.

More apropos to my current argument against Darwall is another claim of Mele’s,
viz.. that r=:otivational internalism does not lead us to Hume's characterization ot reason
as being the slave of the passions. His being right here would mean that Kantians are
not forced to motivational externalism. | can only say that his argument, by way of the
example of Theresa, a young student who herself "decides” on a particular conception of
what it is for her to live an important life, is unconvincing {see his pp.429-431).

11. Nagel!, in his essay "Moral Luck", points up the paradox, the apparent absurdity, of
our employment, in the shadow of a scientific world-view (a view of the world as a
succession of determined events), of moral epithets to individuals. See his Mortal
Queestions, 1573, pp.24-38. Nonetheless he regards as “intuitively unacceptable”
= i) 'hat what people are like through no fault or doing of their own is not a
proper tiyeay of moral assessment: 1~ because we do habitually and naturally assess
peoplz in this way (p.33). Thas was o S witributes to our extending to others the
interral view we have of ourseives (L 7 i hal is, he treats the phenomenon (moral luck)
along the lines of the subjective/objective split.

Alternatively the paradox can, | think, be seen as issuing from our ambivalence
with respect to morality and moral character. | can only hint at an explanation here. it
would hinge on our seeing morality, on the one hand, as (‘a la Mackie) having a function,
and mora! character, on the other, as ("a la Kant) being estimable independently of the
consequences that issue from it. It is not clear how this explanation might sit with
Nagel's treatment, or if it could.

12. | take these alternatives from Nagel, 1986, p.200.
13. Falk, op.cit., p.508.

14. Frankena, op.cit., p.64. Frankena is “...not persuaded that a recognition of
autonomy necessarily leads to internalism” (p.64).

15. It might be worthwhile to point out in addition that, so far as | can see, absent the
appeals in the initial account to decision theory and the unity ot agency, there is nothing
in the formuilation of internalism itself which prevents an agent’s having intransitive
preferences or which guarantees that the refiective process, properly carried out, will
always yield an unambivalent conclusion.



CHAPTER 9

THE NORMATIVE ASPECT OF REASONS

1. Though the initial account can yield reasons other than self-regarding ones, e.g.,
one may have an informed individual preference that a person (or persons) other than
oneself flourish, it *...appears to make the standpoint of rational consi-deration the agent's
own" (p.112). That is, Darwall sees it as offering “...no challenge ...to a fundamentally
self-centred view of practical reason” (p.112). The extended account, by contrast, is
intended to move us away from this "personal standpoint”; is intended to move us to
accepting the "intersubjective standpoint” of “a rational agent as such” as the point of
view "...from which all reasons, including those grounded in what motivates an agent

from his own point of view, are ultimately assessed” (p.113).

2. The first move away from the agent's "own particular point of view” (p.117) as
the perspective from which facts may be reckoned (as generating reasons) is via the
distinction made by Nagel (in The Possibility of Altruism) between subjective and
objective considerations. Following Nage! a consideration is subjective "...if its
expression contains a “free agent variable", a phrase whose reference is given by the
agent for whom it is supposed to be [a] reason” (p.118). A consideration that makes "no
essential reference” to the agent himself as such is, by contrast, objective (p.130).1

As Darwall notes (p.118), Nagel held to the “thesis of objectivity"; ihat is, he held

that only objective considerations could provide reasons. But, as Darwall also points out



(pp.1197130), this thesis alone will not yield the conclusion that Nangel was after, viz., that
something’s being a reason for a person bears on what others ought to do. For that
conclusion the thesis of objectivity needs to be supplemented by the "thesis of
universality”, the thesis that for something to be a reason for someone it must be a
reason for anyone "...in relevantly similar circumstances” (p.1 17).

Though he rejects this strong "Nagelian Objectivity” (rejecting both the
universality thesis and the thesis of objectivity), Darwall is intent on showing not only that
objective considerations do indeed provide reasons but that some of them (viz., moral
considerations) commonly provide overriding ones.2

Now, that objective considerations do in fact weigh with humans we can allow.
But should they? To that question -- "...why should a person even take into account
fzcts that must be considered from an impersonal standpoint?" -- Darwall's reply is that,
on an internalist theo.y of reasons and in light of the initial account, “...there is no more
reason to take into account facts that can be assessed only from a personal standpoint
than there is to take into account facts that must be considered impersonally” (p.135).3

What the initial account does leave open is the question of the relative weights
of subjective and objective considerations as reasons. On that account "...subjective
reasons may generally be weightier reasons than objective ones”, or, alternatively put, a
person "...may sysiematically rank personal preferences over impersonal ones” (p.136).4

The extended account is meant to block any such morally untoward possibility.
As | have indicated, the burden of that account is to move us away from the initial
account and its emphasis on the personal standpoint of the agent to an account of

rational consideration which takes as central the “intersubjective standpoint” of the
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rational agent as such. It will discharge that burden, Darwall intends, through its appeal

to the normativity of reasons.

3. The motivational aspect of reasons and practical reasoning, on Darwall's
internalist analysis, has been well canvassed. This aspect is one element of his
background theory of reasons and, as we have seen, it allows that a re2son for one
person need not be a reason for another, nor indeed for the same perscn at a different
time. Reasons may be idiosyncratic as to persons and times. Yet, in every case where
it is said of a person at a time that he ought (that he has a reason) to do something, what
is said is intended to have the same kind (if not the same degree) of force. Thatis to
say our discourse suggests that we understand practical reasoning to have, as well, a
normative aspect; that we see reasons (idiosyncratic or not) as authoritatively action-
guiding. As Darwall says, without this normative aspec: "...there would be nothing to
distinguish reasons for someone to do something from reasons why he did or will do 1t.."
(p.201).

That rational consideration and the reasons to which it gives rise are normative
is suggested too, Darwall holds, by the way our familiar conception ot rationality accords
with the notion of a normative system; with the notion of a system of norms (or
standards, or principles) which are seen to apply to its (the system's) subjects in that they
can guide and appraise their and others’ relevant actions -- the system's objects -- by
them (pp.204-208).

i think Darwall is right here. We do, in our discourze on reasons etc.,
presuppose a normative system. But are we thereby slipping, as Falk claims we do in

our thinking on mora! obligation,5 into an externalism with respect to raticnality? As
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Darwall emphasizes, a very attractive feature of internalism is that, unlike externalism, it
leaves no mystery about the agent's having the ability to do what he has reason to do.
Motivation is built in. An externalist might retort however that his own view, though
perhaps weak on motivation, is, unlike internalism, strong on justification; that it is a
strength of his view that normativity is built in. He might ask -- how does an internalist

theory of reasons capture their normative aspect?

4. It is important to see that, for Darwall, reasons are derivative of rational
consideration. On his internalist view reasons are not objective entities or properties (of
facts) tiat we discover “out there" when we deliberate.6 Rather they are discovered via,
or (one might say) they are generated by, a required deliberative process. And to say
that the process is required is to say -- as Darwall holds -- that all rational agents are
subject to the norm or norms which define it; i.e., that these one or more procadural
principles are universal.

But Darwall goes further than this. Procedural principles (the required piocess)
give rise to substantive principles of practical reason and these substantive pringiples too
are considered to be universal. An example of a substantive principle -- one that is
considered and rejected by Darwall -- is the principle «f maximizing individual utility.
Another substantive principle might enjoin conduct that accords with moral requirements,
and Darwall is of course concerned to show that a principle or principles of that sort do
issue from the process of rational consideration.

On the other hand, as he has emphasized, the reasons generated by rational
consideration need not be universal, need not be reasons for all rational agents. Facts

which move me need not, though we perform the same deliberative process, move you.
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This leads him to say that on an internalist account ”...a fact's being a reason is not
grounded in universal reason-specifying principles..” (p.210).

And, it seems, he must insist on this last it he is to preserve his account as an
internalist one, an account which avoids the nonnaturalist metaphysical commitments of
externalism and which, in contrast to externalism, gives “a deeply satisfying” account of
rationa! motivation.7 But, as he also notes, rotivation by itself is not enough -- "...the
degree of motivation that a consideration provides is not identical with its weight as a
reason” (p.81). To hold that it is is to fall back into a desire-based theory. Motivation of
itself, then, does not supply rational grounds for action; does not provide the required
justificatory or prescriptive force. Darwall's account must indicate the locus of that force
while yet not teetering to an externalism which asserts "...that there are simply some
facts that have the intrinsic property of being action-guiding..” (p.81). His solution is to
locate the normativity of (action on) reasons in an ideal of rationa! consideraficn. And in
tmpartial Reason this latter notior: is introduced and given specific content by way of the
concept of a rational normative system, a system to which, it seems, we appeal -- which

we seem o presuppose -- in our discourse on reasons and rationality.

5. Darwall is, | think, attempting to walk a very thin line here. Consider the nature
of substantive principtes. Darwall cannot rest -- and does not -- in the position that all
substantive principles could t.& non-reason-specifying. A substantive principle requiring
mora! conduct while yet not specifying reasoris for ail agents (in like situations) would
simply be malapropos. Substantive principles, it turns out, are of two kinds, those which
specify relevant facts (a principle of right conduct, for example, is reason-specifying) and

those that merely direct an agent to do what he is moved to do on consideration as per
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the initial account (pp.236/7). With respect to our concern, viz., the authenticity of moral
requirements, Darwall's theory and an externalism may yet offer competing rationales,
but with respect to the conduct that is morally required the two views may well be
extensionally equivalent. Though this in itself is not surprising -- externalists and
internalists have after ali been reared to thie same moral requirements -- the contrast
between the two views is now less marked, for on Darwall's internalism variation in
niotivational capacity is allowed full rein only with respect to such as personal projects
etc., and not with respect to morally required conduct. Now, given our sense of what it is
for a certain kind of conduct to be morally required, this is as it should be. What is rot
clear -- and what needs tc be argued for -- is how this universality of moral requirement
can be accommodated on a view which ties reasons to an agent's motivation.

Darwall might say that such a view can so accommodate -- and this is the
argument (at least implicit in his thought) -- because each individuai qua rational agent
has the same capacity here. But even if we aliow this, it is evident that across fully-
fleshed individuals there is considerable variation in motivational economy. It is at least
a2 respectabie empirical proposition that some individuals find it easier to accede to a
particutar moral demand, or to moral demands generally, than do others. Now
exiernalism will be unequivocal with respect to the existence of any such demand; if it
holds for one it hoids for all, irrespective of an individual's motivational capacity. it may
acknowledge variation in capacity -- though perhaps not without difficulty -- through a
corresponding variation in assignations of responsibility and blame. The moral demand
will however in each case be the same, the moral charge perhaps being diluted
appropriately. And it seems reasonable that actual variation in capacity be somehow

recognized.
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But if it is to be recognized on Darwall's position what is to stop that position
from drifting to one which is subject to Frankena's charge ageinst internalism: that it runs
the risk “...of having to trim {moral} obligation to the size of individual motives”"?78 We
might allow that simply qua rational agents we are alike in motivational capacity. But if
for fully-fleshed individuals we have a sliding scale of moral charge because of actual
variation in motivational susceptibility, why not have -- for fully-fleshed individuals -- a
sliding scale of moral demand for the very same reason?

Now Darwall is vehement in his opposition to this. He has made it abundantly
clear that on his view an individual's de facto preferences, and the actual strengths of
those preferences, do not provide the measure of reasons for him to act. Reasons have
a normative as well as a motivational aspect. But will it do for Darwall -- in order to elicit
this normative aspect, and in such a way as to debar a possible drift to a sliding scale
morality -- to merely refer us to the presupposition underlying our talk of reasons and
rationality? For that presupposition may be -- and likely is -- an externaiist one, a
presupposition of a standard or a set of standards which stands over against, and makes
demands on, each individual agent. Indeed, on the face of it, it appears to be precisely
the rational analogue to ‘nat "...externalist and non-psychological conception of [the
moral] "ought” " with which in our ordinary moral thinking, Falk says, the internalist
conception is blended, and this “perhaps” for tear of the latter's "...empiricist and
subjectivist implications..”.9

Even if Darwall resists my way of introducing this worry, the worry itself remains.
it could, | suppose, be introduced in a different manner. And the worry is: how to capture
the normativity of reasons on a purely internalist approach? Now, as I've pointed out,

Darwali's intent is to do so via the notion of ideal rational consideration, and that notion is
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to be filled out -- is to be given content by -- our corisidering the kind of reflection an
ideally rational agent would engage in. Unfortunately, in Impartial Reason, the ideally
rational agent is presented as one who is (self-critically) an internally self-identified
subject of the rational normative system; that is, he is defined in terms of a notion -- a
rational normative system -- which is, there is reason to believe, an externalist one. For
the rational normative system (RNS) provides norms (or principles), both procedural and
substantive; that is, provides standards, for its subjects, of deliberative process and
action. And it is, after all, of the nature of standards that they stand over against that to

which thay apply.

6. This criticism -- that Darwall's argument is infected with externalism, that it
derives plausibility by appeal to a view which he rejects -- stems from what is, | think, a
legitimate reading of passages in Impartial Reason. But perhaps this reading or, more
precisely, perhaos the passages which encourage this reading, merely obscure rather
than vitiate the argument. Let us take that tack. Letus see the RNS (however it might
be filled out) as standing over against fully fieshed individuals, its subjects; as
independent of their actual desires and predilections. This is, | think, in line with
Darwall's view and it is implied in his remark as to the “minimal normative content” of
rational norms: that they are "...principles or standards that are normative for all agents
with rational capacity” (p.208: What he does not admit -- and cannot, if he isto
preserve his account as an internalist one -- is that the standards are independent too of
the ideally rational agent. Infact it is precisely the opposite thesis that forms the core of

Darwall's internalism; the thesis that any putative rational norm must, to pass muster, io

106



be a rational norm, be acceptable on refiection to an ideally rational agent. The ideally
rational agent himself chooses the norms he is to be guided by.

If this conception could be made to work then, it would seem, the normative
element characteristic of an externalist account would be captured on an internalist one.
And we would have, it seems, a happy blend of externalism and internalism. Rational
principles, both of process and substance, stand over against fully-fleshed individuals
and so have an externalist aspect. But at a deeper level these principles are internal.
They are internal to the ideally rational agent or to the rational agent as such; that is, the
principles are such that each individual, simply qua rational agent, wouid be moved to
adopt them.10

How then to conceive the ideally rational agent? He has two salient features.
He is self-critical in that he is “...inclined to assess critically even the norms he ordinarily
takes as ultimate standards for rational choice" (p.219). But how can he critically assess
these given that they are purportedly ultimate standards? By asking "...whether it would
be rational according to a given principle to choose to acton it” (p.219).11 Secondly, he
(or she) is an internally self-identified subject of the rational normative system (for short,
an ISIS of the RNS). An ISIS is one for whom the norms of the RNS "...have
motivational and attitudinal weight” (p.213); she "...accepts the idea that norms...ought
rationally to be acted on by all agents, including herself, simply because they, and she,
are subject to them"” (p.224). He is one who acts on facts (putative reasons) not only
because the specific facts move him but because he judges these facts to be reasons --
»...his judgement of them as reasons is the controlling factor” (p.214). And he is such
that "...appraisals of himself that he makes from the intersubjective standpoint of a

subject of rational norms figure prominently in his own self-esteem” (p.214).
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Does this characterization reveal the theory as being infected with externalism at
the deeper, supposedly internalist, level? Perhaps not, if we view the ISIS this way: as
one whose dominant concern is to deliberate and act justifiably (rationally), however it
might be to do these things. Moreover it is he who, as self-critical, decides how it is to
do these things. As Darwall elsewhere puts it, "...no fact exists about what are correct
principles of rational conduct that is independent of what would be acceptable on
reflection to fully self-critical and self-governing rational agents”.12

Initially, then, the I1SIS has but the bare idea of an RNS, the purely formal notion
of ideal rational consideration and the principles of rational conduct that issue from .
And it is he who is to, non-arbitrarily, give the form content. (Concomitantly it is, as it
were, through the eyes of the ISIS that Darwall will make form fertile; that he will have a
formal theory of rationality yield some substantive conclusions). His choice of
substantive principles will be non-arbitrary, Darwall intends to show, because it will be
under the constraint that it be made from the "...impartial standpoint of an arbitrary

rational agent.."(p.226).

7. A basic premise in the argument to that constraint is that whatever substantive
principles there are (or that might be chosen) they are principles that are normative for
all rational agents (p.208). This “relatively uncontroversial” claim13 as to the universality
of rational principles has, however, been strongly objected to by two of Darwall's
reviewers.

B.C. Postow argues that the claim is inadequately defended14 and he puts
forward two rival claimants to Darwall's ISIS for the title of ideally rationa! agent, neither

of whom claim universaiity for the (different) principles by which they choose to guide
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themselves.15 Terzis, oo, argues that Darwall has failed to show "..that thereis a
single set or system of norms to which all agents must appeal”.16 To this last Darwall
replies that if reasons have a normative character and are therefore “...tied to the "ought”
of rationality” then “...the relevant norms, it would seem, are rational norms, norms that
apply te all agents with rational competence, much as legal and moral norms apply to
agents with their respective competences”. 17

My sympathies are with Darwall here. For suppose a number of rational
normative systems. Then the same action by the same agent can be criticized (or
evaluated) differently or the different systems. On one system he may have a reason
for his action, on another not. This robs “reason to act” of its force. It might be objected
that, for any agent who identifies with a particular RNS, it is the norms of that RNS that
he applies universally in his criticism of his and others' actions and so for each agent the
force is maintained. But an agent cannot (non-arbitrarily) apply norms universally,
champion their force, and yet recognize that there are, or there may weli be, a number of
systems and no way to decide between them. Rational criticism is unfounded if there is
a relativism at this level.

Nor are things any better if one allows, following Postow, that an agent may
embrace as fundamental a principie that is, and that he sees as, a particular principle; a
principle that ditfers from that which may, justifiably (the agent teels). be adopted by
other agents.18

In either case, whether ultimate principles are held to be nierely particular or, it
held by agents to be universal, it is yet maintained that there are {or may be) a number
of RNS's. we must forbear from much of our usual criticism and our talk of reasons etc.

loses much and maybe all of its furce.
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The trouble is that the appea! from the normativity of reasons presupposed in
our ordinary discourse to a single set of universal rational principles is the same appeal |
characterized earlier as being an externalist one and it is now being made at a deeper
level. Made at this level it suggests that the RNS not only stands over against the fully-
fieshed individual but stands over 100 against the ideally rational agent. This last, ot
course, runs directly counter to internalism in that the picture is that of an independently
correct RNS determining what it is to be an ideally rational agent, rather than vice versa
as Darwall would have it.

In short, the argument runs in the wrong direction. Rather than arguing fiom the
(assumed) normativity of reasons to a single RNS -- which, | have tried to point out, is an
externalist move -- what Darwall needs to do is to show that on an internalist analysis
there can be but one RNS. in showing this he would show that internalism indeed
captures the normativity of reasons.

Such an argument is available but, though present in Darwall's thought, it is not
properly exploited in Impartial Reason. Moreover, as we shall see when we get to it, it
moves Darwall nearer to Kant's “...difficult metaphysical doctrine of noumenal freedom ”

than perhaps he would like.19

8. For the moment, to follow the explicit argument of Impartial Reason, let us
assume arguendo the universality of rational principles; let us assume that there can be
but one RNS. Let us allow too that an ideally rational agent is a self-critical 1SIS.

Since it is of the nature of a rational principle or norm that it function as a guide

for subjects, we may say that something is a rational principle only if it could be a guide
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to rational agents. From this and from the ideal rationality of the ISIS, Darwall derives
the guidance principle:

A principle is a rational principle only if an ISIS of the RNS could regard it as
such (p.221).

How then does the ISIS regard rational principles? From the definition of an
ISIS we know that she is motivated to act on a rational principle because she sees it as a
rational principle; because she sees it as normative for her (p.222). But as weli as this
causative link between norms and motivation there is a justificato-y link. Her actionon a
rational norm is justified (the ISIS judges) by its being a rational norm; by its being
something "...on which agents ought rationally to act” (p.222). Thatis to say, the
justification for her so acting (she sees) is not conditional on her having the desire to act
rationally but rests merely on the status of the principles on which she acts (p.224).
Indeed "...[he] desire to act on rational norms itself has a justification: their being
rational norms" (p.225).20

Now (the argument continues) suppose an ISIS judges P to be a rational
principle. It is this judgement --that P is a rational principle -- that "...motivates the
ISIS's preference that he: act on P” (p.225). But the judgement that a principle is a
rations!l o ‘ole is the judgement that the principle is normative for all agents; it is the
judgement that it is a principle on which all agents ought rationally to act. It is, then, an
“impersonal" jud- ment (p.210); a judgement made from the "impersonal standpoiri”
(p.225).

This means that insofar as an ISIS is motivated by his judgement that P is a
principie on which any agent ought rationally to act, he is motivated from an impersonal

standpoint. Any motivation he has, as an ISIS, for praferring that he act on P will be
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impersonal, therefore. He will be motivated to prefer that he, qua rational agent, act on
P. Consequently, he will have the very same motivation to preter that any agent act on
P, indeed, that all do so. ........

it follows, thereiore, that a necessary condition of an ISIS's regarding P to be a
rational principle is that he impersonally prefer that all agents act on P. Moreover, since
his preference that all agents act on P is grounded in P's being a rational principle, it will
not be conditional on anything not relevant to the latter judgement. This means that in
addition to being impersonal, the preference will not be personally based. We may say,
then, that if an ISIS takes P to be a rational principle, then he prefers from the impartial
standpoint of an arbitrary rational agent that all agents act on P. This is the motivational
consequence of the internal acceptance of rational norms. (p.225/226).

If we exercise the guidance principle on this consequence we get this
requirement on a principle's being a rational principle: that it be a principle that the ISIS
prefers from the impartial standpoint of an arbitrary rational agent that all agents act on
it.21

But, in that the ISIS will choose (prefer) simply qua rational agent and
impartiaily, he will in effect choose from the original position, albeit one with a thicker
veil than in Rawls' characterization of that position. We may say then that a principle
can be a rational one only if it is such that it would be the object of choice from behind
this (thicker) veil.22

This conclusion, were it to stand, would be a momentous one. It would provide
rational vindication for Rawls' original position and it would, of course, provide an

adequate reply to our moral sceptic. However it doesn't stand and to see why -- why the
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argument doesn't go through -- we need first to hearken back to the crucial question of

standgoints, of points of view.

9. Recall that, for Darwall, the first move away from the agent's own particular point
of view was via Nagel's distinction between subjective and objective reasons. Now
Nagel cail:d “impersonal” the standpoint from which (as he saw it in The Possibility of
Altruism) &' reasons are generated and, in that he held to both the thesis of objectivity
and the thasis of universality, this appellation is somewhat appropriate. But, even so, to
treai the proiiem of points of view in terms of a sharp dichotomy -- though such a
rendering may serve to set the problem in high relief -- is to aid and abet our seeing as
one the several distinct moments in the passage from the one extreme to the other.

And, indeed, in the later Mortal Questions, Nagel advises us to see the original
dichotomy as instead polar opposites on a continuum which at the impersonal end is
asymptotic. He says of this continuum:

At one end is the point of view of a particular individual, having a specific
constitution, situation, and relation to the rest of the world. From here the direction of
movement towards greater objectivity involves, first, abstraction from the individual's
specific spatial, temporal, and personal position in the world, then from the features that
distinguish him from other humans, then gradually from the forms of perception and
action characteristic of humans, .....There is probably no end-point to this process ....23

Now what is important for us to note is that the several abstractive steps in the
movement from personal to impersonal differ from one another in kind as well as in
quantity or degree. But that they differ in kind is still not sharply brought out in Nagel's

treatment.24
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The distinction | = mind is that between cases where the abstractive step
consists in the deletion froo e consideration of a reference to the considerer and cases
where what is discarded is either some idiosyncratic or some partially identitying
characteristic of the considerer; i.e., cases where what is abstr:~ted from is a teature
that distinguishes him from all or some othe:r agents.

The movement from a subjective consideration to an objective one is then an
instance of an abstractive step of the first kind while not being an instance of an
abstractive step of the second kind. An instance of the second kind is the case where
the considerer abstracts from, for example, his penchant for taking risks.

Now for Nage! a step of either kind is subsumed under the movement from the
personal to the impersonal standpoint. And Darwall follows him in this. In marking the
contrast between a personal and an impersonal standpoint, he writes:

[In a personal preference] what is preferred is something considered in relation
to oneself. Impersonal preferences, on the other hand, are for states of affairs viewed
independently of their relation to one -- from ar i.npersonal standpoint.

....... The only thing lacking in the impersonal standpoint is certain information: who cne
is and how what one consicers relates to one. Desires, cares, values, and preferences
that can be formulated impersonally remain intact. What distinguishes impersonal from
personal preferences are their respective objects and the sorts of considerations that can
motivate them. A preference is no less a person's preference for being impersonal
(p.133).

Now what we have here is clearly a case of an abstractive step of the first and
not of the second kind and what we need is a nomenclature which distinguishes the two

sorts of movement. Since the case here is an instance of
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preference/consideratior/standpoint that we usually call "impartial” | propose that we call
it so 1o mark the relevant difference to cases where steps of the second kind are taken,
steps which move the agent towards what, | think, is more properly called the
"impersonal” standpoint since these steps abstract more and more from the features

which mark him out from other agents.25

10. Let us examine Darwall's argument in the light of this distinction. He writes:

...the judgement that a principle is a rational one is itself appropriately made
trom an impersonal, rather than the agent's own personal, standpoint. it properly
concerns the agent himself only as one agent among others, all of whom are subject to
rational norms (p.225).

There are two (related) points here with which we might agree, and for the
following reasons. Were the judgement to be grounded on a feature of the agent (e.g., a
capacity for sympathy) that is not of necessity shared by all rational agents, then the
putative rationa! principle does not, of necessity, apply to all rational agents. 1t is not,
then, a (fundamental) rational principle and the judgement that it is is an incorrect one. It
follows that for the agent (or the ISIS) to judge of P that it is a rational principle he must
make the judgement qua rational agent. In short, it foliows from the universality of
rational principles that the judgement of a principle as a rational one is made qua rational
agent. Secondly, in judging P to be a rational principle one judges itto be a principle
that applies indifferently to ali; one judges it to be impartially applicable.

We can concede, then, that the ISIS's judgement is made from the impersonal
standpoint and that the content of the judgement applies, and is seen by him to apply,

irnpartially to all rational agents. Darwall continues:
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This means that insofar as an ISIS is moiivated by his judgement that P is a
principle on which any agent ought rationally to act, he is motivated from an impersonal
standpoint. Any motivation he has, as an ISIS, for preterring that he act on P will be
impersonal, therefore (p.225).

Now we can allow that insofar as the I1SIS is motivated by his judgement the
motivation will be impersonal, if what is meant by this is that he will be motivated qua
rational agent. That is, we can allow that he, qua rational agent, will be motivated to
prefer that he act on P. Darwall's reading is however the quite different one: that the
ISIS "...will be motivated to prefer that he, qua rational agent, act on P" (p.225). And
from this it follows that "...he will have the very same motivation to prefer that any agent
act on P, indeed, that all do so” (p.226).

The difference is, of course, crucial. Whereas we can allow, | claim, abstractive
steps of the second kind, steps which abstract from ditferences among preferrers,
Darwall is pushing an abstractive step of the first kind, a step which deletes reference to
the preferrer in (the statement of) the preference.26

In defense of the first reading one can say that the ISIS’s judgement (that P is a
princip!e on which any agent ought rationally to act) is the judgement that acting on P is
rationally justified, and that it is plausible to see that judgement (made qua rational
agent) as motivating the 1SIS (qua rational agent) from the personal standpoint, where
"personal”, here, opposes "imparntial”. After all, that the ISIS sees himself as rational
"...figure[s] prominently in his own self-esteem” (p.214). So, supposing P to be the
principle of individual utility (as Darwail does), one can say that the ISIS will prefer qua

rational agent that he act on P and allow that he will see not only his preference but any
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othe' agent's like preference as justified, and yet deny that the ISIS wili (or must) prefer
that all agents act on P.

Darwall considers this objection and part of his response is:

But if what justifies and motivates an ISiS's preterence that he act on P is (his
judgement) that P is a principle on which all agents ought rationally to act, how can that
judgement, taken by itself, motivate a preference simply for his acting on P? It could do
so only if the judgement were essentially a judgement about his own conduct, made from
his own standpoint. Since it is not, and since the judgement itself motivates the 13IS's
preterence that he act on P, it motivates equally his preferring that all agents do so

(p.227).

11. This is a difficult passage, open, | think, to a number of construals. Obviously it
asserts what the objector has denied; that the preference motivated by an impersonal
judgement {a judgement made qua rational agent about all rational agents) is, or must
be, an impartial one. And one might see this assertion as stemming from a failure to
distinguish the impartial from the impersonal standpoint; that is, one might see the
argument to that assertion as resting on an ambiguity in (the use of) the term
“impersonal”, as involving a cover shift from “impersonal” to “impartial” as I've defined
these terms.

Or one might suspect that Darwall's picture of the ideally rational agent is that ot
someone who is motivated by his judgement to & preference that he act on P (act
rationally) simply because, or for the reason that, (as the agent sees it) he is an instance
of rational agency, and falling out from this (for Darwall), via the principle of sufficient

reason. he is motivated to a preference that all agents act on P (act rationally). That s,
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the picture of the ISIS might be that of someone whose concern to act rationally is
concern that that rational person, simpliciter, act rationally. And if this is Darwall's
picture of ideal agency, one can then say that impattial preference is built into it and that
the question is begged.27

Or, lastly, one might construe the passage as containing, not a fallacious
argument, but an appeal to an inchoate special version of judgement internalism. 1 will

deal a little later on with this reading.

i2. The second part of his response to the objection is to say that what the objector
may have in mind "...is a sort of rational egoist..” who is "...an egoist first and a
rationalist second" (pp.227/228); an egoist who, to be consistent, accepts the rationality
of others acting as he does. But this reply is unconvincing. One could retort that what
Darwail has in mind is a sort of rational moralist who is a moralist first and a rationalist
second.

The retort is not superficial. There is, prima facie, nothing that forbids a picture
of the ISIS as one who is egoistic because egoism is rational, any more than there is to
see him as one who is moral because moral behaviour is rationally recommended.
Contra Darwall's seeming presumption, this (egoistic) ISIS of rational norms can be
" ..concerned first and fundamentaily to act rationaily” (p.228).

These are of course very different pictures. This ISIS will not prefer that all
agents share his rational preferences; indeed the rational norms may dictate that at
times he try to ensure that they do not. His self-identification as subject of the RNS will
not, then, issue in that kind of respect for rational norms that would be characteristic of

an I1SIS of the RNS, were the norms of the RNS in fact moral ones. But it may be
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peculiar to moral appraisal (and, possibly to a lesser extent, 10 appraisals of etiquette)
that in thinking that people ought one also wants them to. To insist that the ideal agent’'s
respect for rational norms must be of this moral variety (let us cali it that) is to legislate
impartiality into the choice of rational principles.

This is Hill's worry. He fears that "...the ISIS has a built-in Kantian disposition [to
impartiality]" and that this Kantian bias infects all subsequent aryumentation.28
Consequently, he has strong reservations concerning the guidance principle.

And Darwall's text does indeed lend itself to such a reading as Hill's. The
guidance principle, for example, though it has a plausible ring to it -- it can be se~n as an
accessibility condition of the kind put forward by Nagel,29 or as an expression of the
(internaiist) dictum that ought implies can -- is immediately likened to "...Kant's idea that
the concept of moral duty “contains that of a good will" " (p.221). Indeed we are
encouraged to see the ISIS as the rational analogue to Kant's good will (p.221). This
early stage of the argument is hardly an appropriate place to draw that analogy.

But apart from t:..s there seems to be good reason to see impartial preterence as
merely stipulated via the definition of the ISIS. The ISIS is defined as one who is
motivated to act on rational norms because they are rational norms. In turn, by the
guidance principle, a principle is a rational norm only if the ISIS can accept it, only if it
can motivate the ISIS. Now clearly Darwall means to add something by introducing this
principle but it is difficult to ascertain what it might be. From the definition of an ISIS we
know that a principle’s being a rational principle is sufficient for its being acceptable to an
ISIS and from the guidance principle we know that being acceptableto an ISIS is a
necessary condition of a principle’s being a rational principle. If, as it appears on the

face of it, the guidance principle (being of the form “p only if ") is merely the obverse ot
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the definition of an ISIS (being of the form "if p then q”) then the guidance principle will

not contain the seed of impartial preference if the definition of the I1SIS doesn't.

13. We have been foliowing what | have dubbed “the explicit argument” in impartial
Reason. | hope to have shown that, on either of two plausible interpretations of i, the
argument is fallacious; that it either rests on an equivocation in the term “impersonal” or
(as Hill suspects) it begs the question. Though we might ailow that through it Darwall
has succeeded in imposing some layers of the veil -- those that make preference or
choice impersonal -- we can deny that, on its basis, he has succeeded in imposing that
critical layer which guarantees impartiality. Moreover, the argument's limited success

can be attributed to its appeal! to a prohibited view, viz., externalism.

14. To talk of an explicit argument is, of course, to suggest that there is something
more going on, something beneath the surface, as it were. And | think this 1s the case.
Recall that it is Darwall's aim that he vindicate Kant's view -- that principles of practical
reason are such that they "...would be the object of choice of rational agents from a
perspective impartial between them.." -- but that he do so without recourse to Kant's
«_difficult metaphysical doctrine of noumena! freedom” (p.200). Now that doctrine, |
assume, was meant to demonstrate the connection between practical reason and
autonomy; was concerned with showing that practical laws are such that (ideally) self-
governing agents would choose to be guided by them, that such self-guidance is the
(only) expression of full autonomy, and that the practical laws are moral ones. | assume,
that is, that the burden of this doctrine was to vindicate moral principles by establishing a

relation between reason and freedom.30 And my aim, thus far, has been to show that
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the wish to circumvent this “difficult doctrine™ has resutted in an argument which is not
available to an internalist and which, on two construals of it, doesn't work anyway.

Nonetheless, what informs the argument is that very doctrine which Darwall has
sought to avoid. Darwall admits as much in his Reply to Terzis. He writes:

What lies behind [Impartial Reason) is a Kantian “internalism of Autonomy™: an
internalism that derives from thinking that rational conduct is autonomous conduct, and
that whatever principles constrain rational agents as such must be fit to be critically
endorsed by them in a way that enables guidance by such principles to be self-
government. What {impartial Reason] takes to be fundamemntal is .... a picture of the
fully rational agent as one who is autonomous because he is guided by his own critical
endorsement of principles as normative for rational agents.31

Darwall's salient argument in Impartial Reason is, then, informed by a doctrine
which he has consciously sought to avoid but which wells up, as it were, into the
conscious plan. The ideally rational agent as subject of (and to) a rational system, for
example, is a transmogrification of the ideal rational agent as autonomous and, | hope to
have shown, an unhappy one. The result of all this is that to read Impartial Reason with
a stress on the explicit argument is to guide one's boat by the prevailing wind while
ignoring the prevailing current. Having discovered that, let us now drift with the current;

iet us follow the more genuine internalist argument.

15. It is worth remarking that in his response to Terzis Darwall fails to note that in
openly avowing an internalism of autonomy he is embracing Kant's view and not
deferding it. In impartial Reacon he speaks of Kant's argument from the universal

normativity of rational principles to the categorical imperative as "... never been entirely
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clear to students of his thought” (p.200}. Presumably the same holds for the argument to
rationality as autonomy. If this is so then Darwall's avowa! may have little weight for
non-Kantians. This is a disadvantage, indeed that very one that in Impartial Reason he
sought to aveid.32 On the other hand the approach seems to have the clear advantage
of furnishing a quick and internalist route to the impersonalist element in the original
position.33 Let us see how it might do this.

Practical principles are the issue for each agent of his autonomous choice.
Choice is not autonomous if it is diciated by predilections an agent (fuily-fleshed) just
happens to have, marks, that is, of his personal history or his extra-rational nature.
These, then, are abstracted from prior to making the choice. But it is such predilections
which mark him out from other agents. In choosing in abstraction from them he is
choosing gua rational agent, and qua rational agent he ditfers not at all (except
numerically) from any other agent qua rational agent. His choice is impersonal,
therefore.

Furthermore, in that there is qualitatively but one chooser, each chooses what
any other would choose and practical principles are indeed universal. Autonomous
choice -- choice qua rational agent -- fits hand-in-glove with the universality of rational
principles, with there being but one rational normative system. So we have here an
argument in the right direction; from one rational system to the normativity of reasons
rather than vice versa (the latter, | have claimed, being an externalist move). in short,
an internalism of autonomy captures the normativity of reasons.

Now to equate rationality with autonomy is to transfer the “"ought” implicit in the
first term to the second term. In that one ought to be rational one ought to be

autonomous.34 Again, in that autonomy is self-guidance by principles endorsed by the
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agent from the standpoint of the rational agent as such, we can say that an agent (any
agent) ought (rationally) to adopt that standpoint in assessing putative practical
principles. We can say, that is, that reflection from this standpoint is ideal rational

reflection, reflection which any rational agent ought to engage in.

16. What | have given in the last three paragraphs is not so much a paraphrase of
some argument of Darwall's in Impartial Reason as it is an articulation of the internalist
element35 in the externalist/internalist argumentation there, and then only a rough one
perhaps, and only inasmuch as | find it persuasive. Let us link it now to what Darwall
says. He holds that

_..because the requisite normative ideal of reflective guidance is universal,
connected to a [procedural] principle that is normative for all rational agents as such, IR
[the theory of reasons in Impartial Reason] holds that candidates become normative in
this way by virtue of being practically endorsable from a standpoint that is impartiai
between rationa! agents. Therefore, for IR, the question of what substantive rational
norms there are, and thus what reasons there are for agents to act, depends ultimately
on what principles can be practically endorsed from this standpoint.36

Now there is a sense in which Darwall is right here. The impersonal standpoint
just is that standpoint that is impartial between rational agents as choosers. To this
extent Darwall has argued to the original position; to the propriety of the parties behind
the veil being equally situated. And the principles chosen from that standpoint are, too,
impartially applicable; they are universal principles, principles that any agent ought
rationally to follow. But what has not been shown is impartiality in the choice; that in

choosing principles an agent takes no account of numerical difference (the only
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difference between himself and any other qua rational agent). That is, it has not been
shown that the choice is made by each agent from a standpoint of equal concern for all;
trom the impartial standpoint.

But this is what Darwall holds -- that the choice is impartial in just that way. He
argues that since the agent, to be fully autonomous, must endorse principies not from his
own point of view but from a standpoint that is common to all rational agents, and since
what he endorses is a universal principle -- *...any rational agent's guiding his conduct in
this way" --, then he must have "...impartial motivation to prefer that any person
reflectively guide conduct in this way".37

As it is important to see what mistake, or what appeal, Darwali is making here,
perusal of another passage (from another essay) making the same point, will prove
useful.

Since ultimate principles apply to all if, and only if, they apply to any, the
relevant standpoint [of choice or endorsement] will be one that is imparial between
rational persons as such. And the relevant question will be: What principles are
choiceworthy to guide the conduct of all when a choice is made from a standpoint that is
impartial between them?38

We have already agreed with the first part of this if "impartial between™ is taken
as "situated equally”; if what is being described is the impersonal standpoint. And we
can agree with the second if what is meant by "principles.. choiceworthy to guide the
conduct of all” is “principles such that all ought guide their conduct by them", or
"principles such that each and every agent (qua rational agent) would choose that he be
guided by them". But only if it is given that sense, only if it is that statement, does it

follow from what has gone before. But by "principles..choiceworthy to guide the conduct
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of all" Darwall means “principles such that each agent would choose that all agents
follow them" or, put another way, "principles such that, if all are going to follow them,
each agent would choose”. That is, he wants it to follow that rational principles are such
that each agent qua rational agent would prefer that all agents follow them. And this
doesn’t foliow.

Again we may see the argument here, like the argument in Impartial Reason, as
either resting on an equivocation in (the use of) the term “impersonal” or as restingon a
picture of the ideal agent (this time the agent as autonomous) that builds in impattial
preference and so begs the question. As with the argument in Impartial Reason there is,

however, a third construal we might make. Letus turnto that.

17. In an early stage of Impartial Reason a distinction is made between judgemerit
internalism and existence internalism. The former is a view about the relation of
motivation to (genuine) judgements while the latter is a view about the relation of
motivation to (the existence of) reasons.39 Though nowhere expressly stated, Darwall
is, 1 think, an advocate of both forms. On his analysis, to judge something to be a
reason is (in part at least) to recognize in oneself the appropriate attitude; that is,
preference is internal to the judgement. He writes:

...in the process of rational consideration itself, we judge whether something is a
reason by how we are motivated, by our attitude. The presence of the appropriate
attitude appears to be itself part of what we judge to be the case when, within rational
deliberation, we judge something to be a reason, or reason enough, for us to act (p.128).

And the same is true of the ideal agent's judgement of a principle as a rational

principle:
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...critical endorsement [of principles] must itself involve motivation. otherwise, guidance
by critically endorsed principles will depend on further motivation, external to the rational
self.40

Now an agent can judge something as being a reason where part of what he
judges is his preference that he act on that something. And, in that a reason need not be
universal, there need not arise any question as to his preference with regard to the
conduct of others.

The case with respect to principles is, however, more complex. Rational
principles are universal, sc the ideal agent, in judging a principle to be a rational
principle, is judging for ail and not just for himself and, presumably, he knows this. Since
part of what he judges in judging something to be a rational principle is his preference,
can we say that, since the principle holds for all, what he is motivated to is a preference
that all act on it? This is what (on the third construal) Darwall wants to say.

Now the moral person, when faced with alternative courses of action, might well
ask himself Kant's question: Is this the way I'd want everyone to behave? This is
arguably the paradigmatic moral question. What Darwall wants to say, on the grounds
that a rational principle is binding on all agents, is that, in attempting to ascertain
whether or not a principle is a rational one, the rational person must (or the ideally
rational agent will) ask himself precisely the same question.

Though not clearly faise, this claim is not plausible. Certainly it does not express
the "rationality” underlying a rational egoism but this, in itself, is not surprising. Letus
take a more neutral example. While watching a game of chess (say}) | might think that a
player at such and such a stage ought to X but my judgement here does not imply that |

want him to X, nor indeed that | want everyone in that situation to X. Rather it seems to
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imply only that were i that player | would (want to) X.41 And this even though --
supposing X to be the correct move; that not to X ensures defeat by a skilled and careful
opponent -- the motivation to X (to act in accord with the principle “If in situation P, then
X") is available from the standpoint of one (rational) chess-player among others.

One can offer many such examples where, though one might weil want someone
to act as he rationally ought, one's judgement that he ought does not involve nor imply
one's wanting him to.

So, on this (most favourable) construal of the argument, Darwall appeals to a
form of internalism that is at least controversial. And since it plays a pivotal role in his
attempt to demonstrate the rationality of moral conduct, the burden is his to provide a
more compelling case for it. As it stands he has incorporated, groundlessly, too much

Kant into his internalism of autonomy.

Without an appeal to this "impartial internalism”, Darwall has taken us (I hope to

have shown) merely to the impersonal standpoint, the standpoint of the rational agent as

such, and not to the “intersubjective” standpoint, the impartial standpoint of the rational

agent as such. He has failed, that is, to take us to the original position.

Footnotes to Chapter 9.

1. And, of course, a consideration that is not subjective is objective (p.118). Note again
that consideration from one's own particular point of view does not automatically
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preclude altruism, e.g., that a person other than oneself tiourish is a subjective
consideration and may be a (Subjective) reason.

2. By "commonly" | mean that moral considerations are overriding (it is to be cnown) for
individuals in historically familiar conditions; that is, for individuals who, as we do and
human beings are very likely to continue to do, face a Hobbes situation. Darwall
(Pp.176/177) follows James Wallace's characterization of a Hobbes situation as one
where

1. Everyone is apt to benefit if all or most people in the situation conform
to B, but this benefit is not realized unless most conform.

2. Conforming to B generally involves some sacrifice, so that, other
things being equal, it is apt to be maximally advantageous for an individual not to
conform when most conform.

3. As a rule, the sacrifice invoived for an individual in conforming to B is
small in comparison with the benefits to him of the conformity of most people to B.

4. It is apt to be maximally disadvantageous to an individual to conform
to B when not enough others conform to realize the benefit.

For Darwall, though, there is an important rider on moral considerations being
overriding in such a situation and that is that what it is rational to do (and presumably
what it is moral, or at least not immoral, to do) depends on "...what others will in fact do”
(p.244). Rational practical principles will reflect what h2 calls “...the fixed conditions of
the situation” (p.243). This is the additional Hobbesian reflection of which | spoke in the
introductory chapter. The (as | see it) embarrassing complication to which it gives rise
will be discussed later.

3. More correct fo say, | think, that at this stage of the argument it is an open question. |
shall have more to say on Darwall's use of "personal” and “impersonal” for the
contrasting standpoints.

4. To show that some objective considerations have a much greater weight than the
initial account suggests occasions a lengthy excursion intc what Darwall cails
“intersubjective value”. We shall not follow him in this as his argument does not require
his showing the existence, for humans, of such value. indeed Darwall himself later
invokes Kant's objection to any "materialist” theory -- that it fails to guarantee universal
validity -- and for this reason he jettisons intersubjective value as a basis for the rational
justification of action that accords with moral requirements. See his p.174.

He is loth however to turn his back completely on Humean sympathy and the
teleological ethic which this (human) capacity generates. Intersubjective value, he says,
turns out to be a complicated fact about the world (p.147). Later he suggests that the
*..teleological and deontological aspects of our conception of ethics, having their
different sources in different aspects of us, is most adequate to the complicated truth”
(p.163).

Nonetheless Kant's objection stands and "...the theory of practical reason is not
properly conceived as fundamentally teleological” (p.199). Rather he sees his own
argument as being based on "...a theory of practical reason that is fundamentally
deontological” (p.199).

The right prior to the good? Well, not quite. What is fundamental is neither right
nor good but an ideal of rational character, the agent as self-critically autonomous.
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Darwall is much more clear on this in the later essays. See Darwall 1986, esp.,
pp.41/42, 49, 52; and Darwall, 1987, pp.153-157.

5. See Falk, op.cit., esp., p.509.

6. There is a sense nonetheless in which they are discovered, it only derivatively.
Reasons are those considerations (or facts) which move the agent because action on
them accords with rational principles. In his review of Nage! (1986) Darwall
characterizes rational principles as those principles an autonomous agent can critically
ratify, where critical ratification "...is, as Nagel says, a "motivational discovery”. It isa
discovery of what can intelligibly be objectively willed” (Darwall, 1987, p.154).

Ideal rational agency as autonomy, as self-governance by critically chosen
principles, is what underlies (by his own admission) Darwall's thinking in iinpatrtial
Reason, but this "Kantian internalism of Autonomy”, as he calls it (Darwall, 1988, p.119),
does not receive the stress here that it does in the later essays. | am following now the
argument as explicitly laid cut here, an argument which, | hope to show, is a somewhat
different argument and one which, | shall suggest, an internalist may not advance.

The underlying argument -- the internalist one, what we may call the argument
from autonomy -- will be considered later.

7. See his Chapter 5. As well as its difficulties with respect to an explanation of how we
are moved Sy reasons and its inviting "metaphysical mystery”, the externalist doctrine
posés an epistemological mystery. On this view there are not only nonnatural properties
but “...a special sort of intuition or insight to discern them” (p.55).

8. Frankena, op.cit., p.80.
9. Falk, op.cit., p.509.

10. There appears to be a silent assumptiori in Darwall of the equivalence of ideally
rational agent, rational agent as such, and individual qua rational agent (at least when
the latter two are making impartial judgements). At any rate he appears to move easily
between the aliernative terms. The appearance, if not misleading, may have to do with
the Kantian assumption that each agent has it in him to be an ideally rational agent.

There is, for Darwall a qualitative equivalence between each agent qua rational
agent, but this is worked towards, by a process of abstraction, as we shall see on
considering his move to the impersonai standpoint. Nonetheless the same Kantian
assumption appears to underlie it, in that what is seen to be left after abstraction is the
full pure or ideal agent as against, possibly, a paitry highest common factor among
rational agents as such.

| do not quarrel with that assumption but | do make use of the embarrassment to
Darwall's theory posed by counter-claims made by Terzis and Postow which, in effect,
deny that rationality is homogeneous across rational agents or indeed across ideally
rationa! agents.

11. This is Gauthier's self-support requirement. Though too weak of itself, it contributes

(Darwall argues) to a more discriminating requirement, viz., the criterion of universal
impartial self-support. | will say more on this later.
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12. Darwall, 1986, p.52. Compare Rawls' analogous claim that there are no moral facts
prior to construction. In Rawls, 1980; see esp. p.564.

13. Darwall, 1988, p.118.

14. because it depends on the faise claim that to say that one rationally ought to act as
one has reason to act is to say something that is more than merely trivial. Postow
challenges the view that principles are "more basic" than reasons. Postow,
op.cit.(footnote 6, Chapter 7), p.136.

15. Postow, op.cit. See esp. pp.135-139.
16. George Terzis, op.cit.(footnote 6, Chapter 7), p.104.
17. Darwall, 1988, p.116.

18. Two agents may, according to Postow, see both the other's choice ot principle and
her own choice as "maximally weli-grounded" (Postow, op.cit., p.13%). But maximally
well-grounded in virtue of what? Postow acknowledges that the charge of "brute
givenness or brute chosenness” can be brought against either agent's adopted standard
and he suggests that this charge might be answered by showing the standard to be
“...par of a normative theory that is in wide reflective equilibrium with relevant
background theories as well as with considered rational judgements or intuitions” (ibid.,
p.139).

Admittedly, if one allows that this could be done for different (and mutually
exclusive) standards then one allows for a relativism with respect to rationality, but prima
facie there is nothing about the notion of wide reilective equilibrium that encourages
belief in the existence of several equilibria rather than one.

Darwall holds that on Postow's view “...one is left with relativism at the most
ultimate level, viz., regarding rationality”. See Postow, op. cit.,, p.137. As l've
suggested, this is the appropriate response to Terzis also.

19. See p.200 for Darwall's characterization of Kant's doctrine.

Darwall feels he avoids this doctrine by an argument which "...proceeds simply
by taking seriously the idea that principles of practical reason are principles that are
normative for us simply because we are rational” (p.200). My point has been that this
"taking seriously"” involves a covert externalism.

20. Falk says of our ordinary moral thinking:

The external and internal uses of "ought" remain undifferentiated, and are
imperceptibly juxtaposed and confused. There may be an unnoticed switch in the use of
"ought” from the one to the other,...an alternation between a nebulous externalist and an
internalist interpretation of one and the same thing (Falk, op.cit., p.509).

| see precisely the same juxtaposition and confusion -- though this time with
respect to the rational "ought” -- in this segment of Darwall's argument. The guidance
principle provides the internalist strain -- the vindication of a principle hanging on the
ISIS's being capable of being moved by it. Here the direction is from motivation to
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justification. The succeeding passages contain the externalist elemeni where the
direction is reversed.

21 Darwall does not employ the guidance principle at this point. Rather the conciusion
of the argument quoted here is first combined with that other aspect of ideal rationality,
self-criticalness, to yield this requirement on an ISIS’s regarding a principie as a rational
one: that it “...be rational according to it for her to choose, from an impartial perspective,
that all agents act on it” {p.229). This is the requirement of universal impartial self-
support and, from the guidance principle, a principle’s being a rational principle is
conditional on its fulfilling this requirement.

Though much emphasized in Impartial Reason it is not aftogether clear how this
requirement figures in the argument there. Darwall does use it to reject the principle of
informed individual utility maximization, this principle, not surprisingly, failing to satisfy
UIS. On the other hand, a principle advising (moral) constraint in the pursuit of informed
individual preference in a Hobbes situation is seen to support itself in the required way.
See p.233. This leads Darwall (who identifies the initial account with the former
principle) to say that “...reasons grounded in our initial account of rational consideration
cannot be the only reasons to act” (p.233).

Nonetheless there appears to be some redundancy in the argumentation that
includes and follows the introduction of this requirement. In the face of objections to UIS
raised by Terzis, Darwall indicates that his theory of reasons "...can be presented without
reference to any sort of self-support condition..” (Darwall, 1988, p.124). | think that with
respect to the explicit argument in Impartial Reason he is right about this. As we shatl
see when we examine the way in which the initial and extended accounts are linked, the
choice ot rationai principles (made by the agent qua rational agent and impartially for all
to act on) is an instrumental one, the initial account serving to provide the goal or end in
view of which the choice is made. Sc, in addition to the constraint that it be made from
behind the veil, the choice is subject to the requirements of means-end (or relative)
rationality. This double set of constraints serves, | think, to adjudicate between putative
rational principles in much the same way as the criterion of UIS is intended to do.

Darwall is attracted to the notion of self-support because in expressing the self-
critical activity of the ideal agent it is tied to the germinative notion in his thought, a
Kantian internalism of autonomy (See Darwalil, 1988, p.124). My point is that self-
support is redundant in Darwall's explicit argument because that argument, in its attempt
to avoid Kant's difficut (or obscure) metaphysics, ceases to be a fully internalist one.

22. In that the SIS qua rational agent is (qualitatively) identical to any agent qua
rational agent (See footnote 10, here) the reference to the ISIS can be deleted to yield
this condensed and more general formulation of the requirement. that a principle be such
that one (anyone), qua rational agent and impartially, would prefer that all agents act on
it: that is, that it be such that it would be the object of (anyone's) choice from behind the
thicker veil.

23. In the essay "Subjective and Objective”, Nagel, 1979, p.206.
24. Nor, though it is present, is this difference accentuated in Rawls' description of the

veil of ignorance. | am going on that description in Section 24, pp.136-142, A Theory of
Justice, 1871.
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That the distinction is not emphasized is poscibly due, in Nagel's case, to the
catholic scope of the inquiry, in Raw:<’, to the specifically moral nature of the enterprise,
but it may also spring from the fact that, though conceptually the two kinds of abstraction
are clearly different, particular abstractive steps may incorporate both elements or may
be such that it is not clear whether they are instances of the one kind or the other. | am
not saying that either author was unaware of the distinction nor, indeed, that Darwall was
(or is); quite the contrarv. Rather | am saying that the distinction is not marked in some
key passages in Nagel's and Rawils’ (influential) works and that, on one (legitimate)
construal of his argument to the original position, Darwall is neglectful of it.

The imposition by the veil of the several layers of ignorance is equivalent to a
series of abstractive steps. lt ig, in fact, by virtue of this equivalence that the extended
account -- which advances the view of ideal rational consideration as a process of
abstraction -- can be seen as providing a rational foundation for the original position.
Darwall and Rawls are evidently knitting to the same pattern.

25. There are two senses of “personal”, then; one where it opposes "impartial”, the other
where it opposes “impersonal”. This allows for four broad categories of preference or
standpoint. Speaking in terms of preference we can have:

a personaVimpartial preference, e.g., the preference that all abstain from red
meat.

an impersonal/personal preference, e.g., the preference that {under certain
conditions) one survive. This is (arguably} a preterence that everyone has.

an impersonal/impartial preference, ¢.g., the preference that each has
(supposing an ideally moral population) that each (indiscriminately) prosper.

a personal/personal preference, e.g., the preference that one complete a
marathon.

26. viz. the step to impartiality, the remainder of the passage (on p.226) being devoted
to demonstrating the impersonality of the preterence.

Successful employment of both kinds of step would yield preference from the
“intersubjective” standpoint; would yield the proposition that he (the 1SIS), qua rational
agent, will be motivated to prefer that he, qua rational agent, act on P.

27. Or, one might think, the question is not begged but the picture of the ideal agent
involves or invokes a metaphysical assertion. | get occasional hints of what | can only
term a quasi-religious adherence on the part of the 1SIS to rationality for its own sake;
hints of a kind of Moorean realism of the value of rationality as such. Perhaps
perversely? Darwall does reject Moorean intrinsic value (p.1 46); it is the paradigmatic
case study of the problems of externalism. Nonetheless, if | have been right, Darwall's
approach via the 1SIS is more than a little tainted with externalism.

In Rational Agent, Rational Act (pp.52/53) Darwali, avoiding the idea of the
rational agent as subject (ISIS), puts forward a character-based approach to rationality
that requires but a "thin" theory of the good. My criticism of the initial account is relevant
here.

28. Hili, op.cit., p.618. The objection prompted by the second construal of the passage

quoted is quite similar to that raised by Hill. He treats it at greater length. See his
pp.617-619. The second part of Darwall's response supports our taking this construal.
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29. He writes: | do not believe that the truth about how we should live could extend
radically beyond any capacity we might have to discover it... Nagel, 1986, p.138.

30. See Impartial Reason, pp.200, 246.
31. Darwall, 1988, pp.119/120.

32. Darwall might say that | have got things wrong here; that his stress, in Impartial
Reason, on the self-critical aspect of ideal rationality is a stress on autonomy. But in
Impartial Reason the sole employment of self-criticalness is to generate (in tandem with
internal seli-identification) the criterion of universal impartial self-support and, as Darwall
rightly claims, his theory of reasons "...can be presented without reference to any sort of
self-support condition..” (Darwall, 1986, p.124).

33. Darwall sees it as yielding the original position tout "a fait. 1 will come tc that.

34. Prima facie, "that one ought to i.+: -ational” is analytic. it may be -- | am not sure --
that that is how Darwall sees it. Speaking of the I1SIS's desire to act on rational norms he
says that, like Butler's "principle of reflection”, it “...implicitly claims its own authority”
(p.225). See also his response to Pariit’s attack on the self-suppor condition (Darwali,
1986, p.124).

35. the element more clearly delineated in the later essays.

36. Darwall, 1988, p.120.

37. Ibid., p.120.

38. Darwall. 1986, p.52.

39. See p.54.

40. Darwall, 1988, p.120. But, in that something’s being a rational principle is
dependent on the ideal agent's judging it so, we can say too that preference is internal to
(the existence of) rational principles, and, derivatively, is internal to (the existence of)
reasons. It is at this stage -- at the level of ideal rational consideration -- that, on
Darwall's internalist analysis, motivation and justification fuse.

41. Gibbard's analysis starts along these lines. Alan Gibbard, "A Noncognitivist Analysis
of Rationality in Action”, Social Theory and Practice, Volume 9, 1983. See esp. pp.207

et seq.
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CHAPTER 10

THE FULL THESIS

1. We have yet to consider the way in which, to form Darwall's full thesis, the
extended and initial accounts of rational reflection are connected. But, before we do
this, we should iook at a feature of the choice (from the original position) of rational
principles which marks out Darwali's schema from that of Rawls' ang which, | believe,

marks his conception of rational conduct out from that of Kant.

2. Like Rawis' contracting parties, who choose principles of justice for persons with
a sense of justice, Darwall's arbitrary rational agent (agent qua rational agent) chooses
principles for beings who are “...rational in the sense that they are willing, and able, to
constrain their pursuit of informed preference by principies that would be chosen” (p.231,
footnote 7). And on the assumption that moral principles of some kind would be chosen1
it seemns that it would be rational for an agent to constrain his conduct accordingly even
in transactions with persons who, he knows, are (irrationally) egoistic. As Darwall puts it,
his theory seems to have "...the untoward result that it is rational to sacrifice oneself to
others who have no intention of cooperating in joint action for mutuai benefit.."(p.243).
But, he claims, his theory does not have this implication because the principles chosen --
rational principles -- will take such circumstances, such "fixed conditions of the situation”,
into account.2

While no doubt reassuring to our onetime rational egoist (now pondering

conversion), one of whose fears is precisely that a commitment to rationai (moral)
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principles would, on occasion, cast him in the role of moral dupe,3 this qualification
excites one to wonder whether the latter's fearful characterization of moral agency is
nearer to Kant's own conception than is Darwall's.

For how like Kavka’s rule-egoism Darwall's rational/moral conception now is!
Kavka, who "...assumes that a kind of egoism underlies practicai rationality”, puts
forward what he calls the Copper Rule (in contradistinction to Kant's Golden one), a rule
which calls on the agent to constrain his selfish pursuits where others are constraining
theirs, but not otherwise.4 And this is how Darwall's view is rendered by a Hobbesian
reflection additional to that employed by Rawls, a reflection which imparts that hard-
headedness of approach demanded, Darwall might feel, in debate with the moral sceptic.
But, needed as it might be in such a debate, it removes from moral agency the haroism
characteristic of Kant's conception of it.

Related to this dinmiinution in moral conception, and perhaps more important, is
the (arguable) proposition that the conditional nature of moral requirements threatens the
autonomy of the rational agent. For on this account of rational guidance the agent's
c¢ 1is dictated, at least in part, by the conduct of others. Now an agent's adapting
his behaviour to the “fixed conditions” of the situation makes good sense, one might
suppose, on almost all theories of rationai action, but, exceptionally, it does not on
Kant's. Because, for Kant, the requirement and the possibility of moral/rational conduct
stands independently of the agent's contingent circumstances, whether external or
internal.

So, not only does this extra refiection force a different interpretation of the

Kantian equation of the moral with the rationa! with the autonomic,5 it suggests too that

135



the latter part of the equation does not hold. For, in that his conduct and the rationality
of his conduct rests on what he knows others will in fact do, the agent is heteronomous.

Darwall might say that the agent's adapting his conduct to that of others is
justified by its being the necessary means to his legitimate goal ot preserving the
conditions (possession of primary goods) for his contini:ing rational agency. But it is not
clear that this response wilt do. For, it seems, in the very attempt to preserve his rational
agency he loses it.

As noted earlier, Darwall suspects that Falk would reject his theory. The
grounds for that rejection, | suggest, lie here, in Darwall's additional Hobbesian

refiection.

3. Let us turn now to the full thesis. | have already remarked that Darwall sees the
extended account of rational consideration as qualifying the initial account; as endorsing
some, but not all, of the considerations that move an agent from the personai standpoint.
At the same time he holds that there are "...good independent grounds for supposing our
initial account to be at least a partial account of practical reason” (p.234). He must hoid
this because, while the exiended account is intended to provide the position from which
the choice of principles is made (viz., the original position with a thicker veil than that in
Rawils' description of it), the initial account is meant to provide the goal in view of which
the choice is made. And that goal is constituted by the "highest order interest” of the
rational person in exercising his capacity to revise his final ends etc.6 As Darwall
remarks elsawhere, the choice of principies must be guided by a "thin” theory of the

good, by the interests intrinsic to rational personality.7
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| have argued, in Chapter 8, that Darwall has not vindicated Rawls' conception,
that he has not shown that an individual does have this capacity; that indeed his own
internalism suggests that an individual has a set of one or more uncriticizable
preferences. | have nothing to add here to those arguments. There remains, though, an
interesting question: if those arguments are sound, could Darwall yet hold to his
position? That is, could he ailow that indeed there is a basic uncriticizable preference
and yet hold that it is a preference that carries its justification with it; it being the
preference to preserve one’s interests qua rational agent, or the preference to exercise
one's rational agency?

This is a moot point. If what is being made is a factual claim it would seem to
depend on a particular view of the human individual and his facutties, e.g., Kant's
metaphysical view. For it merely an empirical hypothesis there is not only the problem
of showing evidence to support it but it is, ex hypothesi, subject to disconfirmation. And
that doesn't seem good enough. So if a factual claim it is one of a peculiar non-
empirical sort, i.e., a metaphysical claim.

If on the other hand, it is a normative claim, if it is the claim that the (potentially)
rational agent ought to have this preference as fundamental, there are other
compliczations. For example, what can an individual do (on a normative internalism) if
this isn't his fundamental preference? Or, if a normative claim, how to defend it? For
even if Darwall had argued successtully to the original position, the agent choosing
principles qua rational agent and impartially for all to act on, the end in view of which he
(instrumentally) chooses rational principles is uncriticizable by reasons deriving from the
principles expressly adopted to promote it. Argument as to the justifiability of that end is

confined. then, to an initial-account arena. This being the case, Rawls' highest order
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interest has one cbvious competitor -- that provided by a self-interest theory of
rationality, viz., the interest that one’'s life go for one as well as possible.8

It might be argued that if it is the individual qua rational agent who adjudicates
these rival claims then he will opt for the interests intrinsic to rational personality. But
the agent qua rational agent is choosing for the fully-fleshed individual, for one whom he
knows has preferences, and though he doesn’t know what these preferences are, he
knows (I assume) that some of tham are for other than that of securing his interests qua
rational agent. So, absent an appeal to a metaphysical view, it is not at all clear that the
pre-eminent goal in view of which the choice is made ought to be that of preserving his

highest order interest "a la Rawls.

4. In the last few paragraphs | have dealt hastily with a tangie of problems. But my
aim has been not so much tc set them out in detail (let alone suggest solutions) as to
point out that they are there and that the initial account does not resolve then.. One
consequence of this is that even if the choice is made from the original position it may
issue in principles of the good rather than principles of the right.

There is another, more serious, consequence. Central to Darwall's theory of
reasons is the position that "...the normative character of reasons is inherited from a
normative ideal of something internal to the rational agent: an ideal of rational
reflection”.9 On this view, ideal reflection, reflection from the original position, issues in
practical principles and, derivatively, in reasons. On the other hand, as Darwall points
out, the idea behind the hypothetical imperative is "...that the force of reasons is, as it
were, transferred back and forth along the line connecting an end and its necessary

means..” (pp.47/48). This means, amongst other things, that the justification of the
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means is derived from that of the end it seives. And this brings an instability into the full
thesis. For the normativity of reasons -- their authority, as conferred by ideal rational
refiection -- is diminished if there is uncertainty about the fundamental end in view of
which rational principles (and, derivatively, reasons) are chosen; and there is, | have

tried to show, such uncertainty.

5. With this we have come full circle; we have come back to Sidgwick's worry of an
unresolvable tension between the dictates of morality and those of self-interest. In light
of this so far unresolved tension, the dialogue between the moral apologist and the moral

sceptlic must continue.

Footnotes to Chapter 10.

1. See pp.241/242.

2. See pp.243/244. See also, Darwall, 1988, p.123.

3. See my section 1, Chapter 3.

4. See Cooper, op.cit., pp.492/493. The words quote:: are his. Of the Copper Rule he
says “..[it] is exemplified in Kavka's treatment of Hobbes's laws of nature as having a
two-part logical structure, "Do X, provided others are doing so as well,” in which the main
clause requires behaviour of a traditionally moral kind, but the qualifying clause releases
the agent from that requirement if others are not satisfying it, leaving him free 0
promote his own interests without moral restriction”.

5. See my Section 5, Chapter 7.
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. See pp.102 and 234. See Rawilis, 1980, p.525.
. Darwali, 1986, p.53.
. See Partit, op.cit., pp.3/4.

. Darwall, 1988, p.118.
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