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Values have protagorean objectivity, let us say, just in case they are (i) dependent on us by their very nature, and yet (ii) fully objective as values.  Especially since the late Early Modern period, a central aim of philosophical ethics, if not its Holy Grail, has been to explain how features (i) and (ii) might be combined—to explain, that is, how dependence on us, of the right kind, does not preclude the possibility of fully objective values.  
Constructivist theories, perhaps more than any other approach, purport to characterize “dependency on us” of the needed sort: values are (in a sense specified momentarily) a construction of practical reason.  They are thus independent of what individuals or groups simply happen to think or prefer, but no more or less real, or problematic, than the forms of reasoning which express our practical rational nature.  Accordingly, we can reject subjectivism, conventionalism, cultural relativism and any other view that immunizes individuals or groups from error.  Yet we are not pushed back to Platonism, theological voluntarism, or any other view that allows values to be radically esoteric, and so not values in the ordinary sense.  We instead take an attractive middle way. 
Unfortunately, however, even the best-developed constructivisms have not clearly marked out the hoped-for distinctive possibility.  T. M. Scanlon takes his moral constructivism to assume “minimal realism” about practical reasons, suggesting that constructivism cannot apply to ethical judgments across the board.
  John Rawls and Christine Korsgaard do favor constructivism “all the way down” (or without assuming any other view, on the way down).
  But both affirm, as a matter of methodology, the autonomy of ethics in a way that rejects the very questions that standard realist or irrealist views seek to answer.  Constructivism is not then a distinctive foundational answer to those questions.

Each age struggles to shake off its own set of misguided questions, so we too should not take any standard set of “metaethical” questions wholly for granted.  The metaethical questions we ask, as well as the answers we give, need to be justified.  Yet even if some received metaethical questions should fall by the wayside, certain questions about what constructivism ultimately accomplishes, from a foundational point of view, arise within the constructivist project itself.  In particular, constructivism suggests that it is a deep mistake to conclude from the rejection of subjectivism or conventionalism that objective values must be located somewhere within the impersonal world, in Platonic heaven, the will of God, or otherwise in the metaphysical fabric of reality.  What is this deep mistake?  Constructivism should supply an answer to this question.

We do not answer simply by treating ethics as an autonomous domain, even if we also challenge all reductionisms.  The question is still what it is about ethics that renders it autonomous.  Modern rationalists answer that ethics is part of practical reason, but this is at best the start of an answer.  The question is then what it is about practical reason that renders it autonomous in the relevant sense.  The basic question remains: What, specifically, is the deep mistake in thinking that objective values must be located within the purely impersonal world? 
I suggest we find an answer by explicating the protagorean character of constructivism, especially as regards validity in practical reasoning.  Valid constructive reasoning, we may say, is simply what constitutes understanding of the ordinary activity of practical reasoning as the kind of activity it is.  If this is correct, we should not expect any further question about the nature of validity to arise.  For we then have a broadly Carnapian rationale why further questions “external” to practical reason are ill-founded, why the objectivity of values can only be an “internal” affair.  The deep mistake in thinking objective values must somehow be situated in the impersonal order of things is to neglect this basic way in which validity is constituted by human reasoning practice.
CONSTRUCTIVISM: FOUR MAIN THESES
As I will understand it, constructivism is a family of four main theses, which I presently state and develop in detail below.  The first thesis, as applied to some class of ethical propositions, is the basic Thesis of Constructivism: 
Necessarily, a proposition of the kind in question is true, or a fact, if and only if (and because) anyone capable of following the norms of practical reasoning would affirm it (as true) on the basis of valid, faultless reasoning, in conditions optimal for practical reflection.

This is to deny realism, the view that well-reasoned judgment, however idealized, involves tracking the independent truth or falsity of ethical propositions.  It also to deny views that regard ethical truth and well-reasoned judgment as interdependent, which would be to say that ethical truth is not simply a function or construction of well-reasoned judgment.
  

The second thesis is what I will call the Constitutional Conception of Validity: 
Valid practical reasoning just is, or consists in, the thought required for someone to engage in, and fully understand, the kind of activity that practical reasoning is.  Specifically, the property of validity, in reasoning, just is (identical to) the property of being required for such understanding.
As will become clear, I will interpret the activity of practical reasoning in intellectualist rather than voluntaristic terms.  The activity includes (non-instrumental) “reasoned practical judgment,” as distinct from rationalization, deference to authority, or make-believe, and need not be governed by requirements arising from the different (though not wholly unrelated) activity of willing or choice. 
The third thesis is the Protagorean Constraint: 
Validity in practical reasoning cannot outstrip the patterns of thought exhibited in the human practice of questioning, attending, considering, judging, and deciding in matters of practical evaluation.  

Thus, if, for example, humankind generally fails to reason as homo economicus, the norms of orthodox rational choice theory thereby fail to qualify as norms of practical reasoning.  The difference between performance and the putative standard of competence need only be sufficiently great.

The fourth thesis, Rationalist Anti-skepticism, has two parts: 
(i) Reason is on the side of specific ethical conclusions, across a wide range of cases, including but not necessarily limited to morality.

(ii) We cannot understand ourselves except as creatures endowed with practical reason, understood to include reasoned (non-instrumental) practical judgment.  
Thus, not only are such claims as “Slavery is wrong,” “One has reason to preserve one’s life,” or “Pain is bad,” open to reasoned justification, as against their denials, we also cannot accept conceptions of ourselves that omit our capacities of practical reasoning.  Skepticism that regards practical reasoning as just so much confabulation and rationalization, a by-product of psychic forces and social conditioning—in short, as pure fiction—mischaracterizes human nature.  

PRECLUDING BRUTE ERROR
As suggested above, a conception of how values have protagorean objectivity must allow us to challenge subjectivism, conventionalism, and other views which compromise the objectivity of values.  Yet values must also somehow “depend on us.”  Constructivism suggests what this might mean: it rules out the possibility of what may be called brute error, error despite the best of human reasoning.  If a mistake in moral or ethical judgment is made, it necessarily reflects a failure of reasoning of one or another kind.  What is distinctive about constructivism, in contrast with other modern rationalist views such as minimal realism, is that the possibility of brute error is explicitly ruled out.

To see this, consider ethical disagreement.  Broadly ethical expressions—such as “killing is usually wrong,” “one has reason to look after one’s future health,” or “pain is bad”—normally take the form of assertions.  Unlike pure emotive acts, they are thus a possible object of disagreement.  If one party (an individual or community) holds that U.S. has reason to protect the environment, quite aside from its contribution to human interests, another party might hold that this is not the case: the U.S. should instead protect the environment only to protect humankind.  Such disagreements call for familiar substantive arguments about who is in the right and why.  They also raise specifically metaethical questions, which are neutral on such matters of substance, including, for example, the question of ethical truth.  Given that such logically contradictory claims cannot both be true, what, if anything, explains how one of the views is true, rather than false (irrespective of which view that is)?

According to the Thesis of Constructivism, all it takes for one party a disagreement to have the truth of the matter is for the norms of practical reasoning, as followed in optimal conditions for reasoning, to favor their view.  If such norms direct one to count rising atmospheric temperatures and impending environmental degradation as a reason to curb greenhouse gases, aside from its relation to human interests, this view thereby counts as true, rather than false.  There is no possibility of error despite best reasoning, and so no reason to posit a further “truth-maker,” metaphysical or otherwise.
  Moreover, because the norms of practical reasoning cannot outstrip human reasoning practice (given the Protagorean Constraint), there is no possibility that valid reasoning is unavailable to us by forms of thought, reasoning, and reflection of the general sort we ordinarily use in ethical judgment.  There is no need for special powers of rational insight, as according to Platonism, or for revelation, as according to theological voluntarism.  If or when we do go wrong in our ethical views, there is an explanation why within reason—that we fail to reason, that we are incapable of reasoning well, that we reason poorly, or that we face sub-optimal conditions for reflection.
Despite the impossibility of brute error, in the two senses just mentioned, constructivism enables a firm rejection of any view that relativizes ethical truth to the actual views or dispositions of any particular agent or community.  According to Bernard Williams’ neo-Humean subjectivism, for example, if Caligula has no disposition, grounded in his contingent “motivational set,” not to kill at whim, then he has no reason not to kill at whim.
  Constructivism allows us to hold that such subjectivism compromises the objectivity of values.  In general, we may say, ethical truths count as objective, or “true independently of us,” just in case their truth-value is invariant with respect to certain possible differences in our individual or collective attitudes.  In this sense, an objective truth is “true anyway”; we can’t change the ethical truth simply by changing our individual or collective minds.
  In the present case, we may say, the ethical truth is invariant with respect to any given agent’s contingent motivations and dispositions of evaluation.  We need only say that the norms of practical reasoning are not so constrained: the correct judgment, according to those norms, may be that Caligula is ignoring considerations relevant to his reasons, such as needless suffering, or loss of life.  
Constructivism can reject conventionalism, cultural relativism, and any such relativization to our actual attitudes, in the same general way.  Such views might agree that Caligula’s reasons are not determined by his own attitudes, because they are they instead determined by some conventional or cultural practice.  So if Caligula’s culture approves of him killing at whim, he has no reason to do otherwise.  Here, again, in order to affirm that ethical truth does not necessarily vary with such community practices, we need only say that the norms of practical reasoning always allow us open such practices to critical scrutiny and in some cases come down against them.  More generally, for any such subjective condition of an agent, or intersubjective condition of a group, C, as long as we can, within reason, ask critical questions about C’s relevance, and in some cases side against it, as irrelevant or not determinative in the case at hand, then ethical truth does not vary with C, and is in that respect objective.

Does the same reasoning undercut the constructivist’s deep identification of ethical truth with the output of idealized human reasoning practice?  Might that output be a subjective condition C, which is open to question and counter-judgment, by the best standards of good judgment, in which case constructivism fails to capture full objectivity?  Not necessarily.  For it is not clear why there should be a real possibility of error here.
  Suppose we have on hand the best, most well-reasoned, fully informed judgment that any person could ever make about what one has reason to do.  Could that judgment really involve a radical, fundamental mistake?  Here we cannot engage in the sort of critical evaluation which seems open when subjectivism and conventionalism are our concern; we cannot say, that is, that some relevant humanly available information is missing, or that some defect in humanly possible reasoning has been made.  For these diagnoses of error are already built into the constructivist idealization.  The supposed fundamental mistake would, rather, have to exist for no reason, other than its failure to represent a supposed fact to the contrary.  The error must be brute.  But if we have no idea even of how we might evaluate the present idealized judgments as mistaken, it does not clearly make sense to suppose there is nevertheless a real possibility of mistake.  The natural doubts we may have about conventionalism and subjectivism, within reason, do not arise for idealized human reasoning in general.
It may seem that this conclusion holds only insofar as constructivism tacitly assumes realism about ethical truth.
  While some versions of this challenge have considerable force (of which more below), it is important that realism about propositional ethical truth is not necessarily being assumed thus far.  The challenge is often put in terms of a requirement of procedural specification: unless we can specify a method or procedure of reasoning which leads us to specific conclusions without assuming them, we have not explained their truth, in the sense constructivism proposes.  Since the case for objective values requires such procedural specification, and has yet to be provided, we have not moved beyond a realist position.
Some aims of standard constructivist theories do indeed require procedural specification.  This is essential for substantive justification, as well, perhaps, as for an account of moral and practical normativity.
  But, as I will now explain, insofar as our aim is to characterize the protagorean nature of constructivism, we face a lower explanatory bar.
  
The Thesis of Constructivism proposes a kind of explanation, and so assumes certain basic forms of non-circularity.  Chiefly, the norms governing practical reasoning will count as valid, for the activity of reasoning, independently of the truth of the judgments to which they lead.
  Provided this condition is met, relevant capacities and conditions can be defined accordingly.  The “capability for following norms of practical reasoning” will involve nothing more than the intelligence, memory, critical faculty, sanity, minimal rationality, imagination, and sympathy required for the patterns of thought and attention prescribed by relevant truth-independent norms of reasoning.  “Optimal conditions” will include nothing more than the time, energy, experience, non-evaluative evidence and information about the (unconstructed) non-evaluative facts, and any other cognitive or motivational resources needed for reasoning that the relevant norms of reasoning might prescribe.

Now, even without procedural specification, we can say in these terms that propositional ethical truth (of the kind in question) is explained with reference to a set of norms, understood as imperatives of thought and judgment.  We thereby move from one kind of thing to another kind of thing.  For there is a general difference in kind between ethical propositions, such as “We have reason to protect the environment, independently of human benefit” and norms of reasoning understood as imperatives, such as, “In considering the value of environmental protection, judge that it is to be protected, independently of human benefit.”  Propositions can be true or false.  Imperatives can be applicable or inapplicable in a given situation, or valid or invalid for an activity, but do not admit of truth or falsity.  This difference is all it takes to raise Euthyphro’s question of order of determination.  Is the validity of imperatives of reasoning to be explained in terms of some relation to independent propositional truth, or is propositional ethical truth to be explained in terms of independently valid norms?  The realist takes the former, Socratic view.  Constructivism takes Euthyphro’s side.

The issue, then, is not whether constructivism contrasts with realism about truth but what is at stake in the contrast.  My answer is that realism, including minimal realism, does not explicate (or try to explicate) a specifically protagorean view.  So it cannot replace constructivism as an account of that kind.  
To see this, consider again our disagreement over environmental protection.  The modern minimal realist will grant that there is an objective truth of the matter, which we are able to know.  The question is then what explains how this is possible, beyond simply asserting that it is so.  Initially, one wants to say that “one party has the better arguments.”  But this requires interpretation.  It can be read as a version of constructivism: roughly, best arguments determine truth.  If it is not read this way, however, it is hard to explain how objective truth is ultimately protagorean.  
Assume for the sake of argument, then, that ethical truth is independently fixed.  What is its relation to good reasoning, to having the better arguments?  The relation is either contingent, or it is necessary.  On either reading, a form of brute error is allowed.  If the relation is contingent—if having the best arguments is just a reliable way of coming to know what is independently true—then it just turns out that best arguments take us to truth.  At least in theory, we could have the best arguments and yet fall into global ethical error, because the ethical facts are other than they could ever seem to us.  And if the relation is instead necessary—because “best” arguments are defined as just whatever leads to independent truth, or because our ideas of best arguments and truth are thought to be interdependent—this merely pushes the problem further back.  We can now be in brute error about “best reasoning.”  For all we have said, the best reasoning humans could ideally do about what is true, and what arguments are best, could still come up radically short.
Compare Platonism and theological voluntarism.  Platonism would allow that values might have been wholly inaccessible to us; we might have lacked our powers to “recollect” or intuit the Forms.  Similarly, according to theological voluntarism, God’s will, and so the objective values, might remain esoteric in the absence of revelation.  These views do not aspire to protagorean objectivity, and indeed invite concerns of radical error by characterizing values as radically independent of us.  While minimal realism does not invite or even give reason for the concern, neither does it explicitly rule it out.  Given that most modern rationalists, including minimal realists, adopt a broadly protagorean orientation and methodology anyway,
 it is presumably desirable to have a metaethical view that articulates this fundamental and distinctively modern position.
  Constructivism does just this.  The Thesis of Constructivism precludes brute error at the level of basic ethical judgment.  The Constitutional Conception of Validity, along with the Protagorean Constraint, precludes brute error at the level of reasoning.  
Much therefore depends on these last two theses, which I turn to momentarily.  I should first emphasize that the present issue with realism is not whether protagorean explanation is needed to vindicate the objectivity of values against skeptical challenge.  The positive theses of constructivism are not up to that task by themselves.  Thus Rational Anti-Skepticism, including both sub-claim (i) and sub-claim (ii), is a separate element of the constructivist package.  Constructivism assumes, and is not meant to wholly replace, a broad anti-skeptical critique—indeed, of just the sort minimal realists have offered.  In defending a version of (i), for example, Dworkin and Nagel argue, in Moorean style, that basic practical and moral claims—that pain is bad, that exploitation is unjust—are manifestly more plausible than any philosophical theory that would reject them.
  Korsgaard takes a similar negative tack, rejecting Humean skepticism about practical reasons as inconsistent with the Humean’s own affirmation of instrumental reason.
  Versions of claim (ii) may be similarly defended, in purely negative terms, against the likes of Thrasymacus, Nietzsche, Hume, Darwin, and Foucault.  Upon close critical scrutiny, the argument will go, we cannot recognize ourselves in the proposed terms.
  
In other words, constructivism assumes that sub-claims (i) and (ii) can each be negatively justified, by rejecting any version of their denial own their own terms, without assumption of constructivism’s other positive theses.  (Although they may well still play a supplementary role, as a dialectical foil.
)  Thus Rationalist Anti-Skepticism does not amount to a protagorean account of objective values of the kind the positive theses of constructivism mean to describe.  Indeed, it is fully consistent with full-blown quietism, the rejection of all positive philosophical theses about ethics as misguided or confused.  On the quietist’s reading, claims (i) and (ii) are affirmed only as high-level substantive ethical theses, for which no positive philosophical explanation is possible or necessary.  Even minimal realism goes further than this.  It not only affirms particular ethical claims as true, objectively true, and known, it also affirms the general positive metaethical thesis that there are known objective ethical truths (and perhaps objective truths we as yet know not of).  Constructivism also affirms these metaethical theses, but in a way that makes the protagorean grounding of objective truth clear.
THE AUTONOMY OF THE ETHICAL AS METHODOLOGY
I have suggested that the basic Thesis of Constructivism, taken alone, offers one form of non-circular explanation.  It can also seem to largely rephrase the explanatory task, in terms of the status of the supposed “norms of practical reasoning.”  Here we may ask: Why do norms count as valid for practical reasoning rather than not?  The imperatives, “First get drunk; listen to loud music; then decide what is right, just, and prudent,” and “Be of sound mind; then flip a coin,” are presumably not valid, governing norms of practical reasoning.  But if some other norms are, what makes for the difference in status?  
Here possible answers include: 

Reasoning Platonism: a pattern of thought is valid as reasoning just in case it conforms to a Norm of Reasoning, known by Intuition.  

Reasoning Subjectivism: a pattern of thought is valid as reasoning, just in case it constitutes what Bernard Williams calls a “sound deliberative route” to a motivation to action from an agent’s “dispositions of evaluation.”

Reasoning Conventionalism: a pattern of thought is valid as reasoning just in case it is conventionally recognized as valid for reasoning in a particular community.

Reasoning Expressivism: to take a pattern of thought as valid reasoning is to express one’s acceptance of a norm that permits that pattern of thought in reasoning (or on Gibbard’s more recent version, to express a plan to so reason).

Must constructivism assume one of these familiar views?  If so, it is unclear why we should regard it as a distinctive foundational view.

One response, suggested by both Rawls and Korsgaard, is to block the question of validity to which the enumerated views are answers.  Since they are then little more than answers to a misguided question, nothing more need be said about them.  Although Rawls, for example, did ultimately suggest that foundational questions are irrelevant for specifically “political” purposes, 
 he also seemed to hold, political aims aside, a view he attributed to Kant.  He writes: 

the order of moral and political values must be made, or itself constituted, by the principles and conceptions of practical reason … [The] order of values does not constitute itself but is constituted by the activity, actual or ideal, of practical (human) reason itself.

This is an instance of my Thesis of Constructivism.  But what of “the principles and conceptions of practical reason” themselves?  Rawls says they “originate…in our moral consciousness as informed by practical reason.”
  This, in turn, is the starting point for ethical inquiry.  As Rawls explains: 

[for Kant] the affirmation of reason is rooted in the thought and practice of ordinary (sound) human reason from which philosophical reflection must begin.  Until that thought and practice appears to be at odds with itself, it needs no defense.

Rawls did once hint after something like the Constitutional Conception of Validity, understood in terms of basic constituents of a “considered judgment of a competent person.”
  This can be understood as an “external” claim, not within but about practical reason in general (of which more below).  In the above passage, however, the suggestion is of a methodology which begins squarely within practical reason.  We are to reject as misguided any questions external to practical reasoning, including external questions about what the validity of norms of reasoning consists in.

Korsgaard grounds her constructivism not simply in what Rawls calls “the thought and practice of ordinary (sound) human reason,” but voluntaristically, in the structure of rational agency. 
  Unless one approximately complies with the Categorical and Hypothetical Imperatives, one will lack coherence of mind of a kind needed to be intelligible as engaged in action at all; if the failure is sufficiently great, we find not agency, but mere behavior.  For that reason, such norms are “constitutive” or “internal standards” of choice: if one is indeed in the business of making choices or acting—as all self-conscious human agents unavoidably are—these norms are not open to question.  They bear on the consideration of action simply because a choice is being made. 

In giving this argument, Korsgaard means to speak entirely from within “the practical point of view” and rejects as misguided the “theoretical” or “explanatory” aspiration of much traditional metaethical inquiry.
  That is, suppose we admit that the Categorical and Hypothetical Imperatives are necessary and binding for all practical purposes.  We can still ask why they are anything more than a practically necessary fiction.  Korsgaard’s answer is that any foundational questions that would render our practically necessary commitments fictional are misguided.  Ethics need be no more than practically necessary, because that is all it purports to be.  Unlike “philosophers who talk about morality and the moral agent from the outside, third-personally, as phenomenon in need of explanation,” she says, “Kant’s arguments are not about us; they are addressed to us.”
  Since the Categorical and Hypothetical Imperatives are addressed to us specifically as agents, their necessity for us can lie in little more than the fact that we cannot for all practical purposes fail to act and make choices.  Accordingly, we are to inquire into ethical norms only from within the practical point of view.

Because this is a claim about what philosophical questions about ethics to ask, Allan Gibbard has had room to recast Korsgaard’s view as a form of expressivism.
  Gibbard grants that Korsgaard may well be right when we face and must answer the question of what one ought to do.  Yet when we view ethical judgment from the “outside,” from a naturalistic perspective, it is just an expression of attitudes, in the sense expressivism specifies.  Here on display is one of expressivism’s chief virtues: its conception of what it is to make an ethical judgment (or a judgment of validity in reasoning) provides a general rationale, of philosophical anthropology, for the autonomy of the ethical domain.  Insofar as its account of what it is to make an ethical judgment can be made to work, it follows that posing an ethical question, of truth or objective truth, is just an occasion to express one’s attitudes.  Questions of ethics can then only be internal questions.

Perhaps surprisingly, Korsgaard concedes this ground.  In “Realism and Constructivism in Twentieth-Century Moral Philosophy,” her aim is to distinguish two quite different models of moral concepts, the “realist model,” on which “the function of a concept is to describe a piece of reality,” and her own view, which sees concepts of justice, right, and good as essentially practical concepts. 
  In conclusion, she considers the objection, “Shouldn’t we be asking which of these two theories…is true?” Her answer is that

...we don’t have to ask that question, for considered in one way, constructivism and realism are perfectly compatible.  If constructivism is true, then normative concepts may after all be taken to refer to certain complex facts about the solutions to practical problems faced by self-conscious rational beings….Viewed from outside of that perspective, those who utter these truths will appear to be simply expressing their values.
 

In a footnote, Korsgaard continues: 

Expressivism, I believe, is like realism also true after all, and also in a way that makes it boring….The trouble with expressivism is that it describes moral language from the outside, as if we were not ourselves the creatures who face practical problems, but only someone else making anthropological observations about them.
 

Korsgaard need not concede so much.  If she is right that we cannot say what the ethical truth is, or what reasoning is valid, from a purely anthropological perspective, and only from the “practical point of view,” this very interesting fact is something we might indeed want to explain by general “theoretical” or “explanatory” claims other than expressivism.
  As I will now explain, the Constitutional Conception of Validity does just this, at least when read in light of the Protagorean Constraint.  
As indicated above, Constitutional Conception can be expressed as a property identity: the property of validity in reasoning just is (identical to) the property of being required for understanding the kind of activity that practical reasoning is.  This is a thesis of philosophical psychology, which is external to practical reason, in the following sense.
  It is (i) about the relevant domain (validity in reasoning) in general, and (ii) neutral as regards its substantive content (what reasoning is valid).  (An “internal” claim, by contrast, would be either not general (e.g., “Promise-breaking is wrong”) or general but not neutral (“All right actions maximize non-moral good”).)  I want to suggest that, if the Constitutional Conception is correct, and read as an external thesis, we thereby have a general, Carnapian rationale why any further questions about validity—whether its specific content or its general nature and status—must be internal to practical reason itself.  The deep mistake in supposing that objective values must located in the impersonal world, somehow described “from the outside,” is not to miss the truth of expressivism, but to miss the constitutive relation between validity and human reasoning practice.

THE CARNAPIAN RATIONALE
As a model for this suggestion, consider Carnap’s philosophy of mathematics.  According to Carnap, claims about the existence of numbers in mathematics (e.g. “there exists a prime number larger than 100”) are unproblematic when understood as claims about what is licensed within a framework of linguistic rules of assertion. 
  When existence claims are understood as “external” to such a framework, however, they are, as he put it, “pseudo-questions.”  The only appropriate external questions are practical questions about what linguistic framework we should adopt.  Why this should be so turns on the idea of constitution.  According to Carnap, the establishment of some linguistic framework or other is constitutive of meaningful talk of the existence of numbers; but for an agreed upon framework, meaningful talk cannot proceed.  And if so—if the establishment of such a framework is, in part, what makes meaningful talk of numbers possible at all—we should not expect existence questions outside of some such framework to make a lot of sense.
  The Platonist’s thought—that some external existence question remains to be answered—fails to appreciate what the relation of constitution implies.
To see how this might apply to validity in practical reasoning, consider what practical reasoning involves, in the sense chiefly of interest to constructivism.  A central element of practical reasoning is the process of (non-instrumental) reasoned consideration, or reasoned practical judgment.  The process begins when one poses a question about what is just or right or to be done given the (non-evaluative) facts of some situation, and ends when one reaches a judgment (or reaffirmation) on the matter.
  
The role of norms of practical reasoning, understood as imperatives of thought, is both to guide one from questioning to judgment and to provide a basis for evaluating how the process of reflection proceeds.  First, the norms guide which of the innumerable facts of the situation one attends to as presenting “relevant” considerations, and which we simply ignore; what more general principles or conclusions one takes as potentially explaining the various relevant features; which possibilities one considers or disregards; how one weights various features; how long one deliberates; and so on.  Being so guided may involve consciously following a general procedure, but the guiding role of norms is normally transparent to us; one seems to be simply thinking about what is to be done, given the situation.  Second, the same norms provide a basis for evaluating reasoning as excellent or defective.  Depending on how the case is imagined, a person’s process of judgment may have underestimated the force or weight of certain factors, given weaker considerations priority over stronger ones, counted facts in favor of a response they count against, ignored relevant features of a situation, overlooked a crucial distinction, drawn distinctions arbitrarily, been distracted by or fixated on irrelevant details, been insincere, ill-motivated, biased, unimaginative, unsympathetic, woodenheaded, and so on. 
    
What then is the status of these guiding norms?  What does their validity, for reasoning, consist in?  The Constitutional Conception suggests that reasoning validly is nothing more than a form of understanding.  To see the idea, consider one way we diagnose ethical disagreement.  Suppose the disagreement over environmental protection does not manifest conceptual or reasoning incapacity, or inadequate circumstances for reasoning.  Even so, we can nevertheless consider the way a given party attends to the situation at hand.  It might be plausible to say, for instance, that one party is not considering the environment aside from its use-value, perhaps showing lack of imagination or an unquestioned belief that all value is use-value.  Whatever we say, if a substantive diagnosis of this sort is ultimately plausible—whether or not we can explicitly specify a norm that favors our own conclusion—it will also be fair to conclude that the mistaken party does not fully understand.  A chess master or poker pro might observe an amateur compete and conclude that he knows how to play but does not fully understand the game.  Similarly, we can say of someone that he is indeed engaged in practical reasoning, but fails to fully understand what, in this case, reasoned practical judgment involves, by virtue of overlooking a certain distinction or possibility, or being fixated on certain irrelevant details.  In that sense, he fails to fully understand the activity he is engaged in.

We may generalize the proposal as follows.  Assume that reasoning is essentially open to evaluation.  In a given case of reasoning, one can always be said to reason well or badly.  Assume, also, that success in reasoning, by a particular person, on a particular occasion, depends simply on whether the person is successfully guided by any norms of thought applicable in, and in that sense valid for, his or her context of judgment.  If such applicable, valid norms take the form of imperatives (“Consider this!,”  “Ignore that!,” “Conclude thus-and-so!, or “Reconsider that!”), then, this is to say that, in each such context of judgment C, there is a set, S, of imperatives {i1, i2…in} that the reasoner must be guided by in order to reason well.  Call all such sets S, across all contexts C, the framework of reasoning, or F.  
Now, all of this is just to say that there is a valid reasoning framework, a framework F that is valid for reasoning, across various situations.  The question is then what does “validity” here consist in?  According to the Constitutional Conception, the validity of the assumed reasoning framework just is (identical to) the thought involved when one reasons with a full understanding the activity of practical reasoning.  Correct thinking within the framework of reasoning F and full understanding of the activity come to one and the same thing.
Notice that the above characterization allows specific error.  It avoids the familiar objection that constitutional requirements cannot function as norms, because failure then disqualifies one from participation in the activity, rather than amounting to defective engagement.  On the present account, only sufficiently gross failure, without a background of compliance with other relevant norms, implies that one is not engaged in practical reasoning at all.  Provided sufficient, approximate compliance, failing a given relevant imperative might mean only that one does not fully understand the activity one is engaged in, not that one is not at all engaged.  As Korsgaard might say, we have the “same activity, badly done.”
  

If all this is correct, we have the desired Carnapian implication.  Specific error aside, there is no further genuine question to ask, external to the assumed framework of norms, about whether the required reasoning is really valid.  To suggest otherwise would be to fail to appreciate the constitutive relation between validity and understanding.  Grasping the valid norms of reasoning is nothing more than understanding the reasoning activity for what it is.  We can still ask what such understanding involves, in general or for specific contexts, but this can only be a question internal to practical reasoning, a question of what specific forms of thought constitute full understanding.  For, in general, any classification of a requirement as constitutive of understanding a type of activity cannot but rely on our understanding of the activity in question.  In chess, for example, there is no way to classify a rule as constitutive of playing the game, or the kind of game being played, without relying one one’s understanding of the game, or by consulting those who play; a chess-ignorant anthropologist would otherwise be at a loss for interpretations of what people are doing.  Similarly, in the case of practical reasoning, assuming we do not simply appeal to authority, we can only say what the valid norms of reasoning are by making claims which are not neutral on matters of substantive validity, and which draw on our understanding of practical reasoning.  We can only answer by carrying out practical reasoning in some range of cases, explicating what we come up with, and subjecting that explication to further critical scrutiny, based on our understanding of the activity of practical reasoning itself.  
THE INTELLIGILIBY ARGUMENT
The Platonist might object that we have merely pushed the problem back to what counts as “full understanding.”  What we count as full understanding might still fall radically short of what really understanding the activity involves.  Insofar as we do reason well, then, there must be some further account of how we grasp this independent fact.  Indeed, the objection might invoke Carnap’s conventionalism, which allows conventional adoption of any number of frameworks for the resolution of mathematical existence questions on purely pragmatic grounds.  Analogously, it may be argued, far all constructivism has shown so far, what counts as an objective value depends on a given reasoning framework, of which their may be many and indeed inconsistent forms.  We might have used a radically different reasoning framework, in which case it must be explained why we would then have been in the wrong, and how we in fact get it right.  The deep, external issue of objectivity remains.
  

Constructivism that seeks objectivity will not accept conventionalism about validity in reasoning any more than it will accept conventionalism about straight ethical truth.  For if we can critically evaluate, and in some cases side against, any conventional practice in behavior, as suggested above, we can equally do so in conventional practice in reasoning.  Indeed, it is arguably constitutive of reasoned practical judgment to be open to such evaluation in both cases.  But does this push us back to an affirmation of Platonic Norms of Reasoning?  It doesn’t, provided the Protagorean Constraint: norms cannot then count as valid, constitutive norms of practical reasoning if they radically diverge from, and outstrip, the patterns of thought found in human reasoning practice.  We thus block the stated possibility of radical divergence.  We do not have to posit an independent fact of validity that makes the radical alternative framework wrong, since such a framework could not constitute the activity of practical reasoning in the first place.
In defense of this position, constructivists may offer an Intelligibility Argument.  Imagine that we have discovered creatures who, despite life-like activity, exhibit patterns of thought radically different than any we could recognize as valid reasoning.  According to the Intelligibility Argument, such beings would not intelligibly count as engaged in the activity of reasoned practical judgment.  In that case, we don’t have to explain how the patterns of thought displayed somehow count as invalid reasoning.  For they do not qualify as engaged in practical reasoning to begin with.  The same will be true even of beings which can intelligibly be said to have something like a mental process which issues in decision, perhaps along with some rudiments of practical rationality.  If they do not sufficiently approximate forms of thought and judgment that we could recognize as valid, we cannot intelligibly count them as beings that engage in reasoned practical judgment.  They could only be doing nothing, or something else.
  

If such alien cases seem far fetched, we also find constitutive failures in more ordinary cases.  Consider someone who decides it is better to be a lawyer than a doctor for no other reason than that she had a ham and cheese sandwich for lunch, or consider Parfit’s case of someone who judges that some painful experience will not be bad simply because it will occur on a Tuesday.  These strange ways of attending to a situation are not bad practical reasoning; they are not practical reasoning at all—at least not unless we imagine sufficient compliance in the background.  
Other cases are still more familiar.  In diagnosing an ethical disagreement (e.g., over environmental protection), it is often fair to say that one party hasn’t really thought much about the issue, or that he or she has thought about it in the wrong way; the view reached may be a sort of reflex, not really a reasoned practical judgment.  Indeed, someone who at first seems to be taking the question seriously may be rationalizing a prior view which is not open to question, with no intention of reasoning anew about any true merits of environment protection, with an open mind.  Perhaps he or she sees no possibility of questioning social policies of environmental exploitation, because those policies serve the political party in power.  Indeed, the same may be true of someone sincerely seeking to affirm a judgment.  The person may not seem engaged in reasoned judgment if it becomes clear that he or she is really just sincerely parroting the dictates of an ideology, religious authority, trusted pundit, political party, or tradition.  Despite what may be good intentions, he or she ends up doing something else.
If the Intelligibility Argument addresses radical divergence, are not less radical alternative frameworks equally a problem?  If some frameworks within the bounds of intelligibly are to count as invalid, or not equally valid, what is supposed to explain this?  Here I take the Intelligibly Argument to have the limited role of sorting such cases in either of two ways.  On the one hand, in many cases it will turn out, upon closer scrutiny, that there is insufficiently approximate compliance with what we recognize as practical reasoning.  The imagined framework can then be disqualified as unintelligible, as in cases of radical divergence.  On the other hand, there may be cases in which the imagined framework cannot be wholly disqualified.  Then, however, the argument will shift to internal argument, and make either of two claims.  Initially dissimilar patterns might be internally validated as based in deeper agreement with familiar reasoning norms.  Or the imagined reasoning might be internally invalidated, based on internal claims about what full understanding of practical reasoning involves.  
If all of this is correct, constructivism avoids and indeed rejects what might be called “protagorean relativism,” the view that ethical truth is relative to human reasoning practice, whatever it happens to be like.  Constructivism is not the view that the actual ethical truths are “true for” us, given actual human reasoning practice, while other (perhaps inconsistent) propositions would have been “true for” a different group of human beings, with a different reasoning practice.  All such cases of possible divergence in framework are instead to be sorted in either of the two ways outlined above.  We either can’t make out the imagined form of life as including the activity of reasoned practical judgment, in which case there is nothing to relativize truth to, or we appraise the imagined framework in wholly internal terms, as valid or invalid, according to our understanding of what reasoned practical judgment involves.

In other words, the main role of the Protagorean Constraint, as motivated by the Intelligibility Argument, is simply to ground our basic Carnapian thought.  Given the Constitutional Conception of Validity, so long as we have practical reasoning intelligibly on hand, the only remaining questions of validity are internal questions, for that very activity.  And if this is correct, we can say what the deep mistake is in supposing that objective values must be, or even can be, located within the wholly impersonal world: it is to miss the deep constitutive relation between validity in reasoning and human reasoning practice.
If this is right, it follows that vindication of the objectivity of values (to the extent vindication is required at all) cannot depend on the plausibility of situating objective values within the impersonal world.  Nevertheless, there is an important sense in which objectivity (and perhaps its vindication) does depend on interpersonal reality.
  To engage in practical reasoning about what is right or prudent or to be done in some situation is, by very nature of the activity undertaken, to speak for humanity about the case at hand.  One in effect aims to say “what anyone would say.”  Correspondingly, one incurs a responsibility of due deference in the face of disagreement—to count reasoned disagreement as pro tanto grounds that one has oneself fallen into at least partial error in one’s own reasoning, or, if one retains one’s own view, to fairly diagnose the error in reasoning made by those who disagree.  In this way constructivism flirts with error theory: the truth of any ethical proposition depends on the possibility of explaining the spread of ethical disagreement we actually find, as manifesting one or another form of unreason.  If that position cannot plausible be maintained, there is no truth of the matter in the proposition at hand.
  Although Rationalist Anti-skepticism claims that reason is on the side of specific conclusions, a thorough defense of this position, across a range of ethical cases, must plausibly explain disagreement away.

THE AUTHORITY OF REASON

If the objective truth about what we ought or have reason to do is constructed by practical reason, as constructivism claims, it is fair enough to ask why that practical reason should be the kind of thing that has this special role—why, as one might put it, it should have a special kind of authority.  I’m not likely to pay fifty dollars to someone who says there are norms of shmeasoning which lead to the conclusion that I should pay up.  Why are norms of practical reasoning any more authoritative about how I should spend my money?


Korsgaard’s voluntarism finds a source of authority within a person’s own agency.  Norms of practical reasoning just are “formal” and constitutive norms of choice.  For present purposes, the main difficulty with voluntarism, in Kantian or Humean forms, is that fails to clearly capture the objectivity of values, much as Williams-style subjectivism fails to.
  As long as practical reasoning is governed only by formal norms of choice which have no substantive implications, an agent’s reasons will vary with whatever subjective conditions (practical identities, intentions, motives, reason judgments, according the version in question) do generate the reasons an agent has.  So, on Humean constructivism, if Caligula could not come to see reason not to kill at whim, within the relevant elements of his practical standpoint, he has no reason not to.  And even if Kantian voluntarism can capture the objectivity of basic moral and perhaps prudential reasons, because formal Kantian standards do bar Caligula from killing at whim, the same problem arises where formal constraints have no say—reasons to value friendship, higher rather than lower pleasures, environmental conservation, and so forth.  To the extent we commonly do assign these and other ethical values objectivity, voluntarism seems committed to subjectivism or error theory. 

A less familiar but related set of concerns is whether voluntarism can capture the objectivity of reasoning, especially its agent-independent character.  It seems that we can reason practically about what other agents have reason to do.  But as long as practical reasoning is reasoning from, and not simply in the light of, the agent’s standpoint (in some specified sense), such thought can seem little more than a form of prediction.  Suppose you ask me for advice about some decision that cannot be settled by formal norms, say, whether you should take a certain job.  Whatever way I have of framing the facts, making distinctions, and sorting and weighing considerations, it will have no relevance to what you have reason to do—and not just to what would persuade you—unless the relevant pattern of thought is or becomes part of your own way of thinking.  My reasoning might indeed be valid as regards what I have reason to do, given my own practical standpoint.  But as regards you, any valid reasoning could at best be a kind of prediction about what you might or will come to think.  But prediction is not what you will have asked for.  In asking for advice, you are unsure what you have reason to do, and so you’re asking me to reason with you about how you should act.  You’re inviting me to ask, with you, how one should think about what to do in your situation, not to make a prediction about what conclusion you might or will come to, after having reasoned.  

As I have explained, constructivism need not call the objectivity of values into question in the above ways.  Norms of practical reasoning need only be intellectual norms of reflection and judgment.  They may be situation-specific, applying, in judgment, only because the situation under review is of a certain kind, and not simply because a reasoned practical judgment is being made.  And the “constitutive failure” involved in reasoning poorly is not failure of full-fledged choice, under threat of irrationality or incoherence, but merely failure to fully understand what the activity of reasoned practical judgment involves, for the situation being judged.  An intellectualist constructivism of this form allows us to capture the objectivity of values, in protagorean terms. 
I grant that voluntaristic treatment might be necessary for certain requirements of morality, prudence, or rationality, depending on what their “normativity” requires.  If necessary, intellectualism can simply be supplemented by voluntaristic norms in those special cases.  For present purposes, I take no position on the matter.  This suffices to show that a constructivist account of protagorean objectivity need not give normativity center stage.

How then is the question of authority posed above to be addressed?  The general if familiar answer is: Reason is the only game in town.  We do accord reason authority.  It is insane say to say that so many coin tosses, as such, could be authoritative about whether or not I should take a certain job.  But if I believe, having thought about the matter little, that I should turn down a certain job, and later change my mind after giving the matter careful attention, I will rightly trust my reasoned judgment more.  Moreover, it is very plausible to hold that, insofar as other forms of authority—law, practice, tradition—are indeed authoritative, they gain this status by having a relation to reason of the right kind.  I cannot defend this general posture here.  For present purposes, what is important is that, if it is right, the question is then simply whether “reason” can be characterized in a way that suits constructivist explanation.  I claim that the intellectualist account I have provided does the job.

There is, however, at least one further aspect of “normativity” that must be explained in the general case: norms that guide reasoning must have some hook, as it were, in the agent doing the reasoning.  For voluntarism, the trigger for their application to the agent is his or her making a choice.  The standards of choice aren’t “normative for us,” in the present sense, when we are asleep.  For the intellectualist, I take it, the trigger is judgment.  What would be defective thought or attention, in a process of reasoned practical judgment about a situation S, would not necessarily have been defective if one were instead merely entertaining a hypothesis about S, or making a judgment about S on the fly, taking some judgment about S on someone else’s authority, or engaging in make-believe.  An applicable norm only applies to a given agent because a reasoned practical judgment about S is being made.  When such a judgment is undertaken, being guided by applicable constitutive norms is then simply a form of understanding: it is to understand the activity one is thereby engaged in.
Here a skeptic might press: Why care about such constitutive norms, especially if they are simply requirements of full understanding?  Korsgaard threatens such a skeptic with a kind of death: if you go far enough against the norms, your very agency, and perhaps very person, will come apart; there will be no “you” there to speak of.  If the intellectualist stakes are lower, there is at least a straightforward answer.  Ethical judgment, like all judgment, (constitutively) aims at truth.  According to constructivism, ethical truth just is determined by the reasoning activity, when fully understood.  So, practical judgment, by dint of its constitutive aim, must be accountable to its constitutive norms.
Here one might object that at least one important “normativity” issue is being left out.  Korsgaard’s voluntarism gives one a reason why one has to make certain moral or other judgments in the first place; that, too, is a condition of unified agency.  But if judgment itself is the trigger for norms of reasoning, as according to intellectualism, one can avoid the norms of reasoning simply by steering clear.  One might manage one’s way just fine by “acceptance on the fly,” make-believe, careful empirical judgment, and anything else helpful short of considering and asserting what is ethically true.  My claim is that there is no problem of a general kind here.  As suggested above, if the special normativity of morality or other domains requires something more, intellectualist constructivism can be supplemented as the domain requires.  Moreover, even in the general case, the intellectualist can argue that ethical judgment, about what one in fact has reason to do, is practically unavoidable, much as Korsgaard suggests.  And if a more substantive argument is wanted, we can happily agree with Socrates that the unexamined life is not worth living, on substantive grounds.  Constructivism explains how there could be an objective fact of the matter of this kind.  One need only then make the case that good reasoning favors a life of reason over a life of unreason, as urgent, needed, or worthwhile.
IS CONSTRUCTIVISM DISTINCTIVE?

I close considering the extent to which constructivism is a distinctive meta-ethical position.  I have emphasized that constructivism is at least more distinctive than standard constructivisms let on.  Still, for all I have argued, one can in theory subsume constructivism into a more familiar approach.  It becomes a form of naturalistic reductionism, for example, if the norms of reasoned practical judgment can be fully enumerated.
  I doubt any such enumeration could succeed, if only for reasons familiar from the problem of rule-following.
  But this may simply pose the question of distinctness in a different form.  If the rule-following debate involves positions analogous to standard metaethical views,
 and no distinctive account of rule-following has been marked out, it is fair to ask whether or to what extent constructivism is a distinctive and interesting foundational position.
Consider that constructivism can claim to offer what Nadeem Hussain calls an “ambitious meta-normative theory.”
  Hussain allows a meta-normative theory to count as “ambitious” if it somehow transcends the meta-normative issue in question.  But constructivism does so, or purports to do so, when it is conjoined with quietism about the rule-following problem.  It is not then simply a version of familiar metaethical views of rule-following.  

To put the approach in more general terms, constructivists can assume, as suggested above, that there is no stock set of meta-normative questions that must be answered if the ethical domain is to be vindicated or explained.  However commonly such questions are or have been asked, all such questions are themselves in need of justification.  According to what may be called default quietism, we assume, as the default position, that a given meta-question is misguided until we see that it is well-motivated and admits of illuminating answers.  Constructivism grants that this burden of justification can be met for certain basic questions of ethical truth, objectivity, and knowledge, and seeks to provide answers.  But it may also happily hold that rule-following or other problems are not well-motivated (perhaps because illuminating answers are not forthcoming).  With Wittgenstein, constructivist may hold that the rule-following “problem” only seems well-motivated when a “conjuring trick” is pulled.
Moreover, as Hussein will admit, even if the constructivism is not quietistic but merely agnostic about the rule-following issue, this would not be to say that it fails to offer an interesting form of philosophical explanation.  Carnap’s philosophy of mathematics is of interest and significance even if Carnap never gave an account of the ontological status of practical reasons (and so does not offer an “ambitious” proposal in Hussein’s sense), much as subjectivist theories of value are of interest and significance even if they never provide a full philosophy of mind for the attitudes they assume.  Similarly, constructivism can be of interest and significance because it provides a protagorean conception of objective values, even if further questions in the realism/anti-realism neighborhood are rejected, or simply never taken up. 
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� 	The “because” assumed here is just the “because” at issue in the Euthyphro problem: Do the gods love what is pious because it is pious, or are acts pious because the gods love them?  Although I take the Thesis of Constructivism to be fine as formulated, it can also be expressed as a property identity, e.g., as “An ethical property P = the property of being judged as having P under the relevant conditions.”


� 	See, e.g., � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>McDowell</Author><Year>1985</Year><RecNum>194</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>McDowell, John</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1985</YEAR><TITLE>Values and Secondary Qualities</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Honderich</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Morality and Objectivity: A Tribute to J.L. Mackie</SECONDARY_TITLE><PUBLISHER>Routledge</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�John McDowell, "Values and Secondary Qualities," in Morality and Objectivity: A Tribute to J.L. Mackie, ed. Honderich (Routledge, 1985)�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Wiggins</Author><Year>1987</Year><RecNum>292</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Wiggins, David</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1987</YEAR><TITLE>A Sensible Subjectivism</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Needs, Values, and Truth</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Blackwell Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�David Wiggins, "A Sensible Subjectivism," in Needs, Values, and Truth (Cambridge: Blackwell Press, 1987)�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Johnston</Author><Year>1989</Year><RecNum>161</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Johnston, Mark</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1989</YEAR><TITLE>Dispositional Theories of Value</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>63</VOLUME></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Mark Johnston, "Dispositional Theories of Value," Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume 63 (1989).�


� 	Yet the account of truth remains robustly cognitivist; unlike expressivism, the constructed propositional judgments are straightforwardly true and the object of belief.  Even expressivists nowadays allow ethical claims to be true, but not straightforwardly so.  An account of truth follows only provided a complicated semantics.  � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Blackburn</Author><Year>1993</Year><RecNum>67</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Blackburn, Simon</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1993</YEAR><TITLE>Essays in Quasi-Realism</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Oxford</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Blackburn, Essays in Quasi-Realism�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Gibbard</Author><Year>1990</Year><RecNum>120</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gibbard, Alan</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1990</YEAR><TITLE>Wise Choices, Apt Feelings</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Gibbard, Wise Choices, Apt Feelings.�


� 	� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Williams</Author><Year>1981</Year><RecNum>300</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Williams, Bernard</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1981</YEAR><TITLE>Internal and External Reasons</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Moral Luck</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Bernard Williams, "Internal and External Reasons," in Moral Luck (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981)�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Williams</Author><Year>1995</Year><RecNum>303</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Williams, Bernard</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1995</YEAR><TITLE>Internal Reasons and the Obscurity of Blame</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Making Sense of Humanity</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Williams, "Internal Reasons and the Obscurity of Blame," in Making Sense of Humanity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995).�  On Calligula and objectivity, see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Gibbard</Author><Year>1990</Year><RecNum>120</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gibbard, Alan</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1990</YEAR><TITLE>Wise Choices, Apt Feelings</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Alan Gibbard, Wise Choices, Apt Feelings (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1990)�.  PAGE XX.


� 	I defend this invariance-based conception of objectivity, on the grounds that it is hard for anyone to deny, in my � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>James</Author><Year>2006</Year><RecNum>512</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Aaron James</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2006</YEAR><TITLE>The Objectivity of Values: Invariance Without Explanation</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Southern Journal of Philosophy</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>44</VOLUME><NUMBER>4</NUMBER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�"The Objectivity of Values: Invariance without Explanation," Southern Journal of Philosophy 44, no. 4 (2006).�  According to this view, our concept of an objective value is metaphysically neutral: it presupposes no explanation (or at least no explanation in particular) for why the necessary relations of attitude-invariance hold.  This proposal must also characterize the many cases in which attitudes are substantively relevant, an issue I take up in the cited paper.  For similar proposals, see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Dworkin</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>103</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Dworkin, Ronald</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>Objectivity and Truth: You&apos;d Better Believe It</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Philosophy and Public Affairs</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>25</VOLUME><NUMBER>Spring</NUMBER><PAGES>87-193</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Ronald Dworkin, "Objectivity and Truth: You'd Better Believe It," Philosophy and Public Affairs 25, no. Spring (1996)�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Gibbard</Author><Year>1990</Year><RecNum>120</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gibbard, Alan</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1990</YEAR><TITLE>Wise Choices, Apt Feelings</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Alan Gibbard, Wise Choices, Apt Feelings (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1990)�, pp. 164-6, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Gibbard</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>398</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gibbard, Alan</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Thinking How to Live</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Thinking How to Live (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003)�, p. 183, and � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Blackburn</Author><Year>1993</Year><RecNum>67</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Blackburn, Simon</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1993</YEAR><TITLE>Essays in Quasi-Realism</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Oxford</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Simon Blackburn, Essays in Quasi-Realism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993)�, p. 153.


� 	Did “sentimentalists” such as Hume and Smith assert the objectivity of values?  They did allow that a person’s sentiments can fall short of a higher standard – the reactions from a “general point of view,” for Hume, and by an “impartial spectator,” for Smith.  This at least provides a degree of invariance with respect to our immediate sentiments of the sort needed for objectivity, though this may or may not be enough.


� 	Some (controversial) religious views suggest the possibility is real: “fallen” human judgment is not to be trusted.  Though if religious authority is the proposed replacement, then, as Pufendorf explained, even it is subject to the constraints of our own internal sense of what is reasonable and right.  The religious debate about God’s authority, e.g., about what exactly Abraham assumed in raising the knife over Issac (that God is just? that God would provide?) is not over the merits of completely “blind faith,” but rather of how much the subject of authority must be able to understand.  The issue is the degree to which one’s reason must be engaged, not whether reason has any role at all.   


� 	For similar objections, see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Johnston</Author><Year>2001</Year><RecNum>413</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Johnston, Mark</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2001</YEAR><TITLE>The Authority of Affect</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Philosophy and Phenomenological Research</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>63</VOLUME><PAGES>215-224</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Mark Johnston, "The Authority of Affect," Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 63 (2001)�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Wedgwood</Author><Year>(2002)</Year><RecNum>444</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Wedgwood, Ralph</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>(2002)</YEAR><TITLE>Practical Reasoning as Figuring Out What is Best: Against Constructivism</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Topoi</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>21</VOLUME><PAGES>139-152</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Ralph Wedgwood, "Practical Reasoning as Figuring out What Is Best: Against Constructivism," Topoi 21 ((2002))�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Shafer-Landau</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>397</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Shafer-Landau, Russ</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Moral Realism: a Defense</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Shafer-Landau, Moral Realism: A Defense�, ch. 2.


� 	Rawls seeks to justify specific principles of justice, beyond appeals to intuition, and so puts original position procedure to that end.  In a more general way, Scanlon seeks to characterize moral motivation (as justifiablitiy to each other) in terms which explain how moral principles might be justified.  His characterization of moral reasoning (about what people can reasonably reject) bridges this gap.  And Korsgaard seeks to answer the deep moral skeptic, explaining why he must be moral, on pain of irrationality.  She thus draws from constraints on reasoning arising from the skeptic’s own practically necessary self-conception as an agent.


� 	Scanlon, in “Constructivism: What? and Why?,” explicitly denies constructivism about practical reasons on the assumption that constructivism requires a specified method of judgment, as in mathematics.  I take it, however, that mathematical constructivism requires a specifiable and determinate procedure of judgment simply because this is generally what mathematical reasoning is like.  It is not needed simply because of what constructivism is.  Even if norms of reasoning can be specified in an informative way in certain ethical cases, this is not necessary for there to be a common constructivist thought in both ethics and mathematics: roughly, the thought that truth is a function of certain reasoning.  If nothing else, we need a name for this kind of view.  “Constructivism” seems as good as others.  


� 	But other kinds of circularity harmlessly remain.  The Thesis of Constructivism is not conceptual analysis, since the ethical concepts under construction are embedded in the judgments we reach in idealized conditions.  See � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Wright</Author><Year>1992</Year><RecNum>310</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Wright, Crispin</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1992</YEAR><TITLE>Truth and Objectivity</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Crispin Wright, Truth and Objectivity (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1992)� for a sustained argument that this need not undercut a “response-dependent” theory’s explanatory credentials.


� 	Superficially similar idealizations are used by ideal dispositional theories such as � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Firth</Author><Year>1970</Year><RecNum>445</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Firth, Roderick</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1970</YEAR><TITLE>Ethical Absolutism and the Ideal Observer</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Sellars, Wilfrid</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Hospers, John</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Readings in Ethical Theory</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Englewood Cliffs, N.J.</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Prentice-Hall</PUBLISHER><EDITION>2nd</EDITION></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Roderick Firth, "Ethical Absolutism and the Ideal Observer," in Readings in Ethical Theory, ed. Wilfrid Sellars and John Hospers (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1970)�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Railton</Author><Year>1986a</Year><RecNum>228</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Railton, Peter</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1986a</YEAR><TITLE>Facts and Values</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Philosophical Topics</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>14</VOLUME><PAGES>5-31</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Peter Railton, "Facts and Values," Philosophical Topics 14 (1986a)�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Lewis</Author><Year>1989</Year><RecNum>185</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Lewis, David</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1989</YEAR><TITLE>Dispositional Theories of Value</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>63</VOLUME></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�David Lewis, "Dispositional Theories of Value," Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume 63 (1989).�  � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Enoch</Author><Year>2005</Year><RecNum>443</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Enoch, David</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2005</YEAR><TITLE>Why Idealize?</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Ethics</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>115</VOLUME><PAGES>759-87</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�David Enoch, "Why Idealize?," Ethics 115 (2005).� argues that such views cannot motivate their idealizations insofar as they remain naturalistic.  He does not press the same charge against “internormative reductions” (p. 777 and note 47), since their idealizations can be motivated by the unanalyzed normative notion.  In the present case, the motivating notion is that of a “norm of practical reasoning.”


� 	I develop this point in detail in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>James</Author><Year>2007</Year><RecNum>432</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Aaron James</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2007</YEAR><TITLE>Constructivism about Practical Reasons</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Philosophy and Phenomenological Research</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>74</VOLUME><NUMBER>2</NUMBER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Aaron James, "Constructivism About Practical Reasons," Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 74, no. 2 (2007).�


� 	Debates over naturalism, the relation between reason and passion, instrumental and other human rationality, and the “normativity” of ethical concepts usually remain close to actual human practice.  Even recent “minimal realists,” who challenge both Humean and Kantian views, eschew any metaphysical conception of values that could put great distance between objective values and human valuation. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Nagel</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>206</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Nagel, Thomas</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>The Last Word</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Oxford</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Nagel, The Last Word�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Dworkin</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>103</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Dworkin, Ronald</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>Objectivity and Truth: You&apos;d Better Believe It</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Philosophy and Public Affairs</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>25</VOLUME><NUMBER>Spring</NUMBER><PAGES>87-193</PAGES></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Raz</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>359</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Raz, Joseph</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2002</YEAR><TITLE>The Practice of Value</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>The Tanner Lectures on Human Values</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>23</VOLUME></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Dworkin, "Objectivity and Truth: You'd Better Believe It", Joseph Raz, "The Practice of Value," in The Tanner Lectures on Human Values (2002)�, Derek Parfit, Practical Realism (unpublished ms.), � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Shafer-Landau</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>397</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Shafer-Landau, Russ</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Moral Realism: a Defense</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Russ Shafer-Landau, Moral Realism: A Defense (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003).� Scanlon’s account of practical reasons in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Scanlon</Author><Year>1998</Year><RecNum>44</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>T. M. Scanlon</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1998</YEAR><TITLE>What We Owe To Each Other</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge, Mass.</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�T. M. Scanlon, What We Owe to Each Other (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1998)�, ch. 1, is ambiguous between realist and constructivist readings.  He explicitly disavows the label “constructivist” in “Constructivism: What? and Why?” (unpublished ms.).  He is clear, however, in What We Owe to Each Other that his theoretical aim is self-understanding.    


� 	The “availability” of morality is a central to Schneewind’s account specifically modern conceptions of morality.  � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Schneewind</Author><Year>1998</Year><RecNum>393</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>J. B. Schneewind</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1998</YEAR><TITLE>The Invention of Autonomy</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�J. B. Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998).�  � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>168</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>The Sources of Normativity</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Korsgaard, The Sources of Normativity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996)� agrees, portraying this as part of a modern need for morality to be “normative for us.”  I by contrast regard it as a specifically epistemological constraint in the first instance.  As will become clear below, this difference is consequential for whether constructivism should take and intellectualist or voluntarist form.  


� 	See, e.g., � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>1996d</Year><RecNum>172</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996d</YEAR><TITLE>Skepticism About Practical Reason</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Creating the Kingdom of Ends</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Korsgaard, "Skepticism About Practical Reason."�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Nagel</Author><Year>1970</Year><RecNum>201</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Nagel, Thomas</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1970</YEAR><TITLE>The Possibility of Altruism</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Princeton</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Princeton University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Nagel, The Possibility of Altruism (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1970)�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Nagel</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>206</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Nagel, Thomas</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>The Last Word</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Oxford</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Nagel, The Last Word.�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Dworkin</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>103</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Dworkin, Ronald</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>Objectivity and Truth: You&apos;d Better Believe It</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Philosophy and Public Affairs</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>25</VOLUME><NUMBER>Spring</NUMBER><PAGES>87-193</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Dworkin, "Objectivity and Truth: You'd Better Believe It."�


� 	"The Normativity of Instrumental Reason," in Ethics and Practical Reason, ed. Grant and Cully (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997).


� 	This one reading of � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Nagel</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>206</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Nagel, Thomas</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>The Last Word</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Oxford</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Thomas Nagel, The Last Word (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997)� as well as of � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>1996d</Year><RecNum>172</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996d</YEAR><TITLE>Skepticism About Practical Reason</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Creating the Kingdom of Ends</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Christine Korsgaard, "Skepticism About Practical Reason," in Creating the Kingdom of Ends (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996d)�,� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>175</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>The Normativity of Instrumental Reason</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Grant</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Cully</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Ethics and Practical Reason</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>� "The Normativity of Instrumental Reason," in Ethics and Practical Reason, ed. Grant and Cully (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997).� 


� 	Although constructivism can be of indirect relevance.  One consistent theme in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>168</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>The Sources of Normativity</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Korsgaard, The Sources of Normativity� is that her account absorbs the force of skeptical views.  Similarly, in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>James</Author><Year>2006</Year><RecNum>512</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Aaron James</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2006</YEAR><TITLE>The Objectivity of Values: Invariance Without Explanation</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Southern Journal of Philosophy</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>44</VOLUME><NUMBER>4</NUMBER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�"The Objectivity of Values: Invariance without Explanation."�, I use the possibility of constructivism as a way of explicating and motivating a minimalist, invariance-based conception of the objectivity of values in response to skeptics such as � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Mackie</Author><Year>1977</Year><RecNum>189</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Mackie, J. L.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1977</YEAR><TITLE>Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Penguin Books</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�J. L. Mackie, Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong (New York: Penguin Books, 1977)�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Harman</Author><Year>1977</Year><RecNum>137</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Harman, Gilbert</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1977</YEAR><TITLE>The Nature of Morality</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Oxford</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Gilbert Harman, The Nature of Morality (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1977)�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Williams</Author><Year>1985</Year><RecNum>301</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Williams, Bernard</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1985</YEAR><TITLE>Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Bernard Williams, Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1985).�


� 	� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Williams</Author><Year>1981</Year><RecNum>300</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Williams, Bernard</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1981</YEAR><TITLE>Internal and External Reasons</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Moral Luck</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Bernard Williams, "Internal and External Reasons," in Moral Luck (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981)�, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Williams</Author><Year>1995</Year><RecNum>303</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Williams, Bernard</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1995</YEAR><TITLE>Internal Reasons and the Obscurity of Blame</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Making Sense of Humanity</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Williams, "Internal Reasons and the Obscurity of Blame," in Making Sense of Humanity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995).�


� 	� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Gibbard</Author><Year>1990</Year><RecNum>120</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gibbard, Alan</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1990</YEAR><TITLE>Wise Choices, Apt Feelings</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Gibbard, Wise Choices, Apt Feelings.�  For the planning version, see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Gibbard</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>398</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gibbard, Alan</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Thinking How to Live</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Gibbard, Thinking How to Live.�


� 	� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Rawls</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>19</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Rawls, John</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>Political Liberalism</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Columbia University Press</PUBLISHER><EDITION>paperback</EDITION></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Rawls, Political Liberalism.�, Lecture III.  Even in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Rawls</Author><Year>1980</Year><RecNum>18</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Rawls, John</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1980</YEAR><TITLE>Kantian Constructivism in Moral Theory</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>The Journal of Philosophy</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>77</VOLUME><PAGES>515-572</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Rawls, "Kantian Constructivism in Moral Theory"�, where Rawls emphasized the Kantian roots of Justice as Fairness, he anticipated the “political” cast of constructivism in speaking of the output of construction as reasonable rather than true (e.g. pp. 554, 565, 569). 


� 	� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Rawls</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>19</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Rawls, John</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>Political Liberalism</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Columbia University Press</PUBLISHER><EDITION>paperback</EDITION></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Rawls, Political Liberalism�, p. 99.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid., p. 101.


� 	In � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Rawls</Author><Year>1951</Year><RecNum>237</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Rawls, John</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1951</YEAR><TITLE>Outline of a Decision Procedure for Ethics</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>The Philosophical Review</SECONDARY_TITLE></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�John Rawls, "Outline of a Decision Procedure for Ethics," The Philosophical Review (1951)�, Rawls compares his account with Roderick Firth’s ideal observer theory, writing: “…an analysis based on the notion of a considered judgment of a competent person, as it is based on a kind of judgment, may prove to be more helpful in understanding the features of moral judgment than an analysis based on the notion of an ideal observer…. A man who rejects the conditions imposed on a considered judgment of a competent person could not longer profess to judge at all.”  See also � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Rawls</Author><Year>1999</Year><RecNum>47</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Rawls, John</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1999</YEAR><TITLE>Justice as Fairness</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Samuel Freeman</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>John Rawls: Collected Papers</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER><VOLUME>67</VOLUME><PAGES>164-94</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�"Justice as Fairness," in John Rawls: Collected Papers, ed. Samuel Freeman (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1999)�, n23.   The Constitutional Conception of Validity can be seen as an interpretation of this proposal.


� 	See, in particular, Korsgaard’s Locke Lectures, delivered at Oxford in 2002 (available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.people.fas.harvard.edu/~korsgaar/" ��http://www.people.fas.harvard.edu/~korsgaar/�), but also � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>175</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>The Normativity of Instrumental Reason</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Grant</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Cully</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Ethics and Practical Reason</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Korsgaard, "The Normativity of Instrumental Reason."�, and � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>1999</Year><RecNum>176</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1999</YEAR><TITLE>Self-Constitution in the Ethics of Plato and Kant</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>The Journal of Ethics</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>3</VOLUME><PAGES>1-29</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Korsgaard, "Self-Constitution in the Ethics of Plato and Kant," The Journal of Ethics 3 (1999).�


� 	See � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>168</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>The Sources of Normativity</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Korsgaard, The Sources of Normativity�, p. 116, and � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>394</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Realism and Constructivism in Twentieth Century Moral Philosophy</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>The Journal of Philosophical Research</SECONDARY_TITLE><PUBLISHER>The Philosophy Documentation Center</PUBLISHER><VOLUME>APA Centennial Supplement</VOLUME></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Korsgaard, "Realism and Constructivism in Twentieth Century Moral Philosophy,"� in particular p. 118, which I quote below. 


� 	� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>1996a</Year><RecNum>169</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996a</YEAR><TITLE>Creating the Kingdom of Ends</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Christine Korsgaard, Creating the Kingdom of Ends (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996a)�, p. xii.  


� 	For all this says, one might insist that our commitment to such norms is not commitment to a practically necessary fiction, because our agency is also a kind of metaphysical fact.  Korsgaard rejects this (� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>1996a</Year><RecNum>169</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996a</YEAR><TITLE>Creating the Kingdom of Ends</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Ibid.�, p. x-xi), favoring a “two standpoints” interpretation of Kant’s distinction between noumena and phenomena: our commitment to seeing ourselves as agents is not commitment to a metaphysical fact, but a result of our ability to consider ourselves from two standpoints, one in which we are passive subjects of the world, the other from which we view ourselves as agents in it.  


� 	� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Gibbard</Author><Year>1999</Year><RecNum>121</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gibbard, Alan</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1999</YEAR><TITLE>Morality as Consistency in Living</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Ethics</SECONDARY_TITLE></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Gibbard, "Morality as Consistency in Living."�


� 	[This is a dominant theme in Thinking How to Live.]


� 	� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>394</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Realism and Constructivism in Twentieth Century Moral Philosophy</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>The Journal of Philosophical Research</SECONDARY_TITLE><PUBLISHER>The Philosophy Documentation Center</PUBLISHER><VOLUME>APA Centennial Supplement</VOLUME></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Korsgaard, "Realism and Constructivism in Twentieth Century Moral Philosophy,"� p. 118.


� 	� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>394</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Realism and Constructivism in Twentieth Century Moral Philosophy</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>The Journal of Philosophical Research</SECONDARY_TITLE><PUBLISHER>The Philosophy Documentation Center</PUBLISHER><VOLUME>APA Centennial Supplement</VOLUME></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Ibid.�, p. 118.


� 	� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Korsgaard</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>394</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Korsgaard, Christine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Realism and Constructivism in Twentieth Century Moral Philosophy</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>The Journal of Philosophical Research</SECONDARY_TITLE><PUBLISHER>The Philosophy Documentation Center</PUBLISHER><VOLUME>APA Centennial Supplement</VOLUME></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Ibid.�, n49.


� 	To put the point in more general and Rawlsian terms, when Rawls famously used reflective equilibrium methodology to give substantive ethics priority over questions of foundations (� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Rawls</Author><Year>1999</Year><RecNum>402</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Rawls, John</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1999</YEAR><TITLE>The Independence of Moral Theory</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Samuel Freeman</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>John Rawls: Collected Papers</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�"The Independence of Moral Theory," in John Rawls: Collected Papers, ed. Samuel Freeman (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1999)�), this was not necessarily to reject all “meta-ethical” concerns as such.  Questions such as those suggested in the text can remain part of “wide” reflective equilibrium.  See, e.g., � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Daniels</Author><Year>1979</Year><RecNum>449</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Daniels, Norman</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1979</YEAR><TITLE>Wide Reflective Equilibrium</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Journal of Philosophy</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>76</VOLUME><PAGES>256-82</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Norman Daniels, "Wide Reflective Equilibrium," Journal of Philosophy 76 (1979).� 


� 	For discussion of “relative externality” with helpful reference to Carnap and examples from mathematics, see T. M. Scanlon, “Constructivism: What? and Why?.”   Scanlon does not emphasize “neutrality” as I do here.


� 	I do not mean to suggest that this interpretation is unavailable to Korsgaard.  I mean only to distinguish it from her methodological claims, which must on this reading be seen as having a derivative status.


� 	� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Carnap</Author><Year>1983</Year><RecNum>400</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Carnap, Rudolph</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1983</YEAR><TITLE>Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Paul Benacerraf, Hilary Putnam</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Philosophy of Mathematics: Selected Readings</SECONDARY_TITLE><PAGES>241-57</PAGES><EDITION>2nd</EDITION></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Rudolph Carnap, "Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology," in Philosophy of Mathematics: Selected Readings, ed. Hilary Putnam Paul Benacerraf (1983).�  For defense of the “internal”/”external” distinction against Quine’s famous criticisms, see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Yablo</Author><Year>1998</Year><RecNum>401</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Stephen Yablo</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1998</YEAR><TITLE>Does Ontology Rest on a Mistake?</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>LXXII</VOLUME><PAGES>229-61</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Stephen Yablo, "Does Ontology Rest on a Mistake?," Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume LXXII (1998).�


� 	For discussion, see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Yablo</Author><Year>1998</Year><RecNum>401</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Stephen Yablo</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1998</YEAR><TITLE>Does Ontology Rest on a Mistake?</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>LXXII</VOLUME><PAGES>229-61</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Yablo, "Does Ontology Rest on a Mistake?,"� pp. 234-5.


� 	Because I construe practical reasoning as an activity, it cannot be represented as a series of propositions, as according to the traditional “practical syllogism.”  On this I follow � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Harman</Author><Year>1986</Year><RecNum>142</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Harman, Gilbert</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1986</YEAR><TITLE>Change in View</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>MIT Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Gilbert Harman, Change in View (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1986),� I also deny the traditional view that practical reasoning must conclude in action or intention.  Norms of reasoned practical judgment are norms of thought, and so to follow them does not require one to make a choice, beyond making a judgment.  When my friend asks me to help her consider whether she should have an abortion, for example, we can reason together according to common norms of thought to a conclusion about what one should do in her shoes.  But only she is faced with the choice of action.  If I (being male) know I will never be in such a situation, must I then form an intention—even a conditional intention—to take the recommended action were I, per impossible, in her shoes?  It does not seem so.


� 	For a similar list, see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Harman</Author><Year>1986</Year><RecNum>142</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Harman, Gilbert</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1986</YEAR><TITLE>Change in View</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>MIT Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Ibid.�, p. 7, and what Harman includes under the heading of “warranted reasoning” in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Harman</Author><Year>1984</Year><RecNum>141</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Harman, Gilbert</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1984</YEAR><TITLE>Is There a Single True Morality?</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Copp, D.</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Zimmerman, D.</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Morality, Reason, and Truth</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Totowa</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Rowman &amp; Allanheld</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Gilbert Harman, "Is There a Single True Morality?," in Morality, Reason, and Truth, ed. D. Copp and D. Zimmerman (Totowa: Rowman & Allanheld, 1984).�  Unlike Harman, I presuppose no limitation to defects in “warranted reasoning” attributable by a cognitive psychologist.  I discuss the norms of reasoning at issue in greater detail in my “Constructivism about Practical Reasons.”


� 	See � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Burge</Author><Year>2005</Year><RecNum>415</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Burge, Tyler</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2005</YEAR><TITLE>Truth, Thought, Reason</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Oxford</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Tyler Burge, Truth, Thought, Reason (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005)� for appeal to the notion of full understanding in another a priori context.


� 	[Cite Locke Lectures]


� 	One Carnapian answer, distinct from the one I suggest below, is to externally validate a certain framework of norms for reasoning by appeal to certain practical considerations. This is Scanlon’s approach in “Constructivism: What? and Why?.”  Scanlon proposes that reasoning about what could be reasonably rejected is the proper basis for determining what we owe to each other.  Why this reasoning, as opposed to some other?  Scanlon’s answer is that it perspicuously represents the content of our independent reason to act in ways that could be justifiable to each person, a reason which Scanlon takes to have the same status as any reason for action.  Even if this is fine for moral constructivism, it does not help us explain how all ethical claims—including claims about practical reasons—could be constructed from something else.


� 	For a version of this point as regards logical necessity see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Stroud</Author><Year>1965</Year><RecNum>514</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Barry Stroud</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1965</YEAR><TITLE>Wittgenstein and Logical Necessity</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Philosophical Review</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>74</VOLUME><NUMBER>4</NUMBER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Barry Stroud, "Wittgenstein and Logical Necessity," Philosophical Review 74, no. 4 (1965).�


� 	[Compare “rigidification” to our actual responses, in dispositional theories.  The present aim is to provide a rationale for this kind of move.] 


� 	I should emphasize that the present limits on impersonal explanation are consistent with evolutionary or other strategies for placing human reasoning creatures in the impersonal causal order.  While no further account of validity will be forthcoming, what follows from the Constitutional Conception is merely that any proposed explanation of the content of practical reasoning—e.g., its favoring reciprocal altruism—must be validated from an internal point of view.


� 	The general form of the objection is that the views of ideal judges would not converge.  See, e.g., � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Joyce</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>513</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Richard Joyce</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2002</YEAR><TITLE>The Myth of Morality</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Richard Joyce, The Myth of Morality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002).�


� 	Beyond very basic moral judgments, the objectivity of many values of political importance may then require justification which is highly sensitive to the types of agreement and disagreement we actually find.  This is, I take it, one grand vindicatory aim of Rawlsian political philosophy.


� 	Cite Korsgaard and Street


� 	But just to suggest intellectualist strategies: one intellectualist view holds that morality is normative simply in the sense that judgments of moral requirement are judgments about what one has sufficient reason to do, and because to fail to act on a sufficient reasons judgment (without changing one’s mind) is to lack coherence in one’s intentions and judgments.  It is to exhibit what Scanlon calls “structural irrationality.”  � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Scanlon</Author><Year>2004</Year><RecNum>399</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Scanlon, T. M.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2004</YEAR><TITLE>Reasons: A Puzzling Duality?</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Philip Pettit, Michael Smith, Samuel Scheffler, and R. Jay Wallace</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Reasons and Values: Themes from the Work of Joseph Raz</SECONDARY_TITLE><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�T. M. Scanlon, "Reasons: A Puzzling Duality?," in Reasons and Values: Themes from the Work of Joseph Raz, ed. Michael Smith Philip Pettit, Samuel Scheffler, and R. Jay Wallace (Oxford University Press, 2004).�  See also � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Broome</Author><Year>2000</Year><RecNum>442</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>9</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Broome, John</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2000</YEAR><TITLE>Normative Requirements</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Jonathan Dancy</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Oxford</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Blackwell</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�John Broome, ed., Normative Requirements (Oxford: Blackwell, 2000).�  Korsgaard might object that morality is normative for us whether or not we make moral judgments in the first place.  If the intellectualist does not reject this stronger conception of normativity, he or she can seek to meet it in intellectualist terms.  At least in some cases, one cannot disregard the verdicts of well-reasoned judgment, supposing they are moral, without inconsistency.  For suppose someone denies that he has any moral reasons for action, yet admits that his belief depends on not thinking about the matter too carefully.  If he really considered the matter, he admits, he’d change his mind.  And suppose he nevertheless maintains his amoralist views, by deliberately and persistently distracting himself.  Is he not “in denial,” and at least in that way irrational?


� 	[Cite Railton and M. Smith]


� 	[Roughly, for reasons given by McDowell CITE] 


� 	[CITE KRIPKE]


� 	[THIS VOLUME]
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